
In the rapidly evolving landscape of AI-assisted research and writing, one of the biggest challenges remains
verifying the accuracy and logic behind generated outputs. Despite impressive fluency, models still hallucinate
facts, fabricate statistics, or produce subtly flawed arguments. The key to overcoming these hurdles lies in
structured cross-model debate—prompting multiple AI systems to critique each other’s logic in a shared context.

This article explains how to write effective prompts that encourage models like ChatGPT, Claude, and emerging
tools such as Suprmind to point out weak reasoning in each other’s responses. We’ll explore shared multi-
model thread interfaces and the manual browser-tab workflow for real-time logic critique and argument
checking. If you struggle with unreliable AI outputs, mastering these techniques will dramatically improve your
content’s trustworthiness and depth.

Why Harness Model Disagreement as a Feature?
It might sound counterintuitive to deliberately seek conflicting opinions between AI models. After all, users want
clear, reliable answers, right? However, disagreement among models is not a bug — it’s an invaluable feature when
approached correctly.

AI hallucinations and fabricated stats often slip through in single-model queries. Multiple perspectives help
catch these.

Different architectures and training data shape unique blind spots. Cross-model checks highlight subtle logical
gaps.

Disagreements promote critical evaluation instead of blind acceptance, mimicking human debate techniques.

It creates a de facto self-verification loop, improving argument robustness.

The challenge is managing this process without handing users a confusing tangle of contradictions. That’s where a
thoughtfully designed prompt strategy and the right tooling come into play.

Two Workflows to Help Models Evaluate Each Other’s Logic
When encouraging AI to critique competing answers, your workflow can shape results as much as prompt
wording. The two most common methods users employ today are:

1. Shared multi-model thread interface: Platforms like Suprmind provide a single conversation thread where
multiple models respond and comment on each other’s replies in real time.

2. Browser-tab manual comparison: Open each AI—say, ChatGPT and Claude—in separate tabs, then copy
or summarize responses into a shared document or chat to run side-by-side analysis.

Both have pros and cons but knowing how to optimize your prompts for each can yield better cross-checking
outcomes.

1. Shared Multi-Model Thread Interface: Why Suprmind Shines

Suprmind’s interface offers simultaneous multi-model access within one continuous conversation thread. Imagine
prompting ChatGPT and Claude in the same window, each model seeing prior answers and startupfortune.com
generating critiques directly attached to them.

This design encourages a real-time chain of argument—models can quote excerpts from the other’s text,
challenge specific premises, or provide alternative interpretations without losing context. It’s like moderating a live
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AI debate that you control.

When crafting prompts for this environment, focus on:

Explicitly instruct models to reference the peer’s prior message. For example: “Review the above
argument made by Model A. Identify any logical fallacies or unsupported assumptions.”

Request pinpointed critiques, not vague disagreement. Terms like “explain exactly why you disagree” or
“which claim lacks evidence?” work well.

Encourage citation of external knowledge if applicable, but demand transparency when that knowledge
isn’t verifiable.

This combination leverages the uninterrupted conversational flow to enhance argument checking dynamically.

2. Browser-Tab Workflow: Manual Comparison for Nuanced Insight

Sometimes, you want to retain full control over synthesis or spur cross-checking across platforms without
integrated multi-model threading. The tried-and-true method: open ChatGPT, Claude, or other models in
separate browser tabs, pose your prompt, then copy-paste their outputs into a shared document, email chain, or
Slack thread.

For example, you might ask the same logic critique prompt to both, then paste the results side-by-side in a
Google Doc:

ChatGPT Response Claude Response “The argument assumes causation where only correlation is demonstrated...”
“The statistical evidence cited is outdated and does not support...”

Then prompt either one or both again with “Based on the above, identify any inconsistencies or weak logic”. This
loop iteratively surfaces discrepancies effectively.

To optimize:

Keep track of a shared thread or doc with clear labeling per model and timestamp.

Use consistent phrasing in prompts across models for uniform starting points.

Copy exact snippets when referencing prior arguments to reduce ambiguity.



How to Write Prompts That Foster Logic Critique and Argument
Checking
The most crucial factor is prompt clarity and specificity. Vague instructions won’t reliably trigger meaningful model
disagreement or pointed critique. Here’s a step-by-step guide to prompt construction:

1. Context Setting: Begin by providing the argument or claim you want scrutinized, either as direct input or
referring explicitly to the prior message.

2. Framing the Task: Use direct commands such as “Critically evaluate the logical consistency of the above
argument.” Avoid euphemisms like “What do you think?”

3. Request Concrete Examples: Ask models to identify specific fallacies, unsupported leaps, or contradictory
statements instead of general skepticism.

4. Ask for Evidence Support: Request checking if factual claims are backed by publicly verifiable data.

5. Invite Model-to-Model Reference: In multi-model setups, explicitly tell each model to reference the other’s
statements by quoting or paraphrasing.

6. Set Boundaries for Approximation: Remind the AI to note when it is speculating or lacking sufficient
information.

Example prompt for a shared multi-model thread:

“Model B, please review the argument given by Model A in the previous message. Identify any logical
inconsistencies or unsupported claims by quoting the specific part you critique. Provide reasoning and, if
possible, suggest alternative interpretations or improvements."

Or for the browser tab method, after collecting initial model outputs:

“Based on the following excerpts from two AI models’ answers, highlight points of disagreement and identify
potential errors in logic, unsupported assumptions, or hallucinated data.” [Paste excerpts]

Beware Overstated “Accuracy” Without Verification
One persistent annoyance is when AI confidently fabricates statistics or historical facts without signals about
uncertainty. Your prompts should counter this by requesting:



Explicit statements when claims are based on known facts.

Warnings or disclaimers if the model is unsure.

Cross-model identification of “hallucinated” data—i.e., one model spotting the other’s invented numbers.

In shared-thread interfaces like Suprmind, poke models to flag questionable assertions made by peers in previous
responses. For browser-tab workflows, do this manually by copying suspect claims into new prompts for fact-
checking.

Concrete Example: Logic Critique Prompt Applied Across ChatGPT and
Claude
Suppose you are evaluating this claim:

“Company X’s user growth doubled last quarter thanks to its AI-powered recommendation engine, which
increased engagement by 75%.”

Your prompt to each model might be:

“Critique the logical and factual basis of the above claim. Identify any unverifiable or logically weak points.”

After getting answers from ChatGPT and Claude in separate tabs or a shared thread, compile their critiques, then
prompt again:

“Based on ChatGPT’s critique highlighting the lack of source for growth numbers and Claude’s concerns about
the feasibility of 75% engagement increase in such a timeframe, analyze these disagreements and state which
point is better supported.”

Such structured prompting fosters layered cross-model debate that yields deeper insights than single-model
outputs.

Summary: Best Practices for Cross-Model Logic Critique
Aspect Tip Example Prompt Clarity Use explicit logical critique tasks “Identify logical fallacies in the above
argument.” Model Reference Direct models to quote peers in criticism “Review Model A’s claim: '...'; pinpoint flaws.”
Workflow Use shared-thread tools or manual browser tab method Suprmind interface or side-by-side doc
comparison Verification Ask for evidence citations or disclaimers when unsure “State when data is speculative or
unsupported.” Disagreement Treat conflicting outputs as productive, probe disagreements head-on “Evaluate
areas where models differ and justify positions.”

Final Thoughts
The era of trusting any single AI model for complex logical analysis is behind us. Instead, imagine your work as
facilitating a conversation between Suprmind, ChatGPT, Claude, and others. Your role is to design prompts and
workflows that make these models fact-check and debate one another within shared threads or controlled
browser-tab sequences.

Embracing model disagreement, layered logic critique, and rigorous argument checking transforms AI from a
black-box oracle into a transparent, verifiable assistant. Gear up with these techniques and tooling to unlock AI’s
true potential — not just fluent output, but reliable reasoning.


