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1. Introduction
There is little debate over the fact that tobacco usage causes serious health problems and greatly increases an individuals likelihood of developing a life threatening disease such as cancer or heart disease. The debate that we are analyzing is the political and social ramifications of removing the private property rights of business owners and forcing a state wide smoking ban in all businesses, including bars that make greater than 20% of their profits from food sales.  
2. Alternatives
In the following we will outline which alternatives we think policy makers had at hand.
2.1. Do nothing and leave the decision up to individual businesses
This is the Status Quo alternative in which lawmaker essentially “Do Nothing”. In this alternative the growing health problems associated with smoking and second hand smoke would continue to grow.  
2.2. Try to put restrictions on where people can and cannot smoke
This alternative will restrict where and when people could smoke but wouldn’t totally remove people’s right to smoke and control their private property. 
2.3. Pass a law that bans smoking in all public places
This alternative would totally remove the rights of private property owners to allow worker and customers to consume tobacco on their property. 
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3. The Model

In the above we have generally outlined the alternatives that policymakers have at hand to remove private property rights of business owners and enforce a smoking ban. In the following, we will outline the model that we constructed with the SuperDecisions software to make a suggestion for this issue.
3.1. Main Model
We developed our model to weigh the benefits, opportunities, costs, and risks (BOCR) of the smoking ban decision and use our three alternatives for each criterion. The main model is shown here. 
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Example of a sub-net comparison: 
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3.2. Strategic Criteria
We grouped our strategic criteria into four sub-criterions which are listed and defined below: 
	Sub-criterion:
	Description:

	Financial
	· There are several key parties involved in (or affected by) this decision, they are as follows:

· Businesses – (Short Term) Bars and restaurants stand to lose cliental if a full ban is enforced
· Health Insurers – (Long Term) Insurance companies will benefit in the long term as people quit smoking and develop healthier life styles
· Government – (Short and Long Term) There is a healthy state tax applied to tobacco products and the government stands to lose this revenue as people quit buying tobacco

· Tobacco manufactures – (Short and Long Term) as people quit buying tobacco, the manufactures will lose revenue

· Tobacco Resellers – (Short and long term) as people quit buying tobacco, they will stop going into convenience stores and may affect sales of other products in addition to tobacco

	Political 
Ramification
	· As with any high profile law, there is going to be political fallout for the decision.
· Bar and restaurant owners are mostly against any bill that limits there private property rights

· Tobacco users and consumers are against any limit on where they can smoke

· Health advocates are in favor of a bill that support a full ban on tobacco use

	Popularity
	· Similar to description for Political Ramification

	Public Health
	· The general well being of the population is increased by any reduction in the use of tobacco
· Second hand smoke is a concern especially for young children


Below are some examples of our comparative analysis for this model:
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Here are a few examples of our actual comparisons:
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4. Results

Once the networks, sub-networks, clusters, and nodes were created, the relationship between each was determined and connections were made.  In each network, the cluster comparisons were determined to be equal, meaning one cluster was not more important or significant in our decision than another.  The node comparisons were really the important factors in determining the best alternative.  Below are the results for each network and the top level. 

	Alternatives
	Top Level
	Benefits
	Opportunities
	Costs
	Risks

	Do Nothing
	0.104
	0.404
	0.863
	1.000
	1.000

	Limit
	0.366
	0.488
	0.578
	0.401
	0.460

	Full Ban
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000
	0.494
	0.448
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5. Closing Remarks 
From the analysis that we have conducted above, we conclude that an outright ban is clearly the preferable alternative. However, in June of 2007, the State Legislature passed and Gov. Rendell signed into law the Clean Indoor Air Act, which is a limited area law (similar to our second alternative). There are many political and social factor that were not factored into our analysis, such as the tobacco industry’s donations to political campaigns and the rights of the citizens to consume tobacco products even if they are harmful to their health. All and all this exercise, and the course, was an excellent opportunity to learn the mathematical theories involved in making complex decision. 




































