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A recurrent finding in estimates of the gate demand for sports events is pricing in the inelastic

portion of demand. With few exceptions, this finding has either been ignored or (rather poorly)

explained away. In this paper, the recurrent outcome is detailed and the explanations given by
past authors are discussed. Then, profit maximization theory is explored for its inelastic

pricing implications. It ends up that the local TV revenue relationships between MLB teams

satisfy the situation that theory predicts would generate inelastic gate pricing. This suggests

two things. First, inelastic pricing is consistent with profit maximizing team behavior. Second,
fuller specification of revenue functions will enhance future work in the area. Copyright

# 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

INTRODUCTION

Empirical work on sports attendance demand has
almost uniformly found that teams do not set
ticket prices in the elastic portion of gate demand.
Some past authors have simply ignored this
finding. Others have attempted to explain it away.
Apparently, some of these authors were aware of
an early literature that argued that sports teams do
not maximize profits at all.1

Two (apparently forgotten, since I find no
reference to them in any of the demand studies)
early contributions by El Hodiri and Quirk
(1974b, henceforth, EH-Q) and Heilmann and
Wendling (1976, henceforth, H-W) make it clear
that inelastic pricing should be expected in certain
situations. The latter, extending the approach in
the former, shows that there can be a trade-off
between gate revenue and other elements in sports
team revenue functions that would lead a profit
maximizing team to price in the inelastic portion
of gate demand.2 (That non-ticket stadium reven-
ues have become an increasingly important part of
total revenues over time is documented in Table 1.)
Thus, it has been known for nearly twenty-five
years that profit maximizing sports team owners
may price in the inelastic region of demand.

But the EH-Q and H-W results are for an
admissions-only world. A more general specifica-
tion of the team revenue function is in Fort and
Quirk (1995, henceforth, F-Q) where teams choose
talent to maximize profits from the production of
winning sold both at the gate and on TV. Some
minor rearrangement of the main F-Q first-order
condition shows how inelastic pricing of winning
on the field can result from a particular relation-
ship between local television revenues in a league.

This paper proceeds as follows. First, past
works on attendance demand are reviewed and it
is argued that their explanations for non-elastic
pricing are not very insightful. Second, the theory
of inelastic pricing is presented. In the more
general revenue specification based on winning, a
condition on individual team local TV revenues
compared to the rest of the league’s average local
TV revenues is derived that can lead to inelastic
pricing. Third, empirical analysis reveals that
particular relationship holds in MLB. Conclusions
round out the paper.

THE RECURRENT EVIDENCE ON

INELASTIC PRICING

A fairly extensive empirical literature reveals
that sports teams price attendance in the unitary
to inelastic demand range. Not all researchers
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recognize their finding and all that do attempt to
explain it away. The approach in this section is to
detail these past findings and evaluate the explana-
tions that are offered.

Demmert (1973), on data covering the period
1951–1969, reports a point elasticity estimate of
–0.93 for both leagues in MLB, overall, evaluated
at the averages of price and attendance.3 He notes
that this is essentially pricing at the unitary elastic
point on the demand curve, and argues that this
would be expected if the marginal cost of letting
additional fans through the gate is close to zero
(profit maximization and revenue maximization
are equivalent since marginal costs are zero).

But this is a very limited observation. Once
teams have chosen quality, and incurred the fixed
costs that comprise the bulk of short run total
costs, it is true that maximizing total revenue is the
object of the game. But this is only true because
stadium size and the team roster have been chosen
prior to play. In the long run, attendance surely is
not what sports teams produce for sale at the gate.
Pro sports team balance sheets clearly organize

costs and revenues around the production of
winning, rather than letting one more person
through the gate. And, in the long run, the
marginal costs of winning can be very high indeed
(a marvelous exercise aimed at teaching under-
graduate students the marginal cost function of
teams can be found in Bruggink, 1993, and a full
discussion is in Fort, 2003). So, in the short run,
Demmert doubtless is correct, but the marginal
cost of output in the long run cannot be zero since
the team is not producing clicks of the turnstiles.

Noll (1974) reported price estimates in the
inelastic region of attendance demand for MLB,
with a point elasticity estimate of –0.14. Noll
offered three explanations. First, pricing at the
unitary point was within plus or minus a standard
deviation. Second, larger parks have a greater
proportion of seats with poor views than smaller
parks and average ticket prices cannot capture this
variation. Third, elasticity estimates are under-
stated since ticket price is only a portion of the
over-all costs of attendance.

Noll’s first explanation really just echoes
Demmert’s and falls victim to the same criticism.
The second explanation doubtless is true, but
remains a question of degree. Noll’s average price
was determined as follows:

wi ¼
XS

s¼1

psgs; ð1Þ

where ps is the price of seat type s, gs is the
proportion of seat type s, and wi becomes the
weighted average ticket price for team i. And the
only reason that the weighted sum in (1) would not
capture the idea that larger parks have a larger
proportion of bad seats is if price by seat type did
not adjust for this fact across teams. But they do.
Presumably, then, this type of measurement
captures quality variation in percentage terms.
The last point perhaps is Noll’s strongest, given his
analysis. But, later researchers do hold other
(travel and/or general opportunity) costs constant
and still obtain similar elasticity estimates.4

Siegfried and Eisenberg (1980) found a point
price elasticity estimate of –0.25 for minor league
professional baseball but did not discuss the
implications. In a model that explicitly held travel
costs constant, Bird (1982) found an elasticity
estimate of –0.22 for total league football (soccer)
attendance but also found that attendance does
not vary within divisions based on price. Bird just

Table 1. Stadium Revenues as a Percent of Total
Operating Revenues in MLB

Team Percent 1990 Percent 1996 % Change

Atl 9.0% 12.5% �11.9%
Bal 10.6% 25.2% 90.9%
Bos 10.1% 14.0% 84.2%
Cal 11.1% 19.0% 50.4%
ChiC 8.3% 18.0% 164.2%
ChiW 13.1% 32.1% 127.6%
Cin 10.3% 17.3% 50.5%
Cle 7.5% 24.6% 221.3%
Det 2.9% 11.2% 320.1%
Hou 7.0% 26.5% 229.7%
KC 30.1% 28.5% �21.3%
LA 15.5% 21.0% 59.9%
Mil 4.4% 13.8% 426.7%
Min 7.8% 13.7% 55.1%
Mon 7.1% 15.5% 65.7%
NYM 19.0% 16.9% 29.5%
NYY 6.7% 14.0% 94.9%
Oak 17.1% 18.3% 16.0%
Phil 14.1% 15.8% 13.8%
Pit 10.5% 9.8% 84.5%
SD 13.6% 17.6% 69.0%
SF 11.0% 27.8% 68.5%
Sea 9.4% 21.2% 38.3%
StL 9.7% 19.3% 120.6%
Tex 13.1% 20.6% 121.6%
Tor 10.6% 9.9% �58.3%
Aves. 11.1% 18.8% 96.6%

Source: Adapted from Financial World, various years. Stadium
shares for Colorado and Florida in 1996 were 25.0% and
13.1%, respectively.
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calls this outcome ‘reasonable’ and offers no
explanation. But it is important to emphasize that
his model held travel costs constant. This casts
doubt on Noll’s earlier conjecture that omitting
travel costs was partly responsible for his find-
ing of inelastic pricing. Jennett (1984) found
attendance completely unresponsive to price for
Scottish football (soccer) and, without further
discussion, blamed it on the fact that an average
across the variety of available seat prices clouded
the issue.

In their review of work to their date of writing,
Cairns et al. (1985) summarized the results of
attendance demand estimation as follows (p. 15):

The price elasticity results can be given two
interpretations. First, that there is substantial
evidence in favor of demand being highly price
inelastic. Second, that the data problems of one
form or another have led to the true relation-
ship not being identified. A review of these
problems tends to support the second inter-
pretation.

They also repeated Noll’s earlier idea that
admission is only part of the cost of attendance,
so that these elasticity estimates were under-stated.
But one of the works they did review, Bird (1982),
did hold travel cost constant and yielded the same
result. On their final decision that ‘data problems
of one form or another’ were responsible, the data
are what they are. The upshot of such an
observation, essentially, is that attendance demand
estimation be forsaken all together.

Medoff (1986) found that the coefficient on
price was zero in his analysis of the 1980 MLB
season. His explanation (p. 152) returned to Noll’s
earlier argument about how average prices cannot
capture the variation in seat quality. But, like
Noll’s measurement, Medoff ’s price measure was
a weighted average by seat type, as in (1), which,
presumably, accounts for this type of quality
variation. Scully (1989) provided evidence that
teams price in the inelastic range, with estimated
point elasticity of –0.61. And he, too, adopted the
Demmert/Noll line that pricing at the unitary
elastic point was reasonable.

But Scully’s findings do suggest that seat quality
can have other impacts on attendance demand
estimates. Directly, Scully (1989, p. 103) shows
that there are vast differences between clubs in the
number and proportion of season and single game
ticket sales (season range 8.6% to 61%). Similarly,

there is wide variation in the number and
proportion of business and individual ticket sales
between clubs (business range 22.8% to 61.9%).
Scully’s finding means, for example, that loyal fans
and others with a greater willingness to pay for
reserved seats over a season have relatively more
inelastic demand (Boston Red Sox fans in Scully’s
analysis) while ‘fickle’ fans have relatively less
inelastic demand (L.A. Dodger fans in Scully’s
analysis). Indirectly, Scully’s finding suggests that
the degree of attendance demand inelasticity likely
differs across type of seat, especially if most of the
season ticket sales are in the higher priced seats.
Overall, it would appear that both within- and
between-club variation in fan sensitivity to ticket
price and win record probably have yet to be
captured in attendance demand analysis.

Burdekin and Idson (1991) found attendance
completely unresponsive to price in the NBA.
They labeled this finding (p. 184) ‘consistent with
similar findings. . .in most previous attendance
studies,’ and discussed it no further. Fort and
Quirk (1996) also produced attendance regressions
for MLB (1975–1988), and their results play a
large role in the empirical work in this paper.
While they were interested in the results for other
reasons, the reported average prices and atten-
dance over their sample period, along with their
coefficient estimate on price, yield point elasticity
estimates (at the averages of attendance and price)
of –0.43 and –0.50 for the AL and NL, respec-
tively. And Fort and Rosenman (1999a, 1999b)
estimate a game-by-game attendance model, sepa-
rately for the 1989 and 1990 seasons. Again, they
were not interested in the implications of their
findings for inelastic pricing but the reports in their
paper allow one to calculate price elasticity
estimates averaging –0.36 and –0.14 for the AL
and NL, respectively, over the two years consid-
ered. It also is important to note that these findings
occur even though their analysis held the oppor-
tunity costs of attendance constant.

All-in-all, that sports teams price in the unitary
to inelastic portion of attendance demand has been
a remarkably consistent finding for nearly thirty
years. Some of the arguments against this finding
are weak (bad data, statistical reasonableness
based on a limited definition of marginal costs)
and some have subsequently been found not to
change the result (inclusion of travel and/or other
opportunity costs of attendance). But the finding
remains and the implications are clear. The
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remainder of this paper explores profit maximiza-
tion models for their implications about inelastic
pricing.

PROFIT MAXIMIZING SPORTS TEAMS

AND INELASTIC PRICING

After Rottenberg (1956) first brought theory to
bear on team sports, subsequent developments all
follow Demmert (1973) and El Hodiri and Quirk
(1971, 1974a). Given the theoretical literature’s
subsequent fascination with competitive balance, it
is no wonder that the two papers that continued to
explore pricing choices by sports teams have been
all but forgotten.

It is worth resurrecting the original EH-Q and
H-W theory just for the sake of reacquainting
researchers with it and for the insight it provides in
the gate-world context. The model used here will
be more general than their models, and their
results will be noted where appropriate.

Let attendance demand be the usual one for a
sports team, x=x(p), where x is ticket sales and p

is price of a ticket and the team has market power,
x0(p)50. Team quality is held constant in this
short-term demand function. Let z(p) be other
revenues on a per attendance basis. These could be
concession revenues, parking fees or other on-site
purchases made by fans. While H-W explicitly
treat z(p) as revenues going to the team owner
because they own the facility, there is no reason to
exclude all revenues that are allowed under a lease
arrangement between the team owner and a public
host. Let r(p) be the rental rate charged by the
owner of the stadium.5 Under this specification,
net non-ticket revenues are s(p)=z(p)–r(p), the
operating subsidy to owners over and above their
ticket revenues.

The firm0s problem is to maximize profits
subject to it’s capacity constraint, x(p)=X. The
Lagrangean is:

L ¼ ½p þ zðpÞ � rðpÞ�xðpÞ þ l½X � xðpÞ�: ð2Þ

First-order conditions, with primes denoting
derivatives and subscripts indicating partial deri-
vatives, are:

Lp ¼ ½1þ z0ðpÞ � r0ðpÞ�xðpÞ þ ½p þ zðpÞ � rðpÞ�x0ðpÞ

� lx0ðpÞ ¼ 0; ð3Þ

Ll ¼ X � xðpÞ ¼ 0; ð4Þ

with l=0 if x(p)5X and l>0 if x(p)�X. Nearly
all of the insights come from the case of no sell-
outs, that is x(p)5X. Rearranging (2) with l=0
yields:

�
x0ðpÞp
xðpÞ

¼
p½1þ z0ðpÞ � r0ðpÞ�
½p þ zðpÞ � rðpÞ�

: ð5Þ

But the left-hand side of (5) is just the price
elasticity of demand, henceforth ep. Given (5), it is
easy to see the essential EH-Q result. Letting
z(p)=r(p)=0 for all p, from (5), we find ep=1.
This EH-Q result yields the following proposition.

Proposition 1 (EH-Q):
In an admissions-only world, with no rental rate,
marginal costs equal to zero, and attendance
below capacity, a profit maximizing team prices
at the unit elastic point on the demand for tickets.

H-W extend this basic idea first to the case of a
constant non-ticket revenue per admission,
z(p)=z>0, without any rental rate, r(p)=0 for
all p. Again, from (5), for this case it is clear that

ep ¼
p

p þ zðpÞ
51 for zðpÞ ¼ z > 0:

H-W then move on to the case of a constant rental
rate r(p)=r>0 for all p, but with z(p)=0 for all p.
Our old friend (5) yields

ep ¼
p

p � rðpÞ
> 1 for rðpÞ > 0:

H-W find these two results sufficient to justify the
following conclusions, stated in the form of a
proposition.

Proposition 2 (H-W):
In an admissions-only world, if the team owner
has rights to other revenues per attendance, with
attendance below capacity, a profit maximizing
team prices in the inelastic region of the demand
for tickets. A positive constant rental rate per
attendance pushes price higher than one would
observe without a rental rate (ultimately, back to
the elastic region of demand).

H-W also argue that a conditional rental rate
that kicks in at some threshold level of attendance
does not alter the team owner’s choice. Finally,
what of choices at the capacity constraint?
Comparing their results to the basic EH-Q out-
come, H-W note that all prices converge to the
same price whenever a team is at capacity.
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This earlier theory only covers the case of
teams selling admission at the gate. While
this technically is not true of any sport since
radio broadcasts became prevalent, local broad-
cast revenues were a very small proportion
of total revenues in MLB during much of the
time period of the earlier empirical work in
the last section. Stadiums were predominantly
privately owned as well, entitling owners to
attendance-related revenue. And in the case of
European sports analyses, gate also dominates the
revenue picture. The recurrent unitary to inelastic
demand findings in those studies actually is no
surprise given the EH-Q and H-W theoretical
results.

More recently, this previous theory would seem
most appropriate for the NFL, minor league
sports, and so-called ‘non-revenue’ sports in
college. Local broadcast revenues are quite limited
in these endeavors. This is not to downplay the
potential importance of the theory in these
leagues. To the contrary, since so many more
cities have minor league and college teams than
have major league teams, the possible magnitude
of importance from the social perspective may be
immense. And the insights to be had from the
interplay of various lease-granted revenues may be
piercing for the NFL.6

To analyze the more modern findings of demand
inelasticity, let’s move on to a broader definition of
revenue. Fort and Quirk (1995, p. 1273, expression
(12)) arrive at the following first-order condition in
their general theoretical treatment where talent
(winning) is the choice variable and winning is sold
at the gate and on local and national TV, with gate
revenue sharing:

MRGi ¼
c� aMRTi � ð1� aÞAVEðMRTÞ j=i

2a� 1
:

ð6Þ

On the left-hand side of (6), MRGi is marginal
revenue at the gate for team i. On the right-hand
side, c is the marginal cost of a unit of talent, a
equals the home team share of the gate, MRTi is
marginal local television revenue for team i and
AVE(MRT) j=i is the average of marginal local
television revenue for all teams in the league except
team i. Thus, according to (6), the owner of team i

sets marginal gate revenue equal to a weighted
sum of the marginal cost of talent, own marginal
local TV revenue, and average marginal local TV
revenues in the rest of the league. Clearly, the

theory yields a trade-off between attendance
revenue and local TV revenues; the derivative
of MRGi with respect to either MRTi or
AVE(MRT) j=i is less than zero.

In order to investigate the conditions for
inelastic pricing on the part of teams in a
general revenue setting, we seek conditions where
MRGi 50, that is, the level of winning is
chosen (and price would follow) in the inelastic
portion of fan demand for winning. Setting the
right-hand side of (6) less than 0 and rearranging
yields:

MRTi >
c� ð1� aÞAVEðMRTÞ j=i

a
: ð7Þ

And Proposition 3 follows immediately:

Proposition 3:

If local marginal television revenue for team i is
‘large enough’ relative to the average marginal
television in the rest of the league, then profit-
maximizing team i prices in the inelastic region of
attendance demand for winning.

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE

No empirical tests for Propositions 1 and 2,
inelastic pricing in the gate-only world, are offered
in this paper. With data on ticket prices, other
revenues, and rental rates, these propositions
should be empirically approachable. At the major
league level, ticket price data are readily available.
Also, major league rental rates and some non-
ticket revenues are available in lease contracts. But
other non-ticket revenue tied to gate, such as
concessions and parking, is not generally known,
even though concession prices are annually sur-
veyed. And I know of no source of similar data
for minor league and non-revenue college sports
short of surveying individual teams and athletic
departments.

Moving on to the more general revenue context,
Proposition 3 yields inelastic pricing for a parti-
cular relationship between a team’s marginal local
TV revenue, the marginal cost of talent, and the
average marginal local TV revenue for the rest of
the teams in the league. Fort and Quirk (1996) give
estimates of marginal gate revenue, marginal local
TV revenue, and the marginal cost of talent for a
few seasons for MLB, over the period 1975–1988.
Along with the revenue sharing coefficients in
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baseball, all of the data required to actually
analyze Proposition 3 are at hand.

The Fort and Quirk (1996) estimates and the
calculations for expression (7), for both the AL
and NL in MLB, are shown in Table 2. Using the
point estimate for the marginal cost of talent, the
condition in (7) is satisfied for every team in
MLB. Thus, it is no surprise in a more modern
sample that teams price in the inelastic
region of gate demand. Note that this finding is
fairly robust given the estimate of the marginal
cost of talent. Using the marginal cost of
talent plus two standard errors only rejects the
condition in (7) for 4 of the 26 teams (Chicago
White Sox, Cleveland Indians, Oakland Athletics,
and Seattle Mariners). All-in-all, inelastic
pricing consistent with profit maximization ap-
pears easily supported in the general revenue
function case.

CONCLUSIONS

Inelastic ticket pricing for team sports has been a
recurrent empirical finding for nearly thirty years.
Explanations based on profit maximization range
from statistical reasonableness given zero marginal
costs to weak data. Still others argue that these
results cast doubts on profit maximization as a
useful analytical device.

In this paper, theoretical conditions are derived
where inelastic pricing can happen as a result of
profit maximization. There is a particular relation-
ship between individual team local TV revenues,
the marginal cost of talent and the average of the
rest of the teams’ local TV revenues that can lead
to inelastic pricing at the gate. And one set of data
shows that this particular relationship holds for
MLB.

In the future, it would prove insightful to follow
up on Propositions 1 and 2. Leagues without TV
contracts would be prime candidates for analysis
under this theory. Indeed, it would be interesting
to analyze inelastic pricing in other non-sports
markets. Essentially, anywhere that other revenues
are tied to attendance and there is no local TV, one
can expect inelastic pricing. Candidates are all
entertainment events and expositions that charge
entrance prices but also sell concessions.

Further, the Fort and Quirk (1995) model used
to derive Proposition 3 is quite general. The
revenue function does not explicitly include the
H-W idea of other revenue related to gate and is
gross of rental payments. In addition, it seems
quite likely that there is an inverse relationship
between pricing and the level of state and local
government subsidy enjoyed by pro sports teams
(Fort, 2004). Explicit theoretical treatment of these
factors may lend further insight in team pricing
behavior.

There may well be other explanations for the
observed results from attendance demand estima-
tion. El Hodiri and Quirk (1971, 1974b) offer a
dynamic framework for sports team analysis.
Perhaps a full stadium, today, enhances gate
revenues over time. Or perhaps the answer lies in
an application of the literature concerning why
events are under-priced in the first place. In some
sports, such as the NFL, sell-outs do appear to
dominate the landscape. In this case, (6) simplifies
to MRGi=c/(2a–1) which is clearly greater than
zero. NFL teams should be pricing in the elastic
portion of their demand functions. So, in order to

Table 2. Calculation of Expression (7): MLB
1975–1988, c=$38,716 (s.e. $22,418),
a=0.95 (AL) and 0.80 (NL)

MRGi MRTi AVE j=i Inelastic High c
inelastic

AL

Bal $100,637 $47,890 $54,872 X X
Bos $164,515 $54,580 $54,358 X X
Cal $149,458 $48,530 $54,823 X X
Chi $83,602 $60,950 $53,868 X
Cle $71,794 $49,140 $54,776 X
Det $150,035 $57,170 $54,158 X X
KC $184,733 $47,140 $54,930 X X
Mil $141,133 $48,110 $54,855 X X
Min $110,735 $50,180 $54,696 X X
NY $211,612 $72,000 $53,018 X X
Oak $50,081 $56,850 $54,183 X
Sea $70,239 $54,000 $54,402 X
Tex $109,539 $50,040 $54,707 X X
Tor $268,307 $64,650 $54,434 X X

NL

Atl $153,338 $54,920 $55,010 X X
Chi $242,979 $55,380 $54,968 X X
Cin $205,350 $52,720 $55,210 X X
Hou $177,042 $54,890 $55,013 X X
LA $307,912 $55,240 $54,981 X X
Mon $241,508 $54,720 $55,028 X X
NY $257,924 $54,860 $55,015 X X
Phi $238,412 $56,260 $54,888 X X
Pit $126,854 $52,610 $55,220 X X
SD $149,694 $56,430 $54,873 X X
SF $157,475 $56,410 $54,875 X X
StL $235,020 $55,590 $54,949 X X

Source: Calculated from results in Fort and Quirk (1996).

R. FORT92

Copyright # 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Manage. Decis. Econ. 25: 87–94 (2004)



find out why NFL teams tend to price for sell-outs,
it would be useful to return to the gate-only world
and its explicit specification of the interplay
between attendance and non-ticket revenues tied
to attendance. Since this interplay occurs either
because of direct ownership or lease arrangements
in publicly owned facilities, the NFL appears a
good case for analysis since both types of owner-
ship do exist.

NOTES

1. Sports markets are an area of study where challenges
to profit maximization have arisen. The earliest
works are Davenport (1969), Sloane (1971), Brower
(1977). Reviews by Cairnes et al. (1985) and Fort and
Quirk (1995) put these works in context. In the
European context, see Kesenne (1996, 2000) and in
the general context of owner objectives, see Fort and
Quirk (2002). Noll (1974, p. 125) notes the implica-
tions of abandoning profit maximization:

If demand were inelastic, the belief that team
owners do not maximize profits would gain
important support. An owner wanting both to
build a winning team and to provide a public
service would not only overspend on player
development but would also engage in cost-plus
pricing; that is, ticket prices would be set just to
cover the operating costs of the team and its player
development system. If this ‘sportsman’ attitude
were characteristic of owners, prices would be
lower for a team with greater attendance, regard-
less of quality, and over the long run the profit-
ability of all viable teams, regardless of attendance,
would be about the same (except, of course, for
teams with very low attendance figures that have
difficulty covering costs).

2. The idea that there are trade-offs between revenue
sources in professional sports certainly is not new.
For example, Demmert (1973) included the number
of home games broadcast on TV in his original
attendance model, finding an inverse relationship
between broadcast games and home attendance.
Zimbalist (1992, p. 53) makes an important observa-
tion about sports team pricing that actually sets the
stage for the work done in this paper:

Gate revenues are maximized at that price where
the price elasticity of demand for tickets is equal to
one; that is, when the percent change in price (in
one direction) is equal to the percent change in
attendance (in other direction). Business strategy is
actually a bit more complicated because what the
team will really try to maximize is gate revenues
plus net income from concessions and parking
[emphasis added].

3. There is a problem somewhere with Demmert’s
report. His reported estimate for the price variable

for both leagues, overall, of –0.00196 (p. 65), along
with an average price over the sample of $2.50
(quoted on p. 66) and an average attendance/capita
of 0.43 (quoted in footnote 15, on p. 68) generate a
point elasticity estimate (at these averages) of –0.011.
More than likely, there is a typographical error
somewhere along the line.

4. Noll (1974) also finds a negative relationship between
price and admission for the NBA. He discusses the
qualitative outcome but states that he is unwilling to
discuss the quantitative (elasticity) result because of
lack of confidence in the NBA pricing data. Since he
is very critical of his own data, those reports are not
included in this paper.

5. Rent could be a simple fixed amount. It could be a
constant rate on attendance. But here it is specified as
a function of the price charged by the team owner,
allowing that it could be used as a strategic element in
the relationship between teams and their hosts. The
implications for the behavior of sports team, includ-
ing pricing decisions, are in Fort (2004).

6. Again, Fort (2004) pursues the political implications
on the gate-only world from a rational actor/public
choice perspective.
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