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Airport Noise Regulation, Airline Service Quality,
and Social Welfare

by

Jan K. Brueckner and Raquel Girvin

1. Introduction

Despite dramatic reductions over the years in the noise produced by individual aircraft, air-

port noise remains a critical public policy issue today. Moreover, given the expected increases

in airline traffic and airport operations over the next decades, the noise issue will continue to

be a source of dissension. The nature of the problem is evident in the ongoing controversy

surrounding the planned expansion and reorientation of Chicago’s O’Hare airport. While the

expansion requires demolition of several hundred properties, it also reorients the airport’s flight

paths, so that a new set of households will be exposed to noise (see McMillen (2004)). Both of

these anticipated effects have led to vociferous opposition to the expansion from nearby resi-

dents, who have attempted to block the plan in court, despite its recent approval by the Federal

Aviation Administration (FAA). Similarly, in Orange County, California, concerns about noise

exposure blocked the construction of a new international airport on a decommissioned military

airbase, even with a shortage of airport capacity in the region (Kranser (2002)). At nearby

John Wayne Airport, departing flights must practice a steep, high-power climb maneuver to

quickly gain altitude before passing over the high-income community of Newport Beach, and

noise concerns in that community continue to limit daily flight volume at the airport.1

The dramatic gains in aircraft “quietness” over the jet age, which have ironically accompa-

nied ongoing noise concerns, are illustrated by comparing noise from a recent-vintage Boeing

737-700 and a 1967-vintage 727-200. The newer aircraft produces only one-third as much per-

ceived takeoff noise as its predecessor, despite similar passenger capacities. Because of such

gains in quietness, the number of U.S. residents exposed to significant aircraft noise fell by a

factor of 16 between 1975 and 2000 despite a more than three-fold increase in airline traffic

over the period. However, even with such gains in noise abatement, Figure 1 shows sharply
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growing trends in various airport noise limits, such as operational curfews, noise quotas, and

noise surcharges, in the U.S. Such measures are even more widespread in Europe, as discussed

by Girvin (2000c).

Noise restrictions are likely to have important impacts on airline service quality and airfares.

Service quality may fall as various operational limits restrict flight frequency, and the expense

of making aircraft quieter, which raises their purchase price and operating cost, may be passed

on in higher airfares. Despite these possible linkages, the airline economics literature contains

no comprehensive analysis of the effect of noise regulation on airline service quality and fares.2

Because of this absence, no proper analysis of optimal noise regulations, which maximize social

welfare taking into account impacts on airlines and their passengers as well as noise victims,

has been possible. The purpose of this paper is to provide the missing analysis through the

use of a highly stylized, but suggestive, theoretical model.

The analysis draws on the scheduling model of Brueckner (2004), where higher flight

frequency benefits passengers by reducing “schedule delay” (allowing departures at more-

convenient times) while generating higher total noise. Noise per aircraft, denoted n, can

be reduced at a cost, which rises with aircraft size given that quieting a larger plane is more

expensive. The airline is viewed as choosing both n and aircraft size, along with flight fre-

quency and fares, to maximize profit subject to noise regulations. The manufacturer responds

to the resulting demand for aircraft quietness in its design decisions.

The analysis considers two different regulatory regimes involving explicit noise constraints,

along with an alternative regime where airlines pay noise taxes. The first type of noise con-

straint imposes a direct limit on noise per aircraft, with the constraint written as n ≤ n, where

n is the limit. Note that, under this constraint, n is removed as a choice variable for the airline.

The n limit is analogous to the FAA noise certification standard, which governs quietness levels

for new aircraft while also requiring retrofitting of older, noisier planes.3

The second type of constraint is a cumulative noise limit at an airport, which is written

nf ≤ L, where f is flight frequency (the number of flights) and L is total allowed noise for

each airline. Note that an airline has flexibility in meeting a cumulative limit because total

noise depends on both n and flight frequency. This type of constraint, among other noise
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restrictions, is imposed by Amsterdam’s Schiphol Airport (AMS), London’s Heathrow Airport

(LHR), and Long Beach Airport (LGB) in California.4 Even though cumulative noise limits

are not widespread currently, Figure 1 suggests that they are likely to become more common

as time passes, making an understanding of their effects important.

Under noise taxation, explicit constraints are removed, but the airline instead pays a tax of

t per unit of noise, so that its total tax liability is tnf . Although noise taxes are not used much

in the U.S., they are more common elsewhere, being levied through landing-fee adjustments

that depend on an aircraft’s noise level. For institutional background, see Nero and Black

(2000) and Morell and Lu (2000).

In the analysis, the effect of each of the three regulatory regimes is considered in isolation,

ignoring the fact that different regimes often coexist in reality. This potentially unrealistic

approach is meant to gain insight into the economics of the regimes, and its practical lessons

are considered in the conclusion. Another unrealistic element is the linear fashion in which

noise is added across flights under the cumulative limit. Under the actual regulations, noise

is added in a semi-logarithmic fashion, which makes total noise more sensitive to noise per

flight than to the number of flights.5 While incorporating this feature would complicate the

analysis, the main qualitative conclusions are likely to be unaffected.

The analysis solves the airline’s profit-maximization problem under cumulative and per-

aircraft noise regulation and under the noise-tax regime. Comparative-static analysis shows

the effects of parameter changes on the airline’s choice variables, results that are immediate

given that the model generates closed form solutions for all the variables. In addition, a key

equivance result between noise taxation and cumulative noise regulation is established.

While the cumulative or per-aircraft noise limits are treated as parameters in the

comparative-static analysis, the next step is to consider the social planner’s problem, where L or

n is chosen optimally, taking into account the environmental damage from noise. Even though

the choice of a regulatory regime (cumulative vs. per-aircraft noise regulation) is immaterial

in characterizing the first-best social optimum, the two regimes generate different outcomes in

the second-best case, where the planner must accept the (inefficient) profit-maximizing choices

of the airline. An interesting question is then which regime yields a higher welfare level. This
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question cannot be addressed analytically, but it is investigated via numerical analysis. The

analysis also characterizes the noise tax rates that support the first-best and second-best social

optima.

The entire analytical agenda described above can be carried out either under a monopoly

market structure, with a single airline, or in an oligopoly setting. Since the monopoly case

has already been analyzed by Girvin (2006a), the present paper analyzes an oligopoly model,

with the specific case of a duopoly considered. As seen below, the duopoly setup is actually a

special case of the monopoly model, and the results for this latter model are briefly summarized.

The duopoly model is drawn from the analysis of Brueckner and Flores-Fillol (2006), and its

key element is idiosyncratic airline brand loyalty on the part of consumers, which governs

competition between the two duopoly carriers.

The plan of the paper is as follows. Section 2 develops the basic model. Section 3 introduces

the cumulative and per-aircraft noise constraints and solves the airline profit-maximization

problem under these two different regimes. Section 4 analyzes noise taxation, section 5 carries

out the welfare analysis, and section 6 offers conclusions.

2. The Model

To start the analysis, it is useful to focus on airline costs. Following Brueckner (2004), the

cost of each flight, exclusive of noise-abatement cost, is given by θ + τs, where s equals seats

per flight. Each flight thus entails a fixed cost θ as well as a variable cost τ per seat. While

this specification may not be completely realistic, it captures the fact that an airline’s cost per

seat (given by θ/s + τ ) falls as aircraft size increases. Multiplying by flight frequency yields a

total cost expression, f(θ + τs).

Noise-abatement cost per flight, which is embodied in the aircraft design, is assumed to

depend on both aircraft size and quietness, being written g(s, n). The function g is increasing

in s, indicating that it costs more to achieve a given level of quietness for a larger aircraft. In

addition, g is decreasing in n, noise per aircraft, indicating that a quieter aircraft of a given

size generates higher costs, partly through lower fuel efficiency. Since noise abatement affects

both the purchase price and operating cost of an aircraft, g should be viewed as giving the
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annualized abatement cost.

The function g is assumed to be homogeneous of degree zero, so that proportional increases

in aircraft size and noisiness leave abatement costs unchanged. A particular functional form

is then imposed for analytical tractability, with g(s, n) ≡ εs/n, where ε > 0 is the abatement-

cost parameter. This form embodies the above assumptions on g’s partial derivatives, and its

simplicity yields closed-form solutions for the variables of interest. With total noise abatement

cost equal to fεs/n, the airline’s full cost is written

f(θ + τs) + εfs/n = θf + (τ + ε/n)fs. (1)

Turning to the demand side of the model, the analysis focuses on a single city-pair market

served by two airlines, although the extension to multiple markets is straightforward. Utility for

a consumer traveling by air between the cities is given by c+travel benefit−schedule delay cost,

where c is consumption expenditure and schedule delay measures the difference between the ac-

tual and desired departure times. To represent schedule delay and its cost, suppose consumers

must commit to travel before knowing their preferred departures times, which are uniformly

distributed around a circle. Letting T denote the time circumference of the circle, consumer

utility from flying on airline 1 then depends on expected schedule delay, which equals T/4f1,

where f1 is number of (evenly spaced) flights operated by the airline (T/4f2 is the analogous

expression for airline 2). These expressions give the expected interval between the desired

departure time and the nearest flight time. Schedule delay cost is then given by a disutility

parameter δ > 0 times the above expressions, thus equaling δT/4fi ≡ γ/fi for airline i, i = 1, 2,

where γ = δT/4.

Travel benefit has two components: b, equal to the gain from air travel, and a, an airline

brand-loyalty variable, which gives the additional gain from using airline 1 (relative to travel

on airline 2). Brand loyalty varies across consumers, with a uniformly distributed over the

interval [−α/2, α/2], where α > 0, so that half the consumers prefer airline 1 and half prefer

airline 2.

For consumers using airline i, consumption expenditure equals y − pi, where y is income,

assumed to be uniform across consumers without loss of generality, and pi is airline i’s fare.
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Utility from travel on airline 1 is thus given by y − p1 + b + a − γ/f1, and utility from travel

on airline 2 is given by the analogous expression with a = 0. Assuming that the consumer

undertakes air travel, his choice is between the two airlines, and airline 1 will be chosen when

y − p1 + b + a − γ/f1 > y − p2 + b − γ/f2, (2)

or when

a > p1 − p2 + γ/f1 − γ/f2. (3)

Thus, for the consumer to choose airline 1, brand loyalty to 1 must be at least as large as the

fare plus delay-cost difference between airlines 1 and 2. Otherwise, conditional on flying, the

consumer will choose airline 2.

To compute airline 1’s traffic using (3), let the consumer population size be normalized to

unity. Then, recalling that a is uniformly distributed over the range [−α/2, α/2], airline 1’s

traffic is given by

q1 =

∫ α/2

p1−p2+γ/f1−γ/f2

1

α
da, (4)

where 1/α gives the density of a. Carrying out the integration in (4) yields

q1 =
1

2
− 1

α
[p1 − p2 + γ/f1 − γ/f2] , (5)

with q2 given by the analogous expression with the 1 and 2 subscripts interchanged. Note from

(5) that airline 1 loses traffic when its fare rises or its frequency falls, while it gains traffic when

p2 rises or f2 falls.6

The monopoly model, analyzed by Girvin (2006a), is generated by considering an “outside

option” not involving air travel, which could represent use of a different transport mode or not

traveling at all. It yields benefits e net of any fare paid or schedule delay incurred and thus a

utility level of y+e. The monopoly model emerges when a consumer who is indifferent between

the airlines, with a = 0, prefers the outside option to air travel. Normalizing e to zero, this
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outcome requires y− p1 + b− γ/f1 < y, or b < p1 + γ/f1, and b < p2 + γ/f2. While consumers

with a values near zero will not fly when these equalities hold, stronger airline brand loyalty

can induce air travel. For example, a passenger loyal to airline 1 will find air travel and the

outside option equally attractive when his loyalty value satisfies y − p1 + b + a − γ/f1 = y, or

a = p1 + γ/f1 − b.7 Thus, consumers with a values larger than

â = p1 + γ/f1 − b (6)

will then strictly prefer travel on airline 1 to the outside option, so that airline 1’s traffic is

equal to8

q1 =

∫ α/2

â

1

α
da =

1

2
− p1 + γ/f1 − b

α
. (7)

Since airline 2’s fare and frequency choices do not appear in (7), competition between the

carriers is not present, with airline 1 effectively becoming a monopolist for passengers with

positive a values (airline 2 becomes a monopolist for negative-a passengers).

For the duopoly case to be relevant, b ≥ p + γ/f must hold at the p and f values that

emerge in a symmetric duopoly equilibrium. Otherwise, passengers with a values near zero

will prefer the outside option, making the monopoly case relevant instead. Accordingly, b is

assumed to large enough to ensure satisfaction of the above inequality, with the exact lower

bound discussed below.9 Results for the monopoly case, which are presented by Girvin (2006a),

are summarized once the duopoly analysis is complete.10

It should be noted that, while a monopoly airline’s equilibrium traffic level depends on its

fare and frequency, as can be seen from (7), each duopoly airline carries an equilibrium traffic

level of 1/2 in a symmetric equilibrium regardless of its choices. From (5), q1 = 1/2 holds when

fares and frequencies are the same across carriers. In reaching the equilibrium, however, each

carrier takes into account traffic gains and losses to the other carrier as it adjusts its choice

variables, as seen below. But since no consumer is assumed to choose the outside option,

the carriers battle for a fixed amount of total traffic, which is split evenly between them in

equilibrium. This feature of the model accounts the simplicity of the ensuing analysis and the
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emergence of clear-cut comparative-static effects, which are mostly absent in the monopoly

case.

With the traffic solution in (5) relevant for the duopoly case, it can be combined with the

previous cost expression in (1) to yield profit. Multiplying (5) by p1 and subtracting (1) (with

subscripts added), airline 1’s profit is equal to

π1 = p1q1 − θf1 − (τ + ε/n1)f1s1

= p1q1 − θf1 − (τ + ε/n1)q1

= (p1 − τ−ε/n1)

(
1

2
− 1

α
[p1 − p2 + γ/f1 − γ/f2]

)
− θf1, (8)

Note that (8) uses the equality f1s1 = q1, which says that the number of flights times seats per

flight equals total traffic. Using (8), the subsequent analysis considers the profit-maximization

problem under the two different regulatory regimes.

3. Airline Choices Under Noise Constraints

3.1. The case of a cumulative constraint

Suppose that noise regulation takes the form of a cumulative noise constraint, which im-

poses a common limit on the total noise generated by each airline, being written nifi ≤ L,

i = 1, 2. Since this constraint will bind in equilibrium, it can be used to eliminate n1, which

can be written n1 = L/f1. Substituting in (8), the multiplicative p1 − τ − ε/n1 term becomes

p1 − τ − εf1/L. The resulting objective function then depends only on the choice variables p1

and f1.

In modeling airline decisions, an important question concerns the timing of choices. While

both flight frequencies and fares can be adjusted relatively easily, fares appear to be more

flexible than frequencies. As a result, under the most realistic approach, fares would be chosen

conditional on frequencies, which themselves would be set in a first stage, taking the second-

stage impact on fares into account (the outcome is a subgame perfect Nash equilibrium).

The analysis eventually adopts this approach, but it is useful to start by considering the less-

8



realistic case where fares and frequencies are chosen simultaneously in Nash fashion. Under this

approach, airline 1 simultaneously sets the levels of p1 and f1, taking p2 and f2 as parametric.

The first-order conditions for the simultaneous-choice problem are

∂π1

∂p1
= q1 − p1 − τ − εf1/L

α
= 0 (9)

∂π1

∂f1
= − ε

L

(
1

2
− 1

α
[p1 − p2 + γ/f1 − γ/f2]

)
+

γ(p1 − τ − εf1/L)

αf2
1

− θ = 0. (10)

While the derivatives ∂2π1/∂p2
1 and ∂2π1/∂f2

1 are easily seen to be negative, the remaining

second-order condition (positivity of the Hessian matrix of π1) is assumed to hold.11

Given the symmetry of the setup, the equilibrium fares and frequencies will be symmetric

across carriers, with the values denoted p and f , and each airline’s traffic will equal 1/2.

Imposing the latter condition in (9) and rearranging, the fare can be written

p = α/2 + τ + εf/L. (11)

Thus, the fare equals the full marginal cost of a seat, given by the operating cost τ plus noise

abatement cost per seat (εf/L),12 plus a markup that depends on brand loyalty. Note that,

as the extent of brand loyalty rises, leading to a higher α/2, a carrier loses less traffic from

raising its fare, so that p increases.

After substituting (11) into (10) and imposing symmetry, the equation can be solved for

the equilibrium frequency, which equals

f =

√
γ

2θ + ε/L
. (12)

This solution shows that frequency is increasing in the disutility of schedule delay (γ) and

decreasing in the fixed cost per flight (θ), both natural conclusions. Since the fare in (11)

increases with frequency, p is then increasing in γ and decreasing in θ. Note that the last
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conclusion, which says that p is inversely related to the fixed cost per flight, is counterintu-

itive. The explanation is that the reduction in service quality caused by the higher θ reduces

willingness to pay for air travel. Observe also that f is independent of the marginal seat cost

(τ ) and the extent of brand loyalty (α).13

The key comparative-static question, however, concerns the effect of the noise limit L on

the airline’s choice variables. When the noise constraint is relaxed by increasing L, (12) shows

that frequency rises, with the denominator expression becoming smaller. This conclusion is

natural since, as L rises, the airline can raise f for a given n without violating the constraint.

With L and ε appearing in ratio form in (12), the opposite conclusion applies to an increase

in ε: by raising the cost per flight, a higher noise-abatement cost lowers frequency.

Turning to the impact of L on p, the effect is not immediately apparent given that p has an

direct inverse dependence on L from (11) as well as an indirect dependence via f . However, after

substituting (12) into (11) and rearranging, the last term reduces to
√

γε2/(2θL2 + εL), which

is decreasing in L. Therefore, relaxation of the noise constraint leads to a lower equilibrium

fare, a conclusion that shows how the cost of airline travel is affected along with service quality

(f) by the stringency of noise regulation. Since L and ε enter asymmetrically in the previous

expression, their impacts are no longer mirror images. But it is easily seen that the expression

is increasing in ε, so that the fare naturally rises with the cost of abatement.

Aircraft quietness and size, n and s, can be recovered from the f solution, allowing further

comparative-static effects to be derived. Since s = q/f = 1/2f , the parameter impacts on

aircraft size are opposite to those on flight frequency. With n = L/f , substitution of (12)

yields

n =

√
2θL2 + εL

γ
, (13)

so that n is increasing in L and ε, both natural conclusions. Thus, aircraft quietness falls (n

rises) as the noise constraint is relaxed or the cost of abatement increases. In addition, (13)

shows that a higher fixed cost per flight raises n, while an increase in the delay disutility has

the opposite effect. All of these comparative-static results are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1.

Comparative-Static Effects Under a Cumulative Constraint

L ε τ α γ θ

f + − 0 0 + −
n + + 0 0 − +

p − + + + + −
s − + 0 0 − +

Table 2.

Comparative-Static Effects Under a Per-Aircraft Constraint

n ε τ α γ θ

L + 0 0 0 + +

f 0 0 0 0 + +

p − + + + 0 0

s 0 0 0 0 − +

Table 3.

Comparative-Static Effects Under Noise Taxation

t ε τ α γ θ

L − + 0 0 + −
f − − 0 0 + −
n − + 0 0 − +

p + + + + + −
s + + 0 0 − +

11



These results show that tighter noise regulation under a cumulative constraint hurts airline

passengers, with the impact operating through two channels. Flight frequency falls, reducing

service quality, and fares rise, so that the cost of travel escalates as it convenience declines.

For tighter regulation to be desirable, these losses must be offset by social gains from a lower

noise level, as analyzed below.14

3.2. Sequential choice under a cumulative constraint

Using the simultaneous-choice case as a benchmark, consider now the case where frequen-

cies and fares are chosen sequentially. Under sequential choice, fares are set conditional on

frequencies, with frequencies then chosen in a first stage, taking into account the second-stage

impact on fares.

To analyze this case, the first-order condition for choice of p1 (eq. (9)) is supplemented

with the analogous condition for airline 2, gotten by reversing the 1 and 2 subscripts in (9).

The equations are then solved for p1 and p2 as functions of f1 and f2. The solution for p1 is

given by

p1 = α/2 + τ − 1

3

(
γ

f1
− γ

f2
+

2εf1 + εf2

L

)
, (14)

and the p2 solution is gotten by reversing the 1 and 2 subscripts. These solutions are substituted

into the profit function (8) for airline 1, which is differentiated with respect to f1 treating f2 as

parametric. Symmetry is imposed in the resulting first-order condition, which is then solved

for f .15 The result is

f =

√
γ

3θ + ε/L
, (15)

which differs from (12) by the presence of the factor 3, rather than 2, in the denominator.

Thus, for a given L, frequency is smaller in the sequential-choice case. The p solution in (11),

which remains relevant, shows that the smaller f leads to a lower fare under sequential choice.

In addition, the lower f leads to a smaller aircraft size, and aircraft are also noisier under

sequential choice (the 2 factor in (13) is replaced by 3).

Despite these differences, the timing of airline decisions has no effect on the main

comparative-static properties of the equilibrium. In particular, it is easy to see that the change
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in the f solution leaves the signs in Table 1 unaffected, so that the table applies to both the

sequential and simultaneous-choice cases.16

The key conclusions of the preceding analysis are then summarized as follows:

Proposition 1. A reduction in the allowed noise level under a cumulative noise
constraint leads to lower flight frequency, larger and quieter aircraft, and a higher fare,
regardless of whether airline choices are simultaneous or sequential. Airline passengers
are hurt by the tighter noise limit.

3.3. The case of a per-aircraft noise constraint

Suppose now that noise regulation takes the form of a per-aircraft noise constraint, written

as ni ≤ n, i = 1, 2. Since the constraint will bind, airline 1’s objective function is given by (8)

with n1 replaced by n. Under simultaneous choice, the previous first-order condition (9) for p1

remains relevant, but with L replaced by f1n. Imposing symmetry, the fare solution is then

p = α/2 + τ + ε/n, (16)

which corresponds to the previous solution in (11) after substitution for L. This equivalence

implies that, if L under the cumulative constraint is set so that noise per aircraft in (13) is

equal to n, the same fare levels emerge under the two regimes.

The first-order condition for f1 is now

∂π1

∂f1
=

γ(p1 − τ − ε/n)

αf2
1

− θ = 0, (17)

and, substituting (16), it yields a symmetric frequency solution of

f =

√
γ

2θ
. (18)

Under sequential choice, which is analyzed by following the same steps as before, the fare

solution in (16) remains relevant but frequency is given by

f =

√
γ

3θ
, (19)

13



where a factor of 3 replaces the 2 in the simultaneous solution, as in the cumulative case.17

Under both the simultaneous and sequential solutions, frequency is increasing in γ and

decreasing in θ, as in the cumulative case. But frequency does not depend on n and is thus

independent of the stringency of the noise constraint, in contrast to the cumulative case. With

f independent of the noise limit, nf and thus total noise L rises as n is raised, and L rises

with γ and falls with θ, holding n fixed. In addition, since the fare solution in (16) does not

involve f , p is now independent of γ and θ, although the fare responds positively to α and

τ , as before. These comparative-static effects are summarized in Table 2. Airline passengers

are hurt, as in the cumulative case, by a tighter noise constraint, but the effect now operates

through a single channel, a higher fare, with service quality unchanged.18

As in the cumulative case, sequential choice yields a higher frequency and smaller aircraft

size than simultaneous choice. But since p is independent of f , fare levels are the same under

the two choice scenarios, in contrast to the previous conclusion.

A more interesting observation, however, is that frequency is always higher under a per-

aircraft noise constraint than in the cumulative case, with the opposite conclusion applying to

aircraft size. These results follow because the simultaneous frequency solution in (18) is larger

than the corresponding cumulative solution (12), with the same comparison applying to the

sequential solutions (19) and (15). Apparently, lower frequencies arise in the cumulative case

because a reduction in f provides a means of satisfying the cumulative constraint.

Summarizing the main conclusions of the above analysis yields

Proposition 2. (i) A reduction in the allowed noise level under a per-aircraft con-
straint raises the fare, harming airline passengers, while having no effect on flight
frequency or aircraft size. Total noise falls.

(ii) Flight frequency is always higher and aircraft size lower under a per-aircraft noise
constraint than under a cumulative constraint, but fares are identical in the two cases
when the constraints are set to achieve the same noise per aircraft.

3.4. The monopoly case

In the monopoly case, analyzed by Girvin (2006a), different comparative-static results

emerge. Although closed-form solutions for the decision variables are not available, her analysis
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shows that a tightening of the cumulative noise constraint reduces flight frequency, as in

Proposition 1. A lower L also affects traffic q, which no longer assumes the constant equilibrium

value of 1/2, causing it to drop. With f and q both falling, the change in aircraft size is

ambiguous, and the same conclusion applies to aircraft quietness and the fare. Under a per-

aircraft noise constraint, a reduction in n lowers f , in contrast to Proposition 2, while also

reducing traffic. In addition, aircraft size falls. These conclusions show that the duopoly and

monopoly equilibria have very different properties.

4. Noise Taxation

4.1. The equivalence of noise taxation and cumulative regulation

Under noise taxation, the airlines pay a tax of t per unit of noise.19 As a result, the

additional term tf1n1 is subtracted in the profit expression (8), which becomes

π1 = (p1 − τ − ε/n1)

(
1

2
− 1

α
[p1 − p2 + γ/f1 − γ/f2]

)
− θf1 − tf1n1. (20)

With simultaneous choice, this expression is maximized by choice of p1, f1, and n1 without the

presence of any constraint. The first-order condition for p1 reduces to the previous condition

(16), with n replaced by n1. After imposing symmetry, the first-order conditions for f1 and n1

reduce, respectively, to:

nf =
ε

2tn
(21)

f2 =
γ

2θ + 2tn
. (22)

These conditions determine the symmetric equilibrium values of f and n conditional on t.

To compare the outcome to the other regimes, it is useful to change variables so that (21) and

(22) are expressed in terms of f and L, where L is endogenous. Using (21) along with nf = L

to eliminate 2tn, (22) becomes

f =

√
γ

2θ + ε/L
, (23)
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which is the same as the cumulative frequency solution (12) under simultaneous choice. In

addition, since (21) can be rewritten as (nf)2/f = ε/2t, the condition becomes

− εf

L2
+ 2t = 0. (24)

Substituting (23) into (24) and simplifying yields the following condition that determines L as

a function of t: √
γε

8θL4/ε + 4L3
= t. (25)

To obtain the entire solution under noise taxation for a given t, (25) is solved for the corre-

sponding L, and substitution in (23) then yields f and consequently n. The fare solution in

(16) then yields p.

Because (23) is the same as the cumulative frequency solution, a key implication of (23)

and (25) is that noise taxation is equivalent to cumulative noise regulation. In other words, the

outcome generated by a particular cumulative noise limit L# can be exactly replicated under

noise taxation. To do so, L# is plugged into (25), and t is set at the resulting value, denoted

t#. When the airlines maximize facing t#, a total noise level of L# per carrier is generated

endogenously, and the f , n and p values corresponding to the cumulative limit then emerge.

The same conclusion emerges under sequential choice. Fares are again chosen in a second

stage, while airline 1 chooses f1 and n1 in the first stage taking the second-stage fare impacts

into account and viewing f2 and n2 as parametric. Given this behavior, a lengthy derivation

yields symmetric first-order conditions with the same form as (21) and (22). The difference

is that a factor of 3 replaces the 2 in each instance in these equations.20 As a result, 3

replaces 2 in (23) and (24), and 18 replaces 8 in (25). Since the modified (23) is then the

same as the sequential solution in (15), the same argument as before establishes that noise

taxation is equivalent to cumulative noise regulation under sequential choice. In other words,

the cumulative outcome for a given L = L# can be exactly replicated under noise taxation by

a suitable choice of t. Summarizing yields21

Proposition 3. Noise taxation and cumulative noise regulation are equivalent, re-
gardless of whether airline choices are simultaneous or sequential. In particular, the
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outcome under cumulative regulation can be exactly replicated by suitable choice of the
noise tax t.

The apparent explanation for this result is that both the tax and cumulative regimes

give the airline the same margins of adjustment (f and n), even though these variables must

satisfy a constraint in the cumulative case. In the per-aircraft regime, by contrast, the airline’s

adjustment margins are limited.

4.2. Comparative statics under noise taxation

Inspection of (25) shows how parameter changes affect L. First, since the LHS is decreasing

in L, if follows that a higher t reduces total noise per carrier, a natural result. In addition, it

is easily seen that L is decreasing in θ and increasing in both γ and ε, while being independent

of α and τ . Taking account of the effects on L, inspection of (23) shows that f is decreasing

in t and θ and increasing in γ, while an additional argument shows that f decreases with ε.

Since n = ε/2Lt from (21), eliminating t using (25) yields n =
√

(2θL2 + εL)/γ. Using the

impacts on L, it follows from the latter solution that n is decreasing in t and increasing in ε.

Again using impacts on L, the first solution shows that n is decreasing in γ and increasing

in θ. Finally, using (16) with n in place of n, inspection shows that p is increasing in t and

decreasing in γ and θ, and an additional argument shows that p increases with ε.22

These results are summarized in Table 3. Note that the comparative-static effects of ε, τ ,

α, γ, and θ are naturally the same as in the cumulative case (compare the last five columns

of Tables 1 and 3). Finally, observe that since f falls and p rises with t, an increase in the

noise tax hurts airline passengers. These results, which also apply to the sequential case, are

summarized as follows

Proposition 4. An increase in the noise tax leads to less total noise, lower flight
frequency, larger and quieter aircraft, and a higher fare, regardless of whether airline
choices are simultaneous or sequential. Airline passengers are hurt by the higher noise
tax.
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5. Welfare Analysis

This section of the paper carries out welfare analysis.23 Social welfare in the model is equal

to consumer surplus plus airline profit minus environmental noise damage. Since the fare paid

is just a transfer between consumers and the airlines, while the benefits from travel and brand

loyalty are constants, the planner can focus on a welfare measure equal to airline costs plus

the cost of consumer schedule delay plus noise damage. Imposing symmetry on the airlines,

and writing welfare in terms of L, the welfare expression equals

W = τ + 2θf +
εf

L
+

γ

f
+ λ2L, (26)

where noise damage is assumed for simplicity to be a linear function of total noise (equal to

2L), with parameter λ.24 To interpret the rest of (26), recall that total traffic is equal to unity,

which then multiplies the marginal seat cost τ and schedule delay cost, γ/f . With two airlines,

fixed cost acquires a factor of 2, and total noise abatement cost is 2f(εs/n) = ε/n = εf/L,

where the first equality uses the fact that 2fs equals the total unitary traffic level. The

planner’s goal is to minimize (26) by choice of f and L. Equivalently, (26) could be rewritten

in terms of n, which would be chosen optimally along with f .25

Note that, because the fare cancels in computing W , the impacts of noise regulation on

passengers that operate through p are irrelevant in the welfare analysis. Only those effects

operating through schedule-delay costs matter.

5.1. The first-best optimum and the second-best optimum under a cumulative constraint

Viewing L as the choice variable, it is useful to derive the social optimum in two steps.

First, f is chosen to minimize (26) conditional on L, yielding the first-order condition

2θ +
ε

L
− γ

f2
= 0, (27)

and the resulting frequency solution

f∗(L) ≡
√

γ

2θ + ε/L
, (28)
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where f∗(L) denotes the optimal frequency conditional on L. Next, (28) is substituted back

into (26), which is differentiated with respect to L. Using the envelope theorem, the resulting

first-order condition is

−εf∗(L)

L2
+ 2λ = 0, (29)

which says that the extra noise damage should equal the saving in abatement cost when L is

marginally increased. After substituting (28) into (29) and simplifying, the socially optimal

noise level, denoted L∗ and referred to as the first-best optimal value, turns out to be the root

of a 4th degree polynomial in L. The first-best optimal f then equals f∗(L∗), and the optimal

n is given by n∗ = L∗/f∗(L∗).

The conditionally optimal f solution in (28) reveals the efficiency of airline choices under

a cumulative constraint, for a given value of L. Since (28) and (12) are the same, it follows

that for a given L, the airline’s frequency choice is efficient, provided that its choices are made

in simultaneous fashion. However, if choice is sequential, then the airline’s chosen frequency

is lower than the one desired by the planner, as seen by comparing (15) and (28), and aircraft

size is correspondingly too large.

With the airline’s choices efficient under simultaneous choice, it follows that the planner

could set L at L∗, allow the airline to maximize profit, and be assured that the outcome would

be socially optimal. However, under more-realistic sequential behavior, the airline makes the

wrong choices conditional on L, which means that setting L at L∗ would fail to generate the

social optimum. Thus, in the sequential case, the planner must take the airline’s distorted

choices into account in setting L, which leads to the second-best optimal level under sequential

choice, denoted L̂.

To characterize L̂, let f̂ (L) denote the airline’s profit-maximizing sequential frequency

choice conditional on L, given by (15). With the planner obliged to accept airline choices, his

objective function comes from substituting f̂(L) into (26), which yields

W = τ + 2θf̂ (L) +
εf̂(L)

L
+

γ

f̂(L)
+ λ2L. (30)
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Differentiating (30), L̂ must satisfy

−εf̂(L)

L2
−
(

γ

f̂ (L)2
− 2θ − ε

L

)
f̂ ′(L) + 2λ = 0. (31)

Since the term in parentheses in (31) reduces to θ using (15), the condition can be written

−εf̂(L)

L2
− θf̂ ′(L) + 2λ = 0. (32)

Substituting f̂(L) and simplifying, (32) reduces to a 6th degree polynomial equation in L,

which determines L̂, the second-best optimal value.

An interesting question is whether L̂ is larger or smaller than the first-best optimal value

L∗. In other words, when the planner must accept the airline’s inefficient choices, does he set a

cumulative noise limit looser or tighter than the first-best level? To answer this question, (32)

must be compared to the first-best condition in (29). As functions of L, both LHS expressions

must be upward-sloping curves at the respective optima to ensure minimization of W , which

means that the higher curve is associated with the smaller L solution. On the one hand, the

presence of the term −θf̂ ′(L), which is negative by Proposition 1, tends to make the second-

best curve from (32) lower than the first-best curve, which in turn tends to make L̂ larger

than the L∗. The intuitive explanation comes from recalling that the conditional sequential

frequency solution is inefficiently low, with f̂(L) < f∗(L). Given f̂ ′(L) > 0, it follows that

the planner can use his second-best L choice to raise f from its inefficiently low level, an

intervention that would require setting L above its first-best value. On the other hand, the

fact that f̂(L) < f∗(L) makes the initial term in the second-best expression from (32) larger

(less negative) than the corresponding term in the above first-best expression, which tends to

make the second-best curve higher than the first-best curve.

Despite this apparent indeterminacy, once the f∗ and f̂ functions are substituted into (29)

and (32) and appropriate manipulations are made, it can be shown that L̂ < L∗ holds (see

the appendix). This conclusion means that the latter effect discussed above (which depresses

L̂) dominates the goal of using L̂ to boost the airlines’ inefficiently low flight frequency. With
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L̂ < L∗, it follows from (15) and (28) that f̂(L̂) < f∗(L∗), so that the second-best flight

frequency under sequential choice is inefficiently low. In addition, using L̂ < L∗, it can be

shown that n∗ < n̂ = L̂/f̂ (L̂), where n̂ is the second-best optimal n value (see the appendix).

Summarizing yields26

Proposition 5. The second-best cumulative noise limit under sequential choice is
less than the first-best limit (L̂ < L∗). In addition, the associated second-best flight
frequency is lower than the first-best level, and the second-best per-aircraft noise level
is higher than the first-best level.

5.2. What noise-tax levels support the optima?

Since noise taxation and cumulative noise regulation are equivalent, it follows that the

above optima can be generated by suitable selection of the noise tax t. Consider first the

case where airlines make simultaneous choices. As seen above, when L is set at L∗ under

cumulative regulation, airline decisions yield the first-best optimum. But since any outcome

under cumulative regulation can be generated by an appropriate noise tax, it follows that a

particular value of the tax yields the first-best optimum.

To derive that value, observe that (23) and (24) jointly determine the solutions for f and L

under a particular level of the noise tax t. But this equation system has the same form as (28)

and (29), which determine the first-best optimum. The two systems can be made identical,

ensuring that the noise-tax solution coincides with the social optimum, when t is set at the

appropriate value, denoted t∗. As can be seen, the correct value is t∗ = λ, indicating that the

noise tax should be set equal to the marginal noise damage, a natural conclusion.

Suppose instead that airline choices are sequential, so that the second-best optimum is

relevant. To find the noise tax that generates this optimum, recall that the solution under noise

taxation is given by (15) along with the modified version of (24), which is written −εf/L2+3t =

0. Thus, the equation determining L under noise taxation can be written −εf̂(L)/L2 +3t = 0.

For the resulting solution to coincide with the second-best optimum, t must be set at the value

t̂ satisfying

−εf̂(L̂)

L̂2
+ 3t̂ = 0. (33)
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But since (32) must hold at L = L̂, (33) can be used to eliminate the first term, allowing the

equation to be rewritten as

−3t̂ − θf̂ ′(L̂) + 2λ = 0. (34)

Rearranging then yields

t̂ =
2

3
λ − 1

3
θf̂ ′(L̂) < λ ≡ t∗. (35)

(note that (32) implies positivity of t̂). Thus, the noise tax rate that generates the second-best

optimum under cumulative regulation is less than the marginal noise damage and thus less

than t∗. Note that this conclusion might seem inconsistent with the inequality L̂ < L∗ from

Proposition 5 given that a low tax should be associated with a large, not a small, L. But since

this inverse relationship holds airline choice behavior fixed, while t̂ and t∗ apply under different

behaviors (simultaneous vs. sequential choice), no inconsistency arises.

It is important to recognize that, since noise taxation and cumulative noise regulation are

equivalent under sequential choice, and since L̂ is the best possible value of L, a tax rate

different from t̂ (one associated with a different value of L) cannot yield a higher welfare level.

Thus, t̂ is the welfare maximizing noise tax rate under sequential choice, and it is less than the

marginal noise damage λ. Summarizing yields

Proposition 6. If airline choices are simultaneous, the first-best optimum can be
generated by a noise tax equal to the marginal noise damage λ. If airline choices are
instead sequential, the welfare maximizing tax rate is less than λ, and it generates the
second-best optimum under cumulative regulation.

5.3. Could per-aircraft noise regulation be superior?

When airline choices are simultaneous, per-aircraft regulation can never be superior to

cumulative regulation (or equivalent noise taxation) since these regimes can generate the first-

best optimum. Per-aircraft regulation is, by contrast, inefficient given that the simultaneous

frequency solution in (18) is always larger than the first-best optimal level, f∗(L∗). But when

choices are sequential, this conclusion can be overturned. To understand this claim, consider
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the following inequalities, where f̃ denotes the sequential frequency solution from (19) under

per-aircraft regulation:

f̃ ≡
√

γ

3θ
>

√
γ

3θ + ε/L̂
≡ f̂(L̂) < f∗(L∗) (36)

Thus, f̃ is larger than f̂(L̂), the second-best optimal frequency under cumulative regulation,

which in turn is smaller than the first-best optimal frequency f∗(L∗) by Proposition 5. Given

(36), f̃ could be closer to f∗(L∗) than is f̂(L̂), raising the possibility that per-aircraft regulation

is superior to cumulative regulation.

Since welfare under the per-aircraft regime also depends on the magnitude of n, exploring

this question requires computation of the second-best n under sequential choice. To do so,

the welfare expression in (26) is rewritten in terms of n and f̃ is then substituted, so that the

last four terms become 2θf̃ + ε/n + γ/f̃ + λ2nf̃ . The second-best optimal per-aircraft noise

limit is found by differentiating this expression with respect to n, noting that f̃ from (36) is

independent of n. The resulting first-order condition is

− ε

n2
+ 2λf̃ = 0. (37)

After using (36) to substitute for f̃ , (37) can be solved for n and the result substituted into

the above welfare expression. If per-aircraft regulation is superior, the resulting welfare level

is higher than the one achieved under cumulative regulation.

This comparison cannot be carried out analytically, but illustrative numerical examples

can be computed. In generating the examples, the marginal-cost parameter τ is normalized

to one, while four other parameters are allowed to vary.27 The delay-disutility and fixed-cost

parameters γ and θ vary between 0.1 and 10.1 in steps of 1, while three combinations of

the abatement-cost and noise damage parameters are considered: (ε, λ) = (1, 1), (10, 1), and

(10,10). Since the model is highly stylized, realistic calibration is not possible, making these

parameter choices arbitrary. For each parameter combination, the polynomial equations for

the various optima have only one positive solution, and the curves are upward sloping at the

solution values, ensuring that these values represent minima for W .
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The welfare comparison between the two regulatory regimes, given as ratios of the cumu-

lative and per-aircraft welfare levels, is shown in Table 4. The results show that welfare under

the per-aircraft regime tends to be larger than under the cumulative regime when γ and θ

are big and smaller otherwise, with the margin of reversal shifting outward as ε and λ assume

larger values. Note that in the third panel of Table 4, welfare is higher under the cumulative

regime for all the values of γ and θ. Summarizing yields

Proposition 7. When airline choices are sequential, the second-best welfare level may
be higher under per-aircraft noise regulation than under cumulative regulation or the
equivalent tax regime.

Despite this conclusion, further inspection of Table 4 reveals that the choice between the

two regulatory regimes is actually a matter of indifference for most parameter values, with the

ratios usually very close to 1. However, when γ and θ are both small, the per-aircraft regime

becomes markedly inferior to the cumulative regime. With the regimes otherwise close to

equivalent, this finding suggests that cumulative noise regulation (or equivalent noise taxation)

may be preferable to per-aircraft regulation. Of course, this conclusion might be overturned

by results from other unexplored regions of the parameter space.

A further numerical observation concerns the magnitude of the welfare sacrifice from the

planner’s inability to implement the first-best optimum. Interestingly, this sacrifice is very

small: second-best welfare under the cumulative regime is never smaller than 98 percent of the

first-best level, and the per-aircraft regime yields a similarly good outcome over most of the

parameter region. But for those parameter values where the per-aircraft regime falls well short

of the cumulative regime, the loss it generates relative to the first-best optimum is similarly

large.28

6. Conclusion

This paper has explored the impact of airport noise regulation on airline service quality

and airfares. It has also characterized the socially optimal stringency of noise limits, taking

both noise damage and the various costs borne by airlines and their passengers into account,

while analyzing the use of noise taxes. Along with the companion paper by Girvin (2006a), this
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Table 4.  
Ratio of Second-Best Welfare under Cumulative Noise Limit to Welfare under Per-Aircraft Noise Limit 

( ε = 1, λ = 1) 
  θ               

γ 0.1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 6.1 7.1 8.1 9.1 10.1 
0.1 1.3634 1.0276 1.0028 0.9954 0.9924 0.9911 0.9905 0.9903 0.9903 0.9904 0.9905
1.1 1.1983 0.9994 0.9915 0.9903 0.9904 0.9908 0.9912 0.9917 0.9921 0.9925 0.9928
2.1 1.1638 0.9957 0.9906 0.9903 0.9908 0.9913 0.9919 0.9924 0.9928 0.9932 0.9936
3.1 1.1449 0.9940 0.9904 0.9905 0.9911 0.9917 0.9923 0.9928 0.9933 0.9936 0.9940
4.1 1.1322 0.9930 0.9903 0.9907 0.9914 0.9920 0.9926 0.9931 0.9936 0.9939 0.9943
5.1 1.1228 0.9924 0.9903 0.9908 0.9916 0.9923 0.9929 0.9934 0.9938 0.9942 0.9945
6.1 1.1154 0.9920 0.9903 0.9910 0.9918 0.9925 0.9931 0.9936 0.9940 0.9944 0.9947
7.1 1.1093 0.9917 0.9903 0.9911 0.9919 0.9926 0.9932 0.9937 0.9942 0.9945 0.9948
8.1 1.1042 0.9914 0.9904 0.9912 0.9921 0.9928 0.9934 0.9939 0.9943 0.9947 0.9950
9.1 1.0999 0.9912 0.9904 0.9913 0.9922 0.9929 0.9935 0.9940 0.9944 0.9948 0.9951

10.1 1.0960 0.9910 0.9905 0.9914 0.9923 0.9930 0.9936 0.9941 0.9945 0.9949 0.9952
 

                     Ratio < 1 
( ε = 10, λ = 1)  

  θ               
γ 0.1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 6.1 7.1 8.1 9.1 10.1 

0.1 1.8666 1.1877 1.0992 1.0615 1.0407 1.0277 1.0189 1.0127 1.0081 1.0046 1.0020
1.1 1.5717 1.0831 1.0326 1.0138 1.0046 0.9994 0.9962 0.9942 0.9928 0.9919 0.9913
2.1 1.5047 1.0633 1.0213 1.0064 0.9994 0.9957 0.9935 0.9922 0.9913 0.9908 0.9905
3.1 1.4668 1.0528 1.0156 1.0029 0.9970 0.9940 0.9923 0.9914 0.9908 0.9905 0.9903
4.1 1.4407 1.0460 1.0120 1.0006 0.9956 0.9931 0.9917 0.9909 0.9905 0.9903 0.9903
5.1 1.4209 1.0410 1.0094 0.9991 0.9946 0.9924 0.9913 0.9907 0.9904 0.9903 0.9903
6.1 1.4051 1.0372 1.0075 0.9980 0.9939 0.9920 0.9910 0.9905 0.9903 0.9903 0.9903
7.1 1.3920 1.0341 1.0059 0.9971 0.9934 0.9917 0.9908 0.9904 0.9903 0.9903 0.9904
8.1 1.3808 1.0315 1.0047 0.9964 0.9930 0.9914 0.9907 0.9904 0.9903 0.9903 0.9904
9.1 1.3711 1.0293 1.0036 0.9958 0.9926 0.9912 0.9906 0.9903 0.9903 0.9904 0.9905

10.1 1.3626 1.0275 1.0027 0.9953 0.9924 0.9911 0.9905 0.9903 0.9903 0.9904 0.9906
 
 



( ε = 10, λ = 10)  
  θ               

γ 0.1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 6.1 7.1 8.1 9.1 10.1 
0.1 2.6722 1.5514 1.3697 1.2807 1.2258 1.1879 1.1599 1.1383 1.1211 1.1070 1.0953
1.1 2.2096 1.3330 1.2027 1.1423 1.1068 1.0832 1.0665 1.0540 1.0444 1.0367 1.0306
2.1 2.1014 1.2852 1.1677 1.1144 1.0835 1.0634 1.0492 1.0388 1.0309 1.0246 1.0196
3.1 2.0394 1.2585 1.1485 1.0993 1.0711 1.0529 1.0402 1.0310 1.0240 1.0185 1.0142
4.1 1.9963 1.2404 1.1356 1.0893 1.0630 1.0461 1.0344 1.0259 1.0195 1.0146 1.0107
5.1 1.9635 1.2267 1.1261 1.0819 1.0570 1.0411 1.0302 1.0223 1.0164 1.0118 1.0082
6.1 1.9371 1.2159 1.1185 1.0761 1.0523 1.0372 1.0269 1.0195 1.0140 1.0097 1.0064
7.1 1.9151 1.2070 1.1124 1.0714 1.0486 1.0342 1.0243 1.0173 1.0121 1.0081 1.0049
8.1 1.8962 1.1994 1.1072 1.0675 1.0454 1.0316 1.0222 1.0155 1.0105 1.0067 1.0037
9.1 1.8798 1.1929 1.1027 1.0641 1.0428 1.0294 1.0204 1.0139 1.0092 1.0055 1.0027

10.1 1.8652 1.1871 1.0988 1.0612 1.0405 1.0275 1.0188 1.0126 1.0080 1.0046 1.0019
 

 



work represents the first complete theoretical investigation into the economics of airport noise

regulation using a model where the interests of the key relevant stakeholders are captured.

The main conclusions of the analysis are as follows: (i) noise regulation harms airline pas-

sengers by raising fares and potentially reducing service quality; (ii) cumulative and per-aircraft

noise regulation have quite different effects on airline decisions; (iii) cumulative regulation ap-

pears to be superior from a social-welfare perspective; (iv) under realistic sequential airline

choice behavior, the best a planner can do under cumulative regulation is to use an ineffi-

ciently tight noise limit that yields lower-than-optimal flight frequency; (iv) noise taxation is

equivalent to cumulative noise regulation, generating exactly the same airline decisions when

the tax rate is suitably chosen.

The analysis has treated noise taxes and the two noise-regulation regimes, cumulative and

per-aircraft, as alternatives, when in fact these approaches often coexist in actual practice. In

other words, the FAA certification standard puts an upper bound on noise per aircraft, while

individual airports impose cumulative noise limits and other operating constraints, including

noise taxes. Given this real-world complexity, what practical lessons can be drawn from the

analysis? To reach an answer, the first observation is that most aircraft currently in production

already have lower noise signatures than the latest Stage 4 noise limits.29 This fact, along with

the presence of additional airport-level regulations, apparently means that airports do not

find the existing per-aircraft noise limits to be sufficiently stringent. Therefore, they impose

additional regulations, which generate a demand for aircraft quieter than the current FAA

standard.

Instead of allowing aircraft quietness to be effectively determined by airport-level policies,

the FAA could instead impose a per-aircraft limit that is even more stringent than the Stage

4 limit. But since a cumulative noise limit (or the equivalent tax) appears to be a superior

instrument, the analysis suggests that airport-level regulation may actually be a preferable

policy.

Although the highly stylized framework presented in this paper captures the essential

elements of the airport noise problem, additional refinements and extensions of the model

could be beneficial. For example, more-realistic specifications of the airline’s noise-abatement
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cost function and the functions giving cumulative noise and noise damage would improve the

model’s accuracy. Moreover, adding the airport itself to the list of stakeholders in the model

could provide further insights. The airport, responding to political pressure to reduce noise,

could be portrayed as choosing the noise regulatory regime that maximizes its profit for a

given target noise level. In other extensions, concurrent implementation of noise-abatement

measures, such as a nighttime curfew and a noise tax, could be modeled, and airline asymmetry

(with one large and one small carrier) could be introduced. Analysis of these extended models

might, in some cases, require numerical methods. But the insights gained from numerical

models, especially those that can be calibrated with empirical data, might prove valuable in

guiding airport noise policies.
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Appendix

Proof of Proposition 5:

Combining (29) and (32), L∗ and L̂ must satisfy

εf̂(L̂)

L̂2
+ θf̂ ′(L̂) =

εf∗(L∗)
L∗2 (a1)

Substituting for the f∗ and f̂ functions using (15) and (28), (a1) becomes

ε

L̂2

√
γ

3θ + ε/L̂
+

θε

2L̂2(3θ + ε/L̂)

√
γ

3θ + ε/L̂
=

ε

L∗2

√
γ

2θ + ε/L∗ (a2)

Rearranging and squaring both sides, (a2) reduces to

2θL∗ + ε

3θL̂ + ε

[
7θL̂ + 2ε

6θL̂ + 2ε

]2

=

[
L̂

L∗

]3

. (a3)

Suppose that L̂ ≥ L∗ holds. Then the LHS of (a3) must exceed 1. But after rearranging, the

resulting inequality reduces to

L∗ ≥ L̂

[
108θ3L̂2 + 59θ2εL̂ + 8θε2

98θ3L̂2 + 56θ2εL̂ + 8θε2

]
. (a4)

Since the ratio term in (a4) exceeds 1, the inequality implies L∗ > L̂, which contradicts the

initial assumption that L̂ ≥ L∗, implying that L̂ < L∗ must hold instead.

To establish n∗ < n̂, note that (a1) can be rewritten as

ε

n̂L̂
+ θf̂ ′(L̂) =

ε

n∗L∗ , (a5)

which implies n̂L̂ > n∗L∗. The conclusion follows given L̂ < L∗.
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Footnotes

∗We thank Kurt Van Dender and Ricardo Flores-Fillol for helpful comments. Any errors,
however, are our responsibility.

1The U.S. General Accounting Office (2000) identified noise as the greatest environmental
concern at 29 out of the 50 busiest airports.

2Nero and Black (2000) provide an analysis of the effect of per-flight taxes on an airline’s
operations and network structure, motivating such taxation as a noise-abatement measure.
However, their model lacks the richness of the framework developed below. Schipper, Ri-
etveld and Nijkamp (2003) also consider the noise effects of airline deregulation in a model
with frequency competition, but they do not analyze noise-abatement policies. Hsu and Lin
(2005) analyze noise taxation in a complex simulation-based network model.

3The FAA recently adopted a new Stage 4 aircraft noise certification standard, which rep-
resents a 10 decibel cumulative noise reduction below the current Stage 3 standard (FAA
(2005)). Glasgow, Leeds, and Heathrow airports in the U.K. also set their own per-aircraft
noise limits and fine operators that exceed the limits.

4For each planning year, AMS establishes an annual total noise volume, which determines
the number of available slots for airline operations, based on the noise characteristics of
forecast fleet composition. If actual airline operations exceed the planned noise limit, the
law requires the airport to curtail operations (Schiphol Group (2003)). LGB imposes a
cumulative noise exposure limit on passenger and cargo airlines. The number of permissible
airline operations at LGB depends on the cumulative noise from operations in the previous
year. If the prior year’s noise were significantly less than the limit, the airport could increase
flight slots available to the airlines. But if noise exceeded the limit, the airport would reduce
the number of slots available to those airlines with the noisiest operations (City of Long
Beach Ordinance, Chapter 16.43). At LHR, the noise quotas apply to nighttime operations,
between 11:30 PM and 6 AM (Wit et al. (2003)). Airlines with quieter aircraft may operate
more nighttime flights than those with noisier aircraft.

5Cumulative noise is computed using a formula that can be approximated by L = n+10 log(f).

6Note that the consumer compares frequencies for the two duopoly airlines along with the
fares they charge in making a choice between them, without considering the exact timing of
individual flights. While this approach may not be fully accurate for individual consumers,
it could apply to business travelers, who cannot predict their travel times and thus purchase
refundable full-fare tickets on the airline with the best frequency/fare combination, tickets
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that allow them to board the next flight upon arriving at the airport. Alternatively, the
model could capture the choice setting of a corporate travel department, which must sign an
exclusive contract with a particular airline for transporting its employees. The travel depart-
ment cares about the average schedule delay for the company employees, while also seeking
low fares. It signs an exclusive contract with the airline providing the best combination of
these features.

7While a represents the gain from traveling on airline 1 relative to airline 2, the above condition
requires measurement of the absolute gain from traveling on 1. For an easy transition
between the relative and absolute cases, it is assumed that when a > 0, the absolute gain from
using airline 1 equals a itself while the absolute gain from airline 2 equals zero. Conversely,
when a < 0, the absolute gain from airline 1 equals 0 while the absolute gain from airline 2
equals a itself.

8Using the inequality b < p2 + γ/f2, which holds by assumption, to eliminate b in (6) and
using a > â, it follows that (3) is satisfied for all these consumers, indicating that airline 1
is also preferred to airline 2.

9As seen below, the duopoly fare and frequency solutions are independent of b.

10Girvin’s model does not rely on the present brand-loyalty framework, but instead follows
the approach of Brueckner (2004), where brand loyalty is absent but the travel benefit b
varies across consumers. This alternate approach nevertheless yields a traffic solution with
the form of (7).

11This requirement reduces to (4γ/α2f3
1 )(p1 − τ )− (1/α)2(ε/L + γ/f2

1 )2 > 0.

12Since abatement cost per flight equals εs/n, abatement cost per seat is ε/n = εf/L

13Recall that for the duopoly case to be relevant, the inequality b ≥ p + γ/f must hold.
Substituting the p and f solutions from (11) and (12) yields a lower bound for b in terms of
the parameters of the model. An analogous lower bound arises in the other cases considered
below.

14Application of the envelope theorem to the profit expression in (8) shows that airline 1’s
profit is increasing in L holding f2 fixed, indicating that profit falls as regulation is tightened
conditional on f2. But the equilibrium profit of each airline, found by substituting the sym-
metric solutions from (11) and (12) into the profit function is decreasing in L, indicating that
tighter regulation is instead beneficial. This conclusion is counterintuitive, but it evidently
arises from the competitive interaction between the airlines.

31



15Although the second-order for the second-stage p1 choice is satisfied, the second-order con-
dition for the first-stage f1 choice requires f1

3 < αγ/3θ2, which is assumed to hold.

16One change, however, concerns the profit impact of a tighter noise constraint. The L-
derivative of the first-stage profit function can be shown to equal zero, so that the previous
profit impact of the noise limit vanishes (see footnote 14).

17See Girvin (2006b) for details of the derivation. The second-order conditions under simul-
taneous choice require f1 > γ/2α, or 2α2/γ > θ, while the second-order condition for the
first-stage choice of f1 in the sequential case requires f1 > γ/3α, or 3α2/γ > θ.

18Airline profit is now independent of n under both simultaneous and sequential choice.

19As mentioned earlier, Nero and Black (2000) analyze the effect of airline taxes in a related
model where noise per aircraft is fixed and taxes are levied on a per-flight basis, while Hsu
and Lin (2005) analyze the effect of noise taxes in a complex simulation-based network model.

20See Girvin (2006b) for details.

21While noise taxation and cumulative noise regulation are equivalent in the model, a tax may
be superior in the case where the airlines have different characteristics (cost per seat for
example). In this case, the optimal cumulative noise limits would differ between the carriers,
while a single noise tax would presumably be desirable (see the welfare analysis below).

22To show ∂f/∂ε < 0, note that (25) can be rewritten as

√
γ

8θL2(L/ε)2 + 4L2(L/ε)
= t.

Since L is increasing in ε, it follows that L/ε must be decreasing in ε to maintain this equality
as ε rises, implying ∂f/∂ε < 0 from (23). To show ∂p/∂ε > 0, the term ε/n in the price
solution can be rewritten as 2Lt and the previous results for L used.

23For a cost-benefit analysis of the FAA noise regulation, see Morrison, Winston and Watson
(1999).

24Empirical estimates of noise damage are generated through hedonic housing price models.
See McMillen (2004) for a recent example and Nelson (2003) and Schipper, Nijkamp and
Rietveld (1998) for up-to-date surveys.
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25It should be noted that the airport itself, which may earn profits from its operations, is
not considered in the welfare analysis. Such profits would arise from unmodeled charges
levied on the airlines, or from noise taxes under a tax regime. However, since airport profits
represent a transfer from the airlines to the airport, they would cancel in a welfare function
that equals the sum of airline and airport profits and consumer surplus. As a result, the
interests of the airport can be ignored in the welfare analysis. Airport behavior, however,
plays a key role in other types of models; for representative studies, see Morrison (1987),
Oum and Zhang (1990), and Zhang and Zhang (2003).

26With the second-best values of both f and L lower than the first-best values, a comparison
of the n levels (given by f/L ratio) is inconclusive.

27Since W and none of the sequential f solutions depend on α, the value of this parameter
need not be specified. Recalling that satisfaction of the airline second-order conditions in
the first stage of sequential case is not guaranteed, it can then be assumed that α takes a
value such that these conditions hold.

28The full set of numerical results is available in Girvin (2006b). In contrast to Proposition
7, numerical examples in Girvin (2006a) show that, in the monopoly case, cumulative noise
regulation is slightly superior to per-aircraft regulation everywhere in her chosen parameter
space. This finding, of course, does not establish a general result.

29These aircraft include the Boeing 777, 737-700 to -900, and 717, along with the Airbus
A320/321, A330 and A340.

33



CESifo Working Paper Series 
(for full list see Twww.cesifo-group.de)T 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1760 Pascalis Raimondos-Møller and Alan D. Woodland, Steepest Ascent Tariff Reforms, 

July 2006 
 
1761 Ronald MacDonald and Cezary Wojcik, Catching-up, Inflation Differentials and Credit 

Booms in a Heterogeneous Monetary Union: Some Implications for EMU and new EU 
Member States, July 2006 

 
1762 Robert Dur, Status-Seeking in Criminal Subcultures and the Double Dividend of Zero-

Tolerance, July 2006 
 
1763 Christa Hainz, Business Groups in Emerging Markets – Financial Control and 

Sequential Investment, July 2006 
 
1764 Didier Laussel and Raymond Riezman, Fixed Transport Costs and International Trade, 

July 2006 
 
1765 Rafael Lalive, How do Extended Benefits Affect Unemployment Duration? A 

Regression Discontinuity Approach, July 2006 
 
1766 Eric Hillebrand, Gunther Schnabl and Yasemin Ulu, Japanese Foreign Exchange 

Intervention and the Yen/Dollar Exchange Rate: A Simultaneous Equations Approach 
Using Realized Volatility, July 2006 

 
1767 Carsten Hefeker, EMU Enlargement, Policy Uncertainty and Economic Reforms, July 

2006 
 
1768 Giovanni Facchini and Anna Maria Mayda, Individual Attitudes towards Immigrants: 

Welfare-State Determinants across Countries, July 2006 
 
1769 Maarten Bosker and Harry Garretsen, Geography Rules Too! Economic Development 

and the Geography of Institutions, July 2006 
 
1770 M. Hashem Pesaran and Allan Timmermann, Testing Dependence among Serially 

Correlated Multi-category Variables, July 2006 
 
1771 Juergen von Hagen and Haiping Zhang, Financial Liberalization in a Small Open 

Economy, August 2006 
 
1772 Alessandro Cigno, Is there a Social Security Tax Wedge?, August 2006 
 
1773 Peter Egger, Simon Loretz, Michael Pfaffermayr and Hannes Winner, Corporate 

Taxation and Multinational Activity, August 2006 
 
1774 Jeremy S.S. Edwards, Wolfgang Eggert and Alfons J. Weichenrieder, The Measurement 

of Firm Ownership and its Effect on Managerial Pay, August 2006 



 
1775 Scott Alan Carson and Thomas N. Maloney, Living Standards in Black and White: 

Evidence from the Heights of Ohio Prison Inmates, 1829 – 1913, August 2006 
 
1776 Richard Schmidtke, Two-Sided Markets with Pecuniary and Participation Externalities, 

August 2006 
 
1777 Ben J. Heijdra and Jenny E. Ligthart, The Transitional Dynamics of Fiscal Policy in 

Small Open Economies, August 2006 
 
1778 Jay Pil Choi, How Reasonable is the ‘Reasonable’ Royalty Rate? Damage Rules and 

Probabilistic Intellectual Property Rights, August 2006 
 
1779 Ludger Woessmann, Efficiency and Equity of European Education and Training 

Policies, August 2006 
 
1780 Gregory Ponthiere, Growth, Longevity and Public Policy, August 2006 
 
1781 Laszlo Goerke, Corporate and Personal Income Tax Declarations, August 2006 
 
1782 Florian Englmaier, Pablo Guillén, Loreto Llorente, Sander Onderstal and Rupert 

Sausgruber, The Chopstick Auction: A Study of the Exposure Problem in Multi-Unit 
Auctions, August 2006 

 
1783 Adam S. Posen and Daniel Popov Gould, Has EMU had any Impact on the Degree of 

Wage Restraint?, August 2006 
 
1784 Paolo M. Panteghini, A Simple Explanation for the Unfavorable Tax Treatment of 

Investment Costs, August 2006 
 
1785 Alan J. Auerbach, Why have Corporate Tax Revenues Declined? Another Look, August 

2006 
 
1786 Hideshi Itoh and Hodaka Morita, Formal Contracts, Relational Contracts, and the 

Holdup Problem, August 2006 
 
1787 Rafael Lalive and Alejandra Cattaneo, Social Interactions and Schooling Decisions, 

August 2006 
 
1788 George Kapetanios, M. Hashem Pesaran and Takashi Yamagata, Panels with 

Nonstationary Multifactor Error Structures, August 2006 
 
1789 Torben M. Andersen, Increasing Longevity and Social Security Reforms, August 2006 
 
1790 John Whalley, Recent Regional Agreements: Why so many, why so much Variance in 

Form, why Coming so fast, and where are they Headed?, August 2006 
 
1791 Sebastian G. Kessing and Kai A. Konrad, Time Consistency and Bureaucratic Budget 

Competition, August 2006 
 
 



 
1792 Bertil Holmlund, Qian Liu and Oskar Nordström Skans, Mind the Gap? Estimating the 

Effects of Postponing Higher Education, August 2006 
 
1793 Peter Birch Sørensen, Can Capital Income Taxes Survive? And Should They?, August 

2006 
 
1794 Michael Kosfeld, Akira Okada and Arno Riedl, Institution Formation in Public Goods 

Games, September 2006 
 
1795 Marcel Gérard, Reforming the Taxation of Multijurisdictional Enterprises in Europe, a 

Tentative Appraisal, September 2006 
 
1796 Louis Eeckhoudt, Béatrice Rey and Harris Schlesinger, A Good Sign for Multivariate 

Risk Taking, September 2006 
 
1797 Dominique M. Gross and Nicolas Schmitt, Why do Low- and High-Skill Workers 

Migrate? Flow Evidence from France, September 2006 
 
1798 Dan Bernhardt, Stefan Krasa and Mattias Polborn, Political Polarization and the 

Electoral Effects of Media Bias, September 2006 
 
1799 Pierre Pestieau and Motohiro Sato, Estate Taxation with Both Accidental and Planned 

Bequests, September 2006 
 
1800 Øystein Foros and Hans Jarle Kind, Do Slotting Allowances Harm Retail Competition?, 

September 2006 
 
1801 Tobias Lindhe and Jan Södersten, The Equity Trap, the Cost of Capital and the Firm’s 

Growth Path, September 2006 
 
1802 Wolfgang Buchholz, Richard Cornes and Wolfgang Peters, Existence, Uniqueness and 

Some Comparative Statics for Ratio- and Lindahl Equilibria: New Wine in Old Bottles, 
September 2006 

 
1803 Jan Schnellenbach, Lars P. Feld and Christoph Schaltegger, The Impact of Referendums 

on the Centralisation of Public Goods Provision: A Political Economy Approach, 
September 2006 

 
1804 David-Jan Jansen and Jakob de Haan, Does ECB Communication Help in Predicting its 

Interest Rate Decisions?, September 2006 
 
1805 Jerome L. Stein, United States Current Account Deficits: A Stochastic Optimal Control 

Analysis, September 2006 
 
1806 Friedrich Schneider, Shadow Economies and Corruption all over the World: What do 

we really Know?, September 2006 
 
1807 Joerg Lingens and Klaus Waelde, Pareto-Improving Unemployment Policies, 

September 2006 
 



 
1808 Axel Dreher, Jan-Egbert Sturm and James Raymond Vreeland, Does Membership on 

the UN Security Council Influence IMF Decisions? Evidence from Panel Data, 
September 2006 

 
1809 Prabir De, Regional Trade in Northeast Asia: Why do Trade Costs Matter?, September 

2006 
 
1810 Antonis Adam and Thomas Moutos, A Politico-Economic Analysis of Minimum Wages 

and Wage Subsidies, September 2006 
 
1811 Guglielmo Maria Caporale and Christoph Hanck, Cointegration Tests of PPP: Do they 

also Exhibit Erratic Behaviour?, September 2006 
 
1812 Robert S. Chirinko and Hisham Foad, Noise vs. News in Equity Returns, September 

2006 
 
1813 Oliver Huelsewig, Eric Mayer and Timo Wollmershaeuser, Bank Behavior and the Cost 

Channel of Monetary Transmission, September 2006 
 
1814 Michael S. Michael, Are Migration Policies that Induce Skilled (Unskilled) Migration 

Beneficial (Harmful) for the Host Country?, September 2006 
 
1815 Eytan Sheshinski, Optimum Commodity Taxation in Pooling Equilibria, October 2006 
 
1816 Gottfried Haber and Reinhard Neck, Sustainability of Austrian Public Debt: A Political 

Economy Perspective, October 2006 
 
1817 Thiess Buettner, Michael Overesch, Ulrich Schreiber and Georg Wamser, The Impact of 

Thin-Capitalization Rules on Multinationals’ Financing and Investment Decisions, 
October 2006 

 
1818 Eric O’N. Fisher and Sharon L. May, Relativity in Trade Theory: Towards a Solution to 

the Mystery of Missing Trade, October 2006 
 
1819 Junichi Minagawa and Thorsten Upmann, Labor Supply and the Demand for Child 

Care: An Intertemporal Approach, October 2006 
 
1820 Jan K. Brueckner and Raquel Girvin, Airport Noise Regulation, Airline Service Quality, 

and Social Welfare, October 2006 




