I've spent the better part of a decade watching investment committees and legal teams make multi-million dollar
decisions based on memos that, quite frankly, were too optimistic. For four years, I've been running Al-assisted
research workflows from my desk in Belgrade, and if there is one thing I've learned, it's this: if your tool agrees
with you immediately, you've already failed. The danger isn't that the Al is stupid; it's that it's a professional
people-pleaser. It will hallucinate a justification for your flawed thesis just because you asked the question in a

leading way.

This is why tools like Suprmind—which allow us to move beyond simple chat—are becoming non-negotiable for
my work. But when you are staring down a terminal with the option to engage Debate mode or Red Team
mode, the choice is not just about preference; it's about the architectural rigor you need to withstand scrutiny.
Let’s talk about how to choose, why "saving time" is a secondary goal to "avoiding catastrophe," and how we stop

these models from lying to us.

-
=
-
-
- %

The Fundamental Problem: Sycophancy and the Single-Model Trap

Most Al research workflows fail because they rely on a single model pipeline. If you ask GPT-4, Claude, or Gemini
to "check my work," they will often perform a superficial review. They look for grammar, they look for structure,
but they rarely challenge the underlying premises. This is a cognitive bias known as sycophancy. In high-stakes

work, you don't need a cheerleader; you need an adversary.

Suprmind'’s strength is in its multi-model architecture. By running multiple models in a shared thread, you aren't
just getting one answer—you are getting a panel of experts with different training biases. But how you direct that

panel matters.

Debate Mode: When You Need Nuance and Exploration

| reach for Debate mode when | am in the early-to-mid stages of building a thesis. Let's say I'm analyzing a new

regulatory framework in the EU. | have an initial hypothesis, but I'm missing the peripheral risks.

Debate mode essentially creates a friction-filled environment where models are tasked with arguing different
sides of an issue. It is not about finding the "correct" answer immediately; it is about surfacing internal
contradictions. When | use this, | am looking for disagreement tracking. | want to see Model A cite a case law that

Model B interprets as inapplicable. That friction is where the truth usually hides.



Use cases for Debate mode:

e Testing market entry strategies where the "obvious" path has hidden complexities.
* Reviewing legal documents where multiple interpretations of a clause exist.

® Brainstorming alternative scenarios for a 5-year financial projection.

Red Team Mode: When You Need a Stress Test Plan

| save Red Team mode for the end of the workflow, usually 24 hours before a memo needs to hit an investment
committee's inbox. At this stage, | have already "fallen in love" with my own analysis. That makes me vulnerable.

My cognitive biases are locked in, and | am actively ignoring the weaknesses in my data.

Red Team mode is not interested in "fairness” or "balance.” It is tasked with destruction. It is a stress test plan
executed by an autonomous agent. Its only directive is to find the breaking point of your logic. If my memo holds

up to a rigorous Red Team session, | feel comfortable presenting it. If it doesn't? | rewrite the whole thing.
Use cases for Red Team mode:

® Final sanity checks on valuation models before they go to a partner.
* Attempting to debunk a specific claim in a legal memo to see if it's supported by admissible evidence.

¢ Auditing data sets for hidden assumptions that could lead to a massive hallucination.

Comparison Matrix: Choosing Your Tool

Feature Debate Mode Red Team Mode Primary Goal Explore complexity Identify failure points Interaction Style
Constructive disagreement Adversarial interrogation Best Used When Thesis development Final validation

Outcome Broader perspective Hardened logic

The "What Would Change My Mind?" Framework

Before | trigger either of these modes, | force myself to answer one question: "What would change my mind?" If |
cannot articulate what specific piece of evidence or logic would force me to abandon my current stance, then | am

not doing research—I am looking for confirmation bias.



| input this into the prompt regardless of the mode | pick. | tell the models: "Here is my hypothesis. Here is what

would change my mind. Now, use Debate/Red Team mode to see if you can trigger that change."

This is the ultimate test against hallucinations. A model that is just "thinking" might hallucinate a citation to
support its point. A model that is actively trying to prove you wrong, however, is much more likely to surface
actual citations that contradict you, because its reward function is tied to finding the "winning" counter-argument,

not keeping you happy.

A Note on My "Hallucination Detection Mindset"

| keep a running list of "Al claims that sounded right but were wrong." For example, | once had a model
confidently cite a 2022 Supreme Court ruling in a context where the court hadn't even heard the case.

startupfa.me It sounded authoritative. It had the tone of a partner at a top-tier law firm. It was 100% false.

To survive my scrutiny, any Al-generated insight must survive a "source check" phase. When using Red Team
mode, | always force the output to include direct links or specific case references. If the model cannot provide a
verifiable path back to the primary source, | assume the entire paragraph is a hallucination. Do not trust; verify at

the point of origin.

Final Thoughts: Don't Look for "Efficiency,” Look for Accuracy

| get annoyed when | hear people talk about these tools in terms of "saving time." Efficiency is irrelevant if you are
efficiently wrong. If you save three hours on a memo only to present a flawed thesis to your investment

committee, you haven't saved anything—you've eroded your reputation.

Use Debate mode to widen your aperture and see the map. Use Red Team mode to find the mines on that
map. If you treat Al as a partner in a high-stakes, adversarial game rather than an automated assistant, you might

actually start producing work that survives the real-world scrutiny of a skeptical board.

So, which one do | pick? Both. | use Debate mode during the hunt for the truth, and Red Team mode when I'm

ready to defend it. Anything less is just taking a guess.


https://startupfa.me/s/suprmind

