
FEBRUARY PUBLIC FORUM: BACKGROUND 
 
 This month’s public forum topic is: Resolved: The costs of legalized casino 
gambling in the United States outweigh the benefits.  This topic is very timely and important.  
In 1975, Nevada was the only state that permitted legal gambling.  Today, over thirty states and numerous 
Native American tribes have gambling in various forms, such as lotteries, off-track betting, and casino 
gambling.  The amount of money generated from gambling in general, and casino gambling in particular, 
has exceeded $25 billion annually.  We also have heard reports that increased gambling causes a host of 
economic and social harms.  In these ways, this topic is an extremely important one. 
 
TOPIC OVERVIEW 
 
 The key to this topic are the terms “costs,” “outweigh,” and “benefits.”  On a positive note, 
debaters will know that the framework for every Public Forum debate will automatically involve a Cost-
Benefit-Analysis (CBA).  This means, of course, that there should be no surprise as to how an Affirmative 
will frame their case regarding the problems of casinos.  However, debating a controversial issue within a 
framework of CBA may be intimidating for some.  As we will discuss below, a CBA approach to a topic is 
not that hard to grasp, and, in many ways, can help the debaters to not only understand the key arguments 
on this topic, but also to articulate in a debate round.   
 Cost-Benefit-Analysis is simply the comparison of positive attributes to possible negative ones for 
a specific action.  Although most frequently used when discussing financial issues, CBA can be used to 
evaluate just about anything.  For example, one could use CBA to analyze traveling to the moon – whether 
the benefits of going to the moon outweigh potential costs or risks.  Or, someone could use CBA to decide 
if they should go on a date.   
 With every Cost-Benefit-Analysis, there must be an action or item to evaluate.  For this topic, 
debaters will be evaluating casinos.  Many different definitions of casinos exist, but most Affirmatives will 
probably want to discuss buildings that house gambling activities.  An Affirmative, then, will want to use 
CBA to prove that the “costs” of casinos are more frequent, more significant, more problematic, or more 
financially costly than any benefits coming from casinos.  The Negative will argue the opposite and will 
refute what the Affirmative advocates. 
 Thus, debaters will be wise to clearly define and defend their interpretation of “costs” and 
“benefits.”  It is important to know that “costs” and “benefits” do not have to be related to money.  For 
example, an Affirmative could argue that casinos are “costly” since they encourage second-hand smoking, 
and a Negative could state that a benefit from casinos is reduced crime.  In both cases, the use of CBA does 
not involve financial issues.   
 Additionally, if an Affirmative uses financial arguments to prove their “cost” arguments, but the 
Negative uses a non-financial argument to prove their “benefit” arguments, each side needs to find ways to 
compare financial arguments with non-financial ones.  This is important because otherwise the debate will 
come down to comparing to unlike characteristics.  One way debaters can compare unlike characteristics is 
by finding something else in common.  For example, even though crime is not directly a financial “cost,” it 
does indirectly relate to financial cost.  Similarly, if someone is making a non-financial argument (e.g., 
“casinos provide entertainment”), a financial argument can indirectly relate to that since a strong economy 
allows people to have more entertainment versus a sluggish economy that impedes entertainment.  In some 
way, then, debaters need to find ways of comparing the different values associated with casinos so that by 
the end of the debate they can clearly articulate to the judge why casinos are, essentially, good or bad. 
 One last thing to consider is that “costs” and “benefits” are in the plural.  Since the resolution uses 
the plural, it is expected that the Affirmative provide more than one reason why casinos are costly, and the 
Negative must present more than one reason why casinos are beneficial. 
 
DEBATING ON THE AFFIRMATIVE 
 
 As mentioned above, the Affirmative must clearly provide reasons for why casinos contribute to 
more harm than good.  One thing every Affirmative should remember is that even if the Negative wins 
some reasons for why casinos are beneficial, the Affirmative can still win if they prove that the costs are 



worse than those benefits.  Thus, an Affirmative does not need to win every argument in the debate, just the 
ones that prove how the costs exceed, are worse than, or outweigh the benefits. 
 Since casinos have become more and more popular in recent years, there have been a number of 
studies conducted on the impacts of casinos – both good and bad – on individuals, communities, and the 
economy.  Probably the obvious reason why casinos are costly is that they create problem gamblers, also 
known as addicts.  Many studies have proven that casinos, particularly if they are in close proximity to 
population centers, create more problem gamblers.  This is definitely a problem since addicts can go 
bankrupt, become alcoholics, engage in spousal and/or child abuse, and even commit suicide.   
 A second reason casinos are costly is that they arguably increase crime.  There are several ways 
this can occur.  For one, casinos attract many tourists which are targets for pickpocketing and petty theft.  
In addition, casinos may cause unemployment (from the casino’s competitors), and unemployment can 
cause crime.  Finally, casinos are occasionally associated with organized crime, including money 
laundering, which, by definition, increases crime. 
 A third problem with casinos is that they can hurt the economy.  While the Negative will most 
likely talk about how casinos provide jobs and massive tax revenue, the Affirmative has some strong retorts 
to those arguments.  Plus, casinos can hurt the economy by causing unemployment in competitors and by 
draining the local economy.  Debaters should remember that casinos don’t typically put money back into 
the community, so most profits, even if casinos are lucrative, don’t help the overall community. 
 Finally, Affirmatives may want to talk about a specific type of casino – tribal casinos.  In so doing, 
Affirmatives can control and narrow the debate, thereby ridding the Negative of many of their prepared 
arguments.  Additionally, there are many different arguments for why casinos hurt Native Americans and 
their communities, particularly if one considers the problem gamblers that are created by casinos. 
 
DEBATING ON THE NEGATIVE 
  
 Like the Affirmative, the Negative does not need to answer every argument, just the arguments 
that prove how the advantages of casinos outweigh any problems.  Thus, the Affirmative may win that 
casinos cause some bankruptcies, for example, but if the Negative wins that overall casinos 
overwhelmingly boost the economies of towns and cities, then the Negative will probably win the debate. 
 Our briefs provide answers to most of the Affirmatives arguments, so Negatives will want to first 
refute the so-called “costs” that casinos create.  In addition, there are several benefits from casinos that 
Negatives will want to emphasize. 
 First, casinos provide jobs.  And lots of them.  Not only do casinos have to be built, but employees 
sustain the operation. In addition, casinos can help local and state economies through the massive taxes that 
are levied on casinos.  Many states and municipalities use that tax revenue to fund education, support 
infrastructure, pay for emergency services, etc. 
 Next, casinos provide important entertainment – entertainment that can reduce stress and provide a 
social experience for residents and tourists.  Additionally, Negatives can win that not only do casinos not 
increase crime, they may actually reduce it.  First, the funds from casino taxes can be used for additional 
police officers to combat crime.  Second, because casinos want to attract clientele, they have a vested 
reason to keep crime in check.  And, Negatives can argue that community development that occurs as a 
result of casinos can reduce crime. 
 Finally, should the Affirmative want to only discuss tribal casinos, the Negative has many types of 
counter-arguments.  Initially, the Negative will want to refute the Affirmative’s claims that tribal casinos 
are somehow harmful to Native American communities.  Then, the Negative can win that tribal casinos 
provide important jobs, improve tribal communities through development projects, and, of course, casinos 
bring in quite a bit of revenue for members of the respective tribes. 
 



 


