INTRODUCTION ON HOW TO DEBATE
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This will teach you how to debate. (Especially would help ssc_ninja’s shit takes)

Mastering Structural Dominance: Create Sections, Not Screeds

An example is what the chess feat debunker did: They split the debate into numbered, labeled sections, each addressing a claim in the original CF document. Each section follows a method:

Present the claim

Show what’s wrong with it

Give counterexamples

Use terminology and citations


What You Should Learn: A good debate isn’t a rant. It's a structured case. 

You must:

Break your opponent’s argument down point-by-point

Label each section clearly ( “1. Misinterpretation of FSIQ,” “2. The Fallacy of Engine Superiority”)

Keep each section laser-focused—one idea per section


Drill: Take any claim (“Koji beat an engine so he’s a supergenius”) and:

Break it into assumptions ( “Was it even an engine?”)

Refute each one structurally

Use numbering to keep the opponent from dodging



 Precision Terminology and Domain Mastery

What one debater did: They use real chess concepts—tempi, mating nets, strategy vs plan, endgame transitions—to undermine vague or anime-styled claims. They don't just say “this is dumb”—they explain why it’s not even possible in actual chess.

What You Should Learn: Debating high-IQ fiction requires real-world logic. Master the actual disciplines behind what you're discussing:

Psychology: Use real cognitive functions like deductive vs inductive vs abductive reasoning

Strategy: Refer to actual military/strategic models like Sun Tzu, OODA loop, Nash equilibrium

Chess: Use real chess metrics (ELO, endgame theory, tempo)


Drill: Pick a COTE or DN character feat. Write out the feat. Now apply real theory:

“Koji’s Love Letter Trap is abductive reasoning because…”

“Light’s performance is tactical improvisation under pressure, but lacks strategic authorship.”



Weaponizing Counterexamples and Evidence

What This Debater Did: The CF debunker weaponized Stockfish vs AlphaZero, chess history, endgame examples, and even chess.com article links to prove engine fallibility. They didn’t just claim engines blunder—they showed it happened in top-tier play.

What You Should Learn: One example > 10 claims.

Always bring receipts: examples, quotes, screenshots, timestamps

Cite academic concepts ( "this is a tautological fallacy", “this is circular logic”)

Make your opponent’s claims collapse under facts, not insults


Drill: Every time you refute something, ask yourself: What real-world case proves this wrong? If they say "Koji predicted 60 moves," bring up how even Magnus Carlsen doesn’t calculate that far except in endgames with known outcomes.



Exposing Logical Fallacies

What This Debater Did: They name the fallacies—strawman, ad hominem, tautology, dismissal. Then they explain how the opponent committed it. That’s surgical.

What You Should Learn:

Fallacy exposure is one of the most devastating debate tools

Label it (“This is a strawman because…”)

Show the correct version of the argument, then refute that too


Drill: Take a paragraph from the opponent. Annotate it like this:

“Line 3: False Dilemma — implies only two outcomes”

“Line 5: Ad Hominem — attacks me instead of my claim” This makes you bulletproof in rebuttals.



Aggression Balanced by Rationality

What This Debater Did: They were smug, yes. But they also repeatedly say things like “I don’t mean to insult,” “here’s the real term,” or “this isn’t an assumption, here’s the source.” This gives them ethical control of the debate.

What You Should Learn: You can be ruthless, but only if you're also reasonable.

Keep tone professional, but confident and assertive

Stay calm while proving the other person is wrong

Never just say “cope” or “L”—prove your opponent misunderstood their own argument


Drill: Practice using the “3T” rule: Tone, Terms, Tactics.

1. Tone: Confident, not edgy


2. Terms: Use real-world vocabulary (“correct strategy,” “FSIQ scale,” “imbalance analysis”)


3. Tactics: Always finish a point by reinforcing its implications ( “This makes akiyama reactive. Tokuchi is proactive. This debate is over.”)




FINAL TIP: Build the Debate Pyramid

To dominate in high-level debates, structure your arguments like this:

Tier 1: CLAIM – Your conclusion (“Mukuro is a reactionary actor, not a cognitive strategist”)

Step 2: PROOF – Real-world logic, definitions, evidence, canon quotes

Step 3: DISMANTLE – Refute their logic, expose assumptions/fallacies

Tier 4: UPGRADE – Expand your claim’s scope (Example: “This applies to every Mukuro feat in DRIF too.”)


To Debate Like a Master:

Structure your attack like a lawyer: one argument per section

Master the subject: learn chess, psychology, cognition. not just fandom.

Use real examples to rip fiction from fantasy

Call out fallacies: point, name, dismantle

Be confident but composed: calm destroys chaos


I think that will be all.

If you have any questions, DM me.
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