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With the recent approval of slot-machine gambling in Pennsylvania, the question of whether or not Pennsylvania should allow table games has arisen.  Of course as with any legal matter, there are certain positives and negatives associated with the matter.  On the positive side, the legalization of table games would enable Pennsylvania to keep up with gambling competition.  Recently, West Virginia took the initiative to legalize table games and has been successful in doing so.  On the negative side, some oppose what the expansion of the gambling industry would do to the state of Pennsylvania.  For instance, some opponents are concerned with the escalation of addiction problems related to gambling and alcohol and the affect it will have on the community.  Other opponents, such as Casino Free Pennsylvania, strongly oppose all types of gambling including table games and slot-machines.

In 2004, slot-machines were authorized for fourteen locations in the state of Pennsylvania.  The original breakdown of the locations is listed below:


7 Racetracks


5 Stand-alone casinos


2 Resorts

Currently, only six slot-machine parlors have been opened in Pennsylvania.  In the upcoming future, one additional slot machine parlor will open and four casinos are scheduled to be constructed.  One of those four casinos will be constructed on the North Shore in Pittsburgh.  
Table games were not included as part of the original gambling legislation in 2004, due to an insufficient number of votes (Rotstein).  However, legislation now believes the votes will change due to the gross revenue brought in by the popularity of the slot-machines.  Our research will take a closer look at the economic, political, and social factors involved with this issue and determine an appropriate resolution.  
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Our project takes into consideration the following three possible alternatives to whether or not Pennsylvania should allow table games:
1.  Allow table games at all licensed gaming parlors 
2. Allow table games in casinos only
3. Do not allow table games -  (status quo)
The first alternative would allow table games to be legalized at all licensed gaming parlors.  This alternative is the most drastic and would have the most effect on all parties involved.  The second alternative limits table games to be legalized in casinos only.  This alternative is the mid-way alternative and exemplifies a compromising approach.  The third alternative would not allow table games anywhere at all.  This alternative would result in no action and maintain the current status quo. 

In our analysis, we identified the following strategic criteria to assist in determining the best alternative.

a.  Increased state revenue

b. Regional growth

c. Political support

We felt these three were the most important criteria related to the issue and sufficiently covered all parties involved.
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For the four control hierarchies, Benefits, Opportunities, Costs, and Risks (BOCR), we used the same control criteria for each BOCR’s subnets.  The control criteria consisted of economic, political, and social subnets.  Overall, the subcriteria were similar for the four merits as well.  The BOCR subnets are represented in the four tables on the following pages.  The necessary paired comparisons were conducted to form the comparison matrices.  All of our BOCR models took our shareholders into consideration as well.  The shareholders were linked in a separate subnet entitled shareholders and included the following three parties:
1.  State legislature

2. Gaming operations

3. PA residents

In addition, paired comparisons between the shareholders and alternatives were created under each BOCR.
	BENEFITS

	Economic Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Competitive advantage

	 
	Revenue for state

	 
	Job creation

	 
	Fund state programs

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Voter support

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Opportunity for additional state programs

	 
	Lower property taxes

	 
	Public image

	Political Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Revenue for state

	 
	Job creation

	 
	Fund state programs

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Voter support

	 
	General Veto

	 
	Legislators voted out of office

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Opportunity for additional state programs

	 
	Public image

	 
	PA residents opinion of gambling

	Social Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Competitive advantage

	 
	Job creation

	 
	Tourism

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Voter support

	 
	Legislators voted out of office

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Opportunity for additional state programs

	 
	Lower property taxes

	 
	PA residents opinion of gambling

	 
	Crime

	 
	Illegal underground activity

	OPPORTUNTIES

	Economic Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Competitive advantage

	 
	Job creation

	 
	Tourism

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Voter support

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Opportunity for additional state programs

	 
	PA residents opinion of gambling

	 
	Public image

	Political Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Revenue for state

	 
	Job creation

	 
	Property taxes

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Voter support

	 
	Governor Veto

	 
	Legislators voted out of office

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Opportunity for additional state programs

	 
	Public image

	 
	Lower property taxes

	Social Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Revenue for state

	 
	Job creation

	 
	Fund state programs

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Voter support

	 
	Legislators voted out of office

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Opportunity for additional state programs

	 
	Lower property taxes

	 
	PA residents opinion of gambling

	 
	Crime


	COSTS

	Economic Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Revenue for state

	 
	Fund state programs

	 
	Tourism

	 
	Property taxes

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Governor veto

	 
	Legislators voted out of office

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Opportunity for additional state programs

	 
	Lower property taxes

	 
	Crime

	Political Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Competitive advantage

	 
	Fund state programs

	 
	Tourism

	 
	Property taxes

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Voter support

	 
	Governor Veto

	 
	Legislators voted out of office

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Opportunity for additional state programs

	 
	Crime

	 
	Public image

	 
	Lower property taxes

	Social Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Competitive advantage

	 
	Job creation

	 
	Tourism

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Governor veto

	 
	Legislators voted out of office


	COSTS

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lower property taxes

	 
	PA residents opinion of gambling

	 
	Crime

	 
	Illegal underground activity


	RISKS

	Economic Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Revenue for state

	 
	Fund state programs

	 
	Tourism

	 
	Property taxes

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Voter support

	 
	Governor veto

	 
	Legislators voted out of office

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Crime

	 
	Illegal underground activity

	 
	Public image

	Political Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Revenue for state

	 
	Fund state programs

	 
	Property taxes

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Voter support

	 
	Governor veto

	 
	Legislators voted out of office

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	PA residents opinion of gambling

	 
	Crime

	 
	Public image

	Social Subnet
	 

	Economic Subcriteria:

	 
	Competitive advantage

	 
	Fund state programs

	 
	Tourism

	Political Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Lobbying

	 
	Voter support

	Social Subcriteria:
	 

	 
	Public image

	 
	PA residents opinion of gambling

	 
	Crime

	 
	Illegal underground activity


The BOCR calculations are displayed below in the priorities from ratings chart.
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From our calculations, it appears that opportunities outweigh benefits slightly and opportunities outweigh costs and risks largely.
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Below is a diagram of how our AHP model was constructed.  
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Diagrams of the subnets under the BOCR model can be found in the appendix I.  
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Based upon our model’s results below, it appears that the best alternative would be to allow table games at all licensed gaming parlors.  This alternative was greatly chosen over the other two alternatives.  From an economic, political, and social perspective, allowing table games at all licensed gaming parlors would have the most positive impact on the state of Pennsylvania.  
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The sensitivity analysis chart above, which has benefits as a priority, supports the results and displays that allowing table games at all licensed gaming parlors ranks number one.  However, the rankings have a tendency to vary slightly when the priority is changed in some cases.  Additional sensitivity analysis charts can be found in appendix II.
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Overall, the model demonstrated a valid and applicable alternative to our problem.  From an economic, political, and social perspective, the model chose the best alternative.  In contrast to the other two alternatives, it does not appear that the lesser two alternatives would have staying power in our changing economy.  In our opinion, the model did choose the best alternative and we believe it will be the alternative the state chooses in the long run.
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