
The Center for Disease Control should declare gun violence in the United States a public health 
crisis. 

Importance 

The United States has an astonishing level of gun violence. The parli community has had plenty 
of debates about topics surrounding gun control. Background checks, bump-stock bans, high 
capacity magazine bans, and likely a dozen other specific topics have been used. However, 
these topics continually deploy a regulatory model. Their goal is to limit access to a particular 
item, and by extension decrease the harms caused by that thing. A public health focus to gun 
violence has not been deployed consistently in our resolution writing and this is an opportunity 
to try a different angle to a consistent problem. 
 While gun violence remains a high-profile issue, some of the language around it has 
changed. With the recent twitter beef between the NRA and “self-important anti-gun doctors” 
has led to an increased discussion of gun violence as a public health issue, being featured in 
stories on multiple platforms. The academic research predates that, with studies by dozens of 
research groups.  
 This topic lends itself to a variety of different advantages while maintaining a core action 
which the affirmative must take, which should create the fairest balance of ground in a 
resolution which many debaters will debate twice. A single action helps to guarantee negative 
ground, ensuring that the negative team will have a specific link in disadvantage debates. But, 
due to the wide breadth of research on the topic, the affirmative team will still be able to craft 
advantages specific to studies that they have chosen. This topic lends itself to a high probability 
debate, meaning that using the CDC, instead of the entire federal government, can help to 
decrease the low risk, high magnitude links to politics scenarios, giving the affirmative a check 
against a well-known negative strategy in gun debates. 

Affirmative Ground 

The gun control debate is not new to parli and core affirmative ground on this topic has been 
deployed before. This gives teams a chance to refresh backfiles and find new studies. Ideally, 
teams will use this as an opportunity to seek depth in a debate in which many of us already 
have a breadth of knowledge. Affirmative arguments will likely consist of impacts related to the 
disproportionate effects of gun violence on race, socioeconomic status, gender, and disability. 
Additionally, expect to see debates rooted in the specific studies that have been published, 
potentially focusing on police-related shootings, the rise of domestic terror in the US, or the 
effects of American gun violence on neighboring countries. 

Negative Ground 

The negative has its core strategies from previous gun control debates, although the topic is 
crafted to decrease the risk of a generic politics disadvantage winning the round. CDC 
overstretch is a legitimate concern, which is not posed by other gun control affirmatives. 
Enforcement of the affirmative will also likely include mass data collection, which can have an 



adverse effect on minority populations, specifically immigrant communities. There are 
additionally concerns about medicalization of gun violence, which may lend themselves either 
to case turns, or as specific links in larger criticism debates. 

A few resources to start your research 

https://www.theatlantic.com/health/archive/2018/02/gun-violence-public-health/553430/ 

https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/nra-tweet-anti-gun-doctors-stay-in-your-
lane_us_5be4ba32e4b0769d24cb1cef 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/s3.drsforamerica.org/images/GunviolenceResearch_FINAL.pdf 

 


