
In my twelve years as an analytics and operations lead, I’ve learned one immutable truth: the quality of your
output is only as good as your skepticism. Whether I’m performing due diligence on a mid-market acquisition or
building a decision memo for an executive team, I treat AI not as a truth engine, but as a high-speed intern. And
like any intern, it is prone to overconfidence and the occasional hallucination.

When using Perplexity research to aggregate data, I often find myself staring at a citation that doesn't quite
pass the "smell test." Maybe the source is a dead link, a low-quality aggregator site, or a misinterpretation of a
secondary report. When this happens, panic isn't the response—a workflow adjustment is.

Here is my framework for handling questionable citations, leveraging a multi-model approach to ensure your
decision intelligence remains bulletproof.

The Multi-Model Debate: Turning Disagreement into a Feature
If you are relying solely on one AI to perform your research, you are walking into a blind spot. I maintain a
"hallucination log"—a spreadsheet where I track every instance of AI error I encounter in my workflow. The most
common errors come from isolated, single-tool research. The solution? The Multi-Model Debate.

When Perplexity presents a citation that feels flimsy, I don't just discard it; I use it as a point of contention. I move
the query into a conversation with Claude or GPT-4o (or both) to cross-examine the claim.

The Workflow:

1. Extract the Assertion: Take the specific, questionable claim from the Perplexity citation.

2. Prompt the Challenger: Feed the claim to Claude or GPT-4o with a specific instruction: "I have this citation
from a search engine. Analyze its validity based on your training data and search capabilities. What are the
common points of failure in this specific claim?"

3. Request Counter-Evidence: Ask the secondary models, "If this assertion is false, what evidence would exist to
prove it?"

By forcing the models to debate one another, you stop viewing AI as a "black box" and start viewing it as a debate
partner. Disagreement is a feature, not https://launchbuff.com/products/suprmind-dnmbcw a bug. If Perplexity
says "X" but Claude provides evidence for "Not X," you have successfully identified a critical decision blind spot.

Decision Intelligence and the "What Would Change My Mind?" Test
Decision intelligence is the application of data science to business decision-making. When you are operating in
high-stakes environments, you cannot afford to base your strategy on a hallucinations. Before I move forward
with an insight, I ask myself: "What would change my mind?"

If a source is questionable, you need a pre-defined set of criteria for rejection. Don’t wait until you’re in the
meeting to wonder if the source is credible. Define your red lines now.

https://launchbuff.com/products/suprmind-dnmbcw


Evaluation Criteria for Sources

Criteria Indicator of Reliability Indicator of Questionable Source Domain Authority .gov, .edu, established industry
journals Unknown blogs, SEO-spam sites, content farms Date Currency Within the last 12-18 months Undated or
legacy content from 5+ years ago Direct Sourcing Links to primary data (Excel, PDF reports) Links to other
aggregator articles Nuance Check Acknowledges limitations/margins of error Sweeping, definitive statements
without context

Why Source Checking is Non-Negotiable
The danger of AI-driven research isn't that the AI lies; it’s that it often performs "soft" reasoning. It finds a
correlation in a report and presents it as a causal truth. When you verify citations, you aren't just checking links;
you are checking the logic used to pull that link into your summary.

If Perplexity provides a citation that looks questionable, I follow a strict Verification Protocol:

Check the Primary Source: If the citation is a news article referencing a study, ignore the news article. Find
the study. Read the abstract and the methodology section.

Look for the "Methodology Blind Spot": Often, sources are "questionable" because they use a small
sample size or a biased survey group. Does the citation mention how the data was collected? If not, treat it as
noise.

Run the "Cross-Reference" Prompt: Ask, "Compare this assertion against industry benchmarks [e.g.,
Gartner, Forrester, Bureau of Labor Statistics]. Does it align or deviate?"

The "Blind Spot" Checklist
To keep my work clean, I use a strategy document checklist. If I am building a memo or a due diligence report, the
AI research must survive this gauntlet:

Strategy Documentation Checklist

[ ] Independence Check: Are all major assertions supported by at least two independent sources?



[ ] Dissenting View Check: Did I ask the AI to find the strongest possible argument against my current
conclusion?

[ ] Source Origin Validation: Have I clicked through the citation to ensure it actually says what the AI claims?

[ ] Caveat Inventory: Does my final report clearly state the limitations and potential biases of the data
sources?

[ ] The "So What?" Filter: If this citation were proven false tomorrow, would the entire decision fall apart? If
yes, prioritize more rigorous verification.

Overconfidence is the Enemy
I see junior analysts get burned by AI because they accept the first, most confident answer the tool spits out. In a
professional setting, "the AI said so" is not a defense—it’s a career liability. When an answer comes back with
absolute certainty, I get suspicious. Real data, especially in complex mid-market deals, is rarely absolute. It is
messy, nuanced, and frequently contradictory.

If Perplexity gives you an answer that lacks caveats, manually add them. If it cites a source that feels like a reach,
flag it. Your value as an operator isn't in your ability to generate text; it’s in your ability to synthesize, audit, and
validate that text before it reaches an executive decision-maker.

Conclusion
The multi-model debate is the most effective tool I’ve found to combat AI hallucinations. By putting Perplexity,
Claude, and GPT in a ring together, you force the AI to do the work of a research associate—cross-referencing,
verifying, and challenging its own assumptions.

Next time you see a questionable citation:

1. Don't panic.

2. Don't ignore it.

3. Cross-examine it with another model.

4. Apply the "What would change my mind?" test.



Decisions are made on the margins. Ensure your margins are defended by rigorous source checking and a healthy
dose of professional skepticism. The tech is fast, but your brain—and your due diligence process—must be faster.


