
    February 16-18, 2019 

Pre-Tournament Bulletin 
Release:  February 13, 2019 - 3:10 p.m. EST


No Congress information is distributed at registration Fri. evening. 

Please note subway alert on the next page for Porter Square/Univ. Hall.


Please make sure you have a copy of the original information packet → 
(posted Feb. 1). Please note the schedule has been updated in the pages 
that follow, today, to clarify lunch details Saturday, including custom 
times by chamber for Round 1 to stagger lines.


Complimentary breakfast snacks will be available Saturday and Sunday 
morning, from 7:30am - at both sites. Saturday Lunch will be served at 
both Univ. Hall and Hilles.  Sunday lunch will only be served at the Science Center on the 
Harvard campus.


All Congress judges are required to attend the Saturday 8:15am meeting (where 
assignments and materials will be distributed). We will notify judges on Friday, Feb. 15 
which site to report to. 


Students are invited to the assembly at 2 p.m. Sunday; any student is eligible to win 
preliminary session Leadership Awards, even those who don’t break to quarters. 
There is limited room for adults (coaches, judges nor parents) in the room, due to the 
number of contestants; however, all judges must report to their meeting at the same time.


Evaluation sheets (ballots) must be picked up in person, and will be available: one hour 
after quarterfinals begins (for prelims); one hour after semifinals begins (for quarters), etc.


Emergency issue? Missing a judge in a chamber? Call our hotline:  (617) 545-4TAB (4822)


Important announcements/updates will be posted on Tabroom.com and emailed to the 
coaches of record for the tournament. 



! Subway Alert 
Due to construction and track work, the Red Line (subway “T”) will be closed between Harvard 
and Alewife — which includes the Porter Square station — Saturday and Sunday. The MBTA will  
run shuttle buses between Harvard-Porter-Davis-Alewife. Signs and MBTA personnel will direct 
riders towards the buses. Please allow extra time if you plan to ride from Harvard to Porter 
(Univ. Hall). All shuttle bus stops are fully accessible. For more information, you can visit the 
MBTA website at https://www.mbta.com/schedules/Red/alerts.  
.   

" Schedule	  # Updated Feb. 13 

Saturday, February 16 $ Chambers at Lesley University (Porter Square or Hilles) 
8:00 am	 %   Complimentary breakfast snacks, Science Center

8:15 am 	 & Mandatory judge briefing/materials distribution:  

Lesley-Univ. Hall 2-150  |   Hilles- 105 Community Hall  
Judges will be notified by Friday, which site to report to.


9:15 am 	 '   Preliminary business: roll call & legislation caucus in chambers 

9:30 am - 1:00 pm*	 (   Round 1  *times staggered to accommodate lunch

Times as posted	 %   Complimentary lunch, Lesley Univ. Hall or Hilles 
2:15 pm - 5:45 pm	 (   Round 2


Sunday, February 17 	 $ A.M. Chambers at Lesley University (Porter Square or Hilles) 
7:30 am %   Complimentary breakfast snacks 
8:00 am - 11:30 am	 (   Round 3

11:30 am	 %   Complimentary lunch, Science Center, Harvard Yard campus 
2:30 pm 	 )  Assembly: advancing quarterfinalists announced; prelim leadership 	  
	 	 awards, contestants ONLY Sci. Center, Aud. B & A (via videocast) 
2:45 pm	 & Judge Pooling Meeting, Harvard Hall   
3:30 pm - 6:45 pm	 (  Quarterfinal Round. Chambers at Harvard Yard Campus 
8:30 pm 	 )  Assembly: quarterfinal leadership awards, non-advancing  
	 quarterfinalists & semifinal qualifiers announced, Science Ctr, Aud. B  

Monday, February 18 $ Harvard Campus; all locations to be posted on Tabroom. 
7:45 am	 & Semifinal Judge Pooling Meeting 
8:00 am - 11:00 am	 (   Semifinal Round 
	 %   Lunch on own 
12:00 pm 	 '   Final Session Breaks Posted 
12:00 pm	 & Judge Pooling Meeting 
12:15 pm - 3:45 pm	 (  Final Round 
4:30 pm 	 * Congressional Debate Awards Ceremony, same location as Finals 



Congressional Debate Lunch Dismissal Times – Saturday 
Students may report to any room as early as 9 a.m., and may enter without a judge present. The 
table below shows where students will have lunch for each set of chambers.  Round 2 should 
begin at 2 pm in all chambers. 

Chamber Floor Session Start Round 1 End Sat. Room

1 9:20am 12:20pm University 2-048
2 9:30am 1:00pm University 2-078
3 9:30am 1:00pm University 2-141
4 9:30am 1:00pm University 2-150
6 9:20am 12:40pm University 3-086
7 9:20am 12:20pm University 3-087
8 9:20am 12:30pm University 3-089
9 9:20am 12:40pm University 3-094

10 9:20am 12:40pm University 3-097
11 9:20am 12:40pm University 3-098
12 9:30am 1:00pm University 3-100
13 9:20am 12:40pm University 3-101
14 9:20am 12:30pm University 3-103
15 9:30am 12:50pm University 4-023
16 9:30am 12:50pm University 4-030
17 9:30am 12:50pm University 4-033
18 9:20am 12:30pm University 4-034
19 9:30am 12:30pm University 4-037
20 9:30am 12:50pm University 4-040
21 9:40am 1:00pm Hilles 104
22 9:40am 1:00pm Hilles 105
23 9:40am 12:50pm Hilles 2 N. Collab
24 9:30am 12:50pm Hilles 2 S. Collab
25 9:50am 1:00pm Hilles 3 N. Collab
26 9:30am 1:00pm Hilles 3 S. Collab
27 9:50am 1:10pm Hilles P02
28 9:40am 1:10pm Hilles P13
29 9:40am 1:10pm Hilles P14
30 9:40am 1:10pm Hilles P CoffeeBar



! Tournament Rules Addendum


The following rule is added to the tournament, and as such, is binding. 

12. " Recesses & Sessions: Chambers will be limited to no more than two (2) five-minute recesses per 
session. Sessions may not end more than 15 minutes early.  

Additionally, we have revised printed copies of the original rules packet to eliminate gendered pronouns in 
rules 4 and 5, which now use neutral “they/them/their” pronouns. We apologize for the oversight.  

# Clarifications & Advice


• Final Appeal - Timing: 56-60 minutes after debate commences on a bill/resolution, the PO 
should say, “we have exhausted time for debate on this legislation and will now recognize Rep. 
___ (name of the first negative speaker) for the Closing Negative Appeal.” There is no need to 
move the previous question, unless a legislator wishes to prior to 56 minutes into debate, but 
be mindful of the limited number of bills/resolutions available in the agenda. We added 30 
minutes to each round to accommodate the final appeal speeches; however, if a chamber 
completes its agenda within 10 minutes of the posted end time for a session, and every 
delegate has had the opportunity to speak twice, the chamber may adjourn early.  

• Final Appeal - Purpose: The speech is designed to be like the Final Focus speech of a Public 
Forum Debate round. In other words, the burden to the author/sponsor and first negative 
speakers will be to flow the debate and determine what the most important issues were — and 
then group/summarize (where are there thematic connections?), and then compel the room to 
vote affirmatively or negatively based on those most important issues. This is not a speech to 
incorporate a new point within.  One of these speeches would probably start with, “What this 
debate comes down to is…” — and then focus on one or two key themes. Then, reinforce why 
those points are important by connecting them to the central theme/reason from the earlier 
speech. Think about this last speech as being a way to bring everything in the debate back to 
the purpose/reason for needing the bill in the first place. 

• POs, gaveling, and timing:  A single gavel tap should signify an official ruling, such as calling 
a session to order, a recess, or adjournment. Gaveling offers time signals during speeches and 
during direct questioning periods, but should not be made each time a speaker or questioner 
is recognized. For all speeches, including final appeals, the PO should gavel once when one 
minute remains, twice when 30 seconds remain, and thrice when speaking time has elapsed. 
As per the original packet, there is no “grace period.” That does not mean a student cannot 
take a few seconds to finish a thought, but that should not extend a few seconds, if possible 
— and the same reasonable standard should be applied for direct questioning periods. 
Students should wrap-up when they hear the first and second taps, not after the third. 

• Decorum and professionalism: Be mindful of decorum and treating one another as valued 
colleagues. Some lighthearted snarky comments on occasion are okay, but some comments 
come across as mean-spirited. By especially mindful of direct questioning. POs and speakers 
alike must always use honorifics (Representative ____), and never just last names. 

• POs & Motions:  Do not ask for motions (nor say “barring motions.”) The NSDA rulebook has 
expressly discouraged this for at least 20 years. The following motions do not exist:  “open 
the floor for debate,” “convene,” or “amend the agenda” (the last one would be to suspend 
the rules, since the agenda, once adopted, becomes a standing rule in the chamber). 



+ Advancing Discussion on Rules Changes  

The following correspondence with a contestant articulates our rationale for rules changes. 

The original letter (Feb. 12, 2019): 
Good evening Mr. Jacobi, 

For the purposes of remaining anonymous, I am reaching out to you via an email separate from my personal 
one. I am currently in my 4th year of Congressional Debate, and I have attended the Harvard Tournament 
every year since my freshman year; it has always been my favorite tournament, and I deeply appreciate all 
the work you and the rest of the staff put in to ensure the tournament runs smoothly and successfully.  

I am reaching out to you, however, to express my discontent with the legislation picked for the Quarterfinals 
round of the tournament. 

I wholeheartedly agree with you when you say Congressional Debate should be about upholding the tenants 
of public service and using your voice for the good of the greater community. I believe, then, that debating 
issues such as lost baggage at the airport and parental rights over what children search in libraries go 
against the previously mentioned assertions regarding the importance of talking about issues that matter. Our 
country is currently in the spotlight for a plethora of hotbed issues— immigration, civil rights, climate change, 
criminal justice, education, and more. The administration is using inflammatory rhetoric to incite fear against 
marginalized communities and those seeking a better life in the United States, and our country is more 
polarized than ever before. To discuss the implications of returning baggage to flight passengers over the 
issues that actually concern minorities and vulnerable populations is problematic. 

We constantly villainize our Representatives for wasting their political capital and dodging important issues; 
why shouldn’t we be held to the same standards, then, as Congressional Debaters? 

The common rhetoric around Congressional Debate is that it’s a place where students can use their voice for 
something greater than themselves, to change people’s minds, and make a difference. This is not possible 
when we are debating topics that hold little significance. By no means am I saying that people are not 
affected by things like lost baggage, but when we are living in a country where the government has locked 
children in cages, some issues hold more significance than others. 

I recognize that there will never be a docket that can please every competitor, but at a tournament of this 
level, I was disappointed and even felt like the value of this event was being delegitimized compared to other 
events which are talking about pertinent global issues. 

Furthermore, I believe the one-hour cap on debate time actually promotes over-strategizing as opposed to 
combating it. Competitors are going to worry excessively about whether they should speak early on 
legislation in order to secure “good recency”, and those who prefer speaking later will be negatively affected. 
A one-hour cap allows for about 6 speeches on each side of a bill, which stems what could have been 
effective discourse and the free flow of ideas. 

There are definitely issues that this community faces; your actions to allow for internet usage have definitely 
helped remedy some of them, but many have expressed their discontent with this Congressional Debate 
tournament because we feel that we are being unfairly set up to pay hundreds of dollars to have a muddled 
debate for three hours. 

While I understand this email comes to you at a time where you are working to ensure logistics run smoothly 
and that the Harvard Tournament is a successful one yet again, I hope you do consider what I have said for 
the coming years. Many attending this year’s tournament go unexcited or even frustrated with this dilemma. 

I appreciate your passion for providing students with an avenue to engage in discourse. 

Best, Anonymous 



Our response (Feb. 13, 2019): 

Dear Anonymous, 

Thank you for your feedback and I want you to know the tournament staff and I are taking your 
feedback seriously. This response, in fact, has been jointly written. We wanted to address issues you raised 
and explain the reasoning behind our decisions so you better understand the value of the docket and the 
format. 

The docket was carefully considered to ensure debaters were able to debate a range of issues while avoiding 
redundancy in every round. While I agree the country is facing many issues of substantial moral importance 
including immigration, criminal justice, anti-semitism etc, Congress is tasked with addressing issues of all 
levels. You will notice several preliminary chambers will debate these issues of deeper moral substance. You 
also will notice semifinal and final rounds address these issues more directly. The quarterfinal round is 
intended to provide a window into other activities of Congress that people often forget about. The bill you 
mentioned, lost luggage, was specifically written to bring up issues of regulation and whether governing 
these customer service aspects is something Congress can do (this harkens back to days of the C.A.B.). 
The library bill may seem minor on the surface, but look at the greater context: debate is really about whether 
or not children should have access to information without their parent's consent or knowledge. This bill 
addresses an issue not consistently decided across the states and should bring up debate on parental 
rights, privacy, and freedom of speech/information. I hope you recognize a bill ensuring students adequate 
time to eat is actually addressing equity in school as those with the least time to eat are more likely to 
become obese and eat less healthily. They are also more likely to be poor and dependent on school foods for 
that nutrition. The FDA bill is equally obvious in its importance to human life and national security. These 
issues are not unimportant, even if they don't have the flashy appeal of so-called "big-ticket items." Congress 
must address day-to-day, quality-of-life issues as much as it addresses larger issues; we simply don’t hear 
as much about that in the news. The debate space has brought to our country such ideas as mandating 
airbags and seatbelts in cars. These ideas arose in the Cold War amidst other serious problems facing the 
nation. We feel the docket provides debaters a chance to speak on these important issues in preliminary 
rounds as well as semis and finals, but we also would like to see debaters thinking about everyday issues 
and minor, practical issues that lawmakers still must address. If students only wrote — or debated -- bills on 
a small subset of issues, Congressional Debate would lose its educational value.   

To address the limited debate time: most judges agree that debate becomes stale after about six speeches 
on each side, and the chances of new, substantive arguments is slim. Additionally, the same speakers 
maintain their order of recency because there is no turnover. That locks most students into giving a speech in 
generally the same order on two bills in a row. When not everyone speaks on every bill, it increases turnover 
in recency and allows some students to speak earlier. We found that, without this rule, students felt punished 
for not speaking on every bill and this cap on debate reinforces to students and judges that it is ok not to 
speak on every piece of legislation. This should put more pressure on students to be willing and able to 
speak on more legislation so that they can be strategic in the round the way you said. It has certainly worked 
in the state of Texas, where their in-state organization has limited debate on each legislation for years. 
Forcing more of these in-round strategy decisions actually benefits more prepared students the most by 
giving them more flexibility. As you noted, you’ve been involved in debate for less than four full years. I have 
been doing this for 20+ years, and have seen a much higher quality of debate overall when students 
prepared for more than just an average of two items of legislation per round. Modern technologies and social 
networking have made debaters more complacent, and less intellectually elastic. One of the greatest lessons 
Congressional Debate teaches — when it is truly dynamic — is learning when to quit and “cut your losses.” 
As I tell students at the summer workshop I teach, sometimes we research our hearts out on a particular 
topic, only to not have the opportunity to speak on it. We have to be okay with that. We have still learned 
about that issue, and that will invariably come in handy again in the future, whether for the same legislation, 
one similar to it, or even an exploration of that issue that arises in a class or in real life. Students never used 
to complain about that before they had the ability to collude and set agendas before they arrived at 
tournaments. It was just part of the game, and part of what they learned.  

Additionally, with the addition of the final advocacy speeches at the end of each debate on legislation 
(outside the hour), we hope to incentivize sponsorships and first negations, which have often been avoided. 



As a coach and judge, I have seen almost every piece of legislation go too many cycles and watched 
students feel compelled to speak because they think they will be punished if they don't. This time cap 
removes that negative incentive to speak and reinforces that not speaking on a specific bill is not bad. Under 
the status quo, students obsess over whether they have “good recency” or not. This actually removes that 
specter (and lessens the burden on the PO), and just allows students to speak when they can. I think 
students obsess far too much about the strategy of the game, rather than just focusing on solid research 
and being prepared to speak on legislation. 

Like Plato’s Allegory of the Cave, it can be difficult to understand the benefits of changes to a system you 
have existed in, but Harvard has always been a tournament of innovation in Congressional Debate, pushing 
the envelope to hold students to a higher standard. We encourage you to keep an open mind about these 
changes and find the opportunities that have been opened up, rather than focusing on what you feel has 
been lost.  

Respectfully, 
Adam Jacobi and the Harvard Debate Council Congress Staff 


