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Abstract

Large Language Model (LLM)-based agentic systems have
shown strong capabilities across various tasks. However, ex-
isting multi-agent frameworks often rely on static or task-
level workflows, which either over-process simple queries
or underperform on complex ones, while also neglecting
the efficiency-performance trade-offs across heterogeneous
LLMs. To address these limitations, we propose Difficulty-
Aware Agentic Orchestration (DAAO), a dynamic frame-
work that adapts workflow depth, operator selection, and
LLM assignment based on the difficulty of each input query.
DAAO comprises three interdependent modules: a variational
autoencoder (VAE) for difficulty estimation, a modular opera-
tor allocator, and a cost- and performance-aware LLM router.
By leveraging heterogeneous LLMs and dynamically tailor-
ing workflows, DAAO enables fine-grained, query-specific
reasoning strategies. DAAO outperforms prior multi-agent
systems in both accuracy and inference efficiency across six
benchmarks. We will release our code and implementation
details upon publication.

Introduction
Large Language Model (LLM)-based agents (Richards and
et al. 2023; Nakajima 2023; Reworkd 2023) have exhibited
remarkable capabilities across a wide spectrum of tasks, in-
cluding question answering (Zhu et al. 2024), data analy-
sis (Hong et al. 2024; Li et al. 2024), decision-making (Song
et al. 2023), code generation (Shinn, Labash, and Gopinath
2023) and web navigation (Deng et al. 2024). Building upon
the success of single agents, recent advancements reveal
that organizing multiple LLM-based agents into structured
agentic workflows can significantly enhance task perfor-
mance. In such workflows, agents can interact either coop-
eratively (Zhuge et al. 2024) or competitively (Zhao et al.
2023) depending on the task context. These multi-agent sys-
tems can overcome the cognitive and functional limitations
of individual models (Du et al. 2023; Liang et al. 2023;
Wang et al. 2023b; Jiang, Ren, and Lin 2023; Wu et al. 2023;
Zhang et al. 2024a), thereby exhibiting collective intelli-
gence similar to human collaboration in a society of agents.

In recent years, the research community has focused
on automating multi-agent system design. For instance,
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DsPy (Khattab et al. 2023) and EvoPrompting (Guo et al.
2023) automate prompt optimization, GPTSwarm (Zhuge
et al. 2024) optimizing inter-agent communication, and
EvoAgent (Yuan et al. 2024) self-evolving agent profiling.
However, these systems are often constrained by limited
search spaces and rigid representation paradigms, resulting
in marginal performance gains and limited adaptability to di-
verse task requirements. Subsequently, ADAS (Hu, Lu, and
Clune 2024) and AFlow (Zhang et al. 2024b) employ code
as representation for workflow, facilitating robust and flex-
ible workflow searches through different paradigms, with
ADAS utilizing heuristic search and AFlow adopting Monte
Carlo tree search. MaAS (Zhang et al. 2025) proposes an
agentic supernet to generate a query-specific multi-agent
system for each user query.

Despite their success, existing automation pipelines often
lack complex adaptivity and LLM heterogeneity. Task-level
workflows (Hu, Lu, and Clune 2024; Zhang et al. 2024b)
are typically built as uniform multi-agent systems for en-
tire task categories, achieving strong metrics like accuracy
and pass@k but relying on heavy pipelines with excessive
LLM calls and tool usage. This design over-processes sim-
ple queries, wasting resources and overlooking factors like
token cost and latency. Query-level workflows (Zhang et al.
2025) introduce input-specific adaptation, but their granu-
larity is often insufficient, leading to suboptimal or over-
simplified workflows for difficult inputs. These limitations
motivate a difficulty-adaptive framework that dynamically
balances complexity and cost. Furthermore, most work-
flows (Hu, Lu, and Clune 2024; Zhang et al. 2024b, 2025)
rely on a single large LLM (e.g., GPT-4o (OpenAI 2024)),
ignoring recent findings (Ye et al. 2025; Chen, Zaharia,
and Zou 2023; Hu et al. 2024) that different LLMs exhibit
complementary capabilities. Smaller models can outperform
larger ones on specific tasks while significantly reducing
cost. Thus, there is increasing support for agentic workflows
that integrate diverse LLMs of varying sizes, leveraging their
specialization to improve performance and efficiency.

To address the challenges of adapting reasoning strategies
to queries with varying difficulty and domain characteris-
tics, we propose Difficulty-Aware Agentic Orchestration
(DAAO). DAAO is a dynamic framework that estimates the
difficulty of each incoming query and composes optimized
workflows by selecting suitable agentic operators—such as
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Figure 1: The overall framework of our proposed DAAO.

Chain-of-Thought (CoT) (Wei et al. 2022), Multi-Agent De-
bate (Du et al. 2023), and ReAct (Yao et al. 2023)—and as-
signing them to appropriate LLMs. By tailoring both work-
flow depth and model assignment based on query character-
istics, DAAO balances reasoning effectiveness and compu-
tational cost. Furthermore, the system refines its predictions
over time through feedback, enabling continual adaptation.

Technically, DAAO decomposes the orchestration process
into three interdependent modules. It begins with a query
difficulty estimator, implemented as a variational autoen-
coder (VAE) (Kingma and Welling 2014), which encodes
each input query into a latent representation reflecting its dif-
ficulty. This difficulty signal then guides the agentic opera-
tor allocator, which determines the depth of the workflow
and selects suitable reasoning operators based on both the
query and its inferred complexity. Finally, the LLM router
assigns each selected operator to a language model that best
fits its role, enabling heterogeneous and cost-effective rea-
soning. Together, these modules form a cohesive and adap-
tive orchestration framework that supports flexible, query-
specific agentic workflows.

We conduct comprehensive evaluations on six widely
adopted benchmarks. Empirical results reveal that our
DAAO achieves both state-of-the-art performance and re-
markable cost-reduction. For instance, our DAAO surpasses
state-of-the-art automated multi-agent systems by 11.21% in
accuracy, while requiring only 64% of their inference costs,
owing to its difficulty-aware routing and adaptive workflow
construction.

Our key contributions are as follows:
• Query-Level Difficulty Estimation for Workflow

Adaptation: We propose a difficulty-aware orchestration
framework that estimates the complexity of each input
query using a variational autoencoder (VAE). This latent
difficulty signal informs both the depth and structure of
the workflow, enabling fine-grained, query-specific adap-

tation beyond static or task-level designs.
• Modular Agentic Workflow Construction with Het-

erogeneous Operators and LLMs: We develop a modu-
lar pipeline that selects agentic operators based on query
difficulty and context, and assigns each to the most suit-
able LLM. This fine-grained routing leverages the com-
plementary strengths of diverse models to enhance rea-
soning performance while reducing cost.

• Efficient and Scalable Execution with Empirical
Gains: Our method achieves state-of-the-art perfor-
mance on six benchmarks, outperforming prior multi-
agent systems by up to 11.21% in accuracy while us-
ing only 64% of the inference cost. The effectiveness
of difficulty-guided orchestration is further validated
through comprehensive ablation and cost-efficiency anal-
ysis.

Related Work
Automated Agentic Workflows. The development of agen-
tic workflows has evolved from manual configurations to
automated systems, with the latter offering improved adapt-
ability and task performance. Early approaches to automa-
tion focus on optimizing prompt structures and inter-agent
communication protocols (Khattab et al. 2023; Guo et al.
2023; Zhuge et al. 2024; Yuan et al. 2024), thereby en-
hancing the robustness of workflows across a variety of
tasks. More recent systems, such as ADAS (Hu, Lu, and
Clune 2024) and AFlow (Zhang et al. 2024b), leverage code-
based representations to enable real-time structural adapta-
tion and communication strategy refinement based on en-
vironmental feedback. MaAS (Zhang et al. 2025) further
introduces query-specific multi-agent composition using a
supernet-like architecture. Despite these advances, most ex-
isting workflows remain LLM-homogeneous, typically in-
stantiating all agents with a single high-capacity model (e.g.,



Figure 2: Case study and visualization for MaAS (Zhang et al. 2025) and Ours. Queries are from MATH, HumanEval and GAIA
benchmarks. Left: our method solves the query while MaAS fails. Middle: our workflow is simpler for easy queries. Right: our
method leverages heterogeneous LLMs within the same workflow structure.

GPT-4o (OpenAI 2024)), which limits both efficiency and
the ability to specialize across sub-tasks. Additionally, the
adaptivity of these systems is often coarse-grained, leading
to under- or over-processing depending on query complex-
ity.

LLM Heterogeneity and Difficulty-Aware Reasoning.
Emerging research increasingly highlights the complemen-
tary strengths of LLMs with different capacities. Works
such as X-MAST (Ye et al. 2025), FrugalGPT (Chen, Za-
haria, and Zou 2023), and RouterBench (Hu et al. 2024)
demonstrate that smaller LLMs can outperform larger mod-
els in specific domains while incurring lower inference
costs. These findings suggest that heterogeneous model en-
sembles, if properly orchestrated, can achieve better cost-
performance trade-offs than homogeneous systems (Gong
et al. 2023). Concurrently, there is growing interest in
difficulty-aware reasoning, where model behavior is condi-
tioned on the estimated hardness of each query (Li et al.
2023; Zhang et al. 2023). However, most existing systems do
not incorporate fine-grained difficulty estimation into work-
flow generation (Lin et al. 2023). Our work builds upon
these insights by introducing a unified framework that inte-
grates both difficulty-aware reasoning and LLM heterogene-
ity for efficient and adaptive agentic workflow construction.

Preliminary

In this section, we formally define the search space of
DAAO and its associated optimization objective.

Search Space. We define the basic unit of DAAO’s search
space, referred to as an agentic operator. An agentic opera-
tor O is a composite module consisting of a language model

and an associated collaborative protocol:
Oi

j = {M,P},
M ∈ M, P ∈ P,

(1)

where M denotes a selected LLM backbone from the
set of available models M, and P specifies a collabo-
ration protocol from the protocol set P. For example,
Oq

CoT = {Qwen2-70B,Chain-of-Thought} denotes using
Qwen2-70B with a step-by-step reasoning strategy, whereas
Og

debate = {GPT-4o-mini,Multi-agent debate} configures
multiple GPT-4o-mini instances to engage in turn-based ar-
gumentation. The set of feasible operators is denoted by O.

We define an agentic workflow as a directed acyclic
graph (DAG):

G = {V, E}, V ⊂ O, E ⊂ V × V, (2)
where V denotes the set of selected operators and E encodes
their directed connectivity. The DAG structure enforces hi-
erarchical operator execution.

Definition of DAAO. DAAO is denoted as A = {π,O} =
{{πℓ(O)}O∈O}Lℓ=1, where

πℓ(O) = p(O | A1:ℓ−1), O ∈ O,

A1:ℓ−1 = {{πk(O)}O∈O}ℓ−1
k=1 ,

(3)

and πℓ(O) denotes the probability of selecting operator O at
layer ℓ, conditioned on the prior layers A1:ℓ−1. This defines
a sequential decision process for operator selection.

The induced supernet defines a joint distribution over all
multi-layer agentic workflow configurations:

p(G) =
L∏

ℓ=1

∏
O∈O

πℓ(O)IO∈Vℓ , (4)

where IO∈Vℓ
is an indicator function denoting the inclusion

of operator O at layer ℓ of the workflow.



Optimization Objective. Given a benchmark dataset D
containing queries Q and their corresponding oracle answers
a, the objective of DAAO is to learn a query-conditioned
policy that balances task utility and inference cost. The ob-
jective is formally defined as:

max
P(G|Q)

E (Q,a)∼D
G∼P(G|Q)

[U(G;Q, a)− λ · C(G;Q)] , s.t.G ⊂ A,

(5)
where P(G | Q) is a distribution over query-specific work-
flows, U(·) and C(·) denote the utility (e.g., accuracy) and
cost (e.g., token usage, latency) of executing workflow G on
query Q, respectively, and λ is a trade-off coefficient that
balances performance and efficiency.

Methodology
We first provide a roadmap of our method, then elaborate
on each component in detail. Figure 1 presents the overall
architecture of DAAO, which dynamically generates agen-
tic workflows for input queries from various domains and
difficulty levels. A controller network (Zoph and Le 2017)
analyzes each query’s complexity and domain features, and
dispatches it to three key modules: a query difficulty esti-
mator (Nθd), an agentic operator allocator (Nθp), and an
LLM router (Nθm). The estimator, based on a variational au-
toencoder (VAE) (Kingma and Welling 2014), encodes the
query into a latent difficulty representation, guiding work-
flow depth and operator choice. The allocator selects suit-
able agentic operators using this representation and context,
while the LLM router assigns appropriate language models
by balancing reasoning needs and computational cost. This
process yields a customized, multi-stage workflow for each
query. After execution, output quality is evaluated, and feed-
back is used to jointly update the controller and modules,
enabling continual improvement over time.

Difficulty-Aware Agent Orchestration
Given a query Q, DAAO aims to dynamically construct a
customized agentic workflow by analyzing the query’s com-
plexity and domain characteristics, with the objective of gen-
erating a high-quality response:

p(a|Q) =

∫
e(a|G)Nθ(G|Q)dG, (6)

where Nθ denotes the controller network parameterized by
θ, which takes Q as input. The function e(·|·) denotes the
conditional likelihood of obtaining the response a by execut-
ing the workflow G. The controller network Nθ is composed
of three sequential modules:

Nθ = Nθd ◦ Nθp ◦ Nθm , (7)

where Nθd : Q → z is the query difficulty estimator,
Nθp : (Q,O, z) → {Vi}Li=1 is the agentic operator allocator,
and Nθm : (Q, z, {Vi}Li=1) → {Vj}Lj=1 is the LLM router,
which assigns specific language models to each selected op-
erator. Here, the operator ◦ denotes function composition,
applied in order from right to left.

Query Difficulty Estimator. The module Nθd : Q → z
maps the input query Q to a latent difficulty representation
z ∈ Rk using a variational autoencoder (VAE). Given a
query embedding x ∈ Rd, the encoder network parameter-
ized by θd outputs the mean and log-variance of a Gaussian
posterior:

µ, log σ2 = fenc(x), z ∼ N (µ, σ2), (8)

where fenc denotes the encoder. The latent variable z is then
decoded into a scalar difficulty score:

d = fdec(z), d ∈ [0, 1]. (9)

To train the VAE, we employ a difficulty-guided objective
that encourages alignment between the predicted difficulty
d and the observed task outcome y ∈ {0, 1}. The training
loss is defined as:

Ldifficulty = ∥d− d̃∥22 + λ ·DKL (q(z | x)∥p(z)) , (10)

where d̃ is a pseudo-target adjusted based on the outcome:

d̃ = clamp (d+ γ(1− 2y), 0, 1) . (11)

Here, γ controls the adjustment magnitude, and λ balances
the prediction loss and KL regularization. This enables Nθd
to learn a meaningful prior over query difficulty, guiding
downstream operator selection and model routing. In the KL
term, q(z | x) = N (z;µ, σ2) denotes the approximate pos-
terior from the encoder, and p(z) = N (0, I) is the standard
Gaussian prior. The KL divergence encourages q(z | x) to
stay close to p(z), promoting regularity in the latent space.

Agentic Operator Allocator. Before assigning agentic
operators, we first determine the number of layers L in the
resulting workflow based on the predicted difficulty of the
input query. Specifically, L is computed as

L = ⌈d · ℓ⌉ ,

where ℓ is a hyperparameter denoting the maximum allowed
number of layers, and d ∈ [0, 1] is the predicted difficulty
score from the previous module. This formulation allows the
workflow complexity to be adaptively scaled with query dif-
ficulty.

We implement Nθp as a sequential operator selection pro-
cess:

Nθp(G | q, z,O) =

L∏
ℓ=1

πℓ(Vℓ | q, z, {Vh}ℓ−1
h=1), (12)

where Vh denotes the set of operators selected at layer h.
The operator selection at layer ℓ is conditioned on the query
q, latent difficulty z, and operator sets from preceding layers.

We implement the policy πℓ using a Mixture-of-Experts
(MoE) architecture (Shazeer et al. 2017; Huang et al. 2024).
For each layer ℓ, the model selects a subset of operators
Vℓ = {Oℓ1,Oℓ2, . . . ,Oℓt} based on the current query and
difficulty embedding:

πℓ : (q, z) → Vℓ. (13)



The number of selected operators t is determined by thresh-
olding the sorted activation scores:

t = argmin
k∈{1,...,|O|}

∑
j<k

S↓
j > P, (14)

where S ∈ R|O| = [S1, . . . , S|O|] contains the activation
scores of all candidate operators, and S↓ denotes the same
scores sorted in descending order. Operators are included se-
quentially until the accumulated score exceeds a predefined
threshold P .

Each activation score Si is computed using a feed-forward
network:

Si = FFN

z∥v(q)∥
∑
O∈V1

v(O)∥ · · · ∥
∑

O∈Vℓ−1

v(O)

 ,

(15)
where v(·) is an embedding function implemented using
lightweight models such as MiniLM (Wang et al. 2020) or
Sentence-BERT (Reimers 2019), and ∥ denotes vector con-
catenation.

LLM Router. Inspired by (Ye et al. 2025; Barandoni et al.
2024), we recognize that different large language models
(LLMs) offer varying strengths and limitations. Effective
routing should exploit this heterogeneity rather than enforce
uniformity. In workflows where all operators share the same
LLM, even when enhanced with techniques such as chain-
of-thought (CoT) or debate frameworks, the resulting rea-
soning process remains homogeneous. This often limits per-
formance gains and increases computational cost. To ad-
dress this, we adopt a heterogeneous workflow design where
each operator is paired with the LLM best suited to its func-
tion. This approach preserves model diversity, improves ef-
ficiency, and enhances task performance through specializa-
tion.

We model the assignment of an LLM Mi to each selected
operator Oi, conditioned on the input query Q and its latent
difficulty z. The overall routing objective is defined as:

Nθm({Mi}ki=1 | Q, z, {Oi}ki=1) =

k∏
i=1

πm(Mi | Q, z,Oi),

(16)
where πm(Mi | Q, z,Oi) denotes the probability of assign-
ing LLM Mi to operator Oi.

Each selection probability is modeled using a
temperature-scaled softmax over projected embeddings:

πm(Mi | Q, z,Oi) =
exp

(
⟨Hcomb

i ,eMi
⟩

τ

)
∑Nm

j=1 exp

(
⟨Hcomb

i ,eMj
⟩

τ

) , (17)

where Hcomb
i = FFNcomb ([FFNq([Q;Wzz]); FFNo(Oi)]) ∈

Rd is the combined contextual embedding of the query, dif-
ficulty, and operator. The term eMj

= FFNm(Mj) ∈ Rd is
the projected embedding of candidate LLM Mj , and τ is a
temperature parameter controlling the sharpness of the dis-
tribution. The dot product ⟨·, ·⟩ measures cosine similarity
after the embeddings are normalized.

The routing module is trained to maximize the likelihood
of selecting the ground-truth LLMs:

Lllm =

k∑
i=1

log πm(Mi | Q, z,Oi). (18)

This formulation enables the system to route operators to
diverse LLMs based on query difficulty and operator con-
text, promoting specialized and adaptive reasoning across
the workflow.

Experiments
Experiment Setup
Benchmarks. We evaluate DAAO on six public bench-
marks covering three domains: (1) math reasoning,
GSM8K (Cobbe et al. 2021) and MATH (Hendrycks et al.
2021b); (2) code generation, HumanEval (Chen et al. 2021)
and MBPP (Austin et al. 2021)); tool use, GAIA (Mialon
et al. 2023). Additionally, we include MMLU (Hendrycks
et al. 2021a), a benchmark covering 57 academic subjects,
to assess general knowledge and multitask language under-
standing. For the MATH benchmark, we follow (Hong et al.
2024) in selecting a harder subset (617 problems).

Baselines. We compare DAAO with three of agentic base-
lines: (1) single-agent approaches, including CoT (Wei
et al. 2022), ComplexCoT (Fu et al. 2022), Self-
Consistency (Wang et al. 2023a); (2) autonomous agen-
tic workflows, including ADAS (Hu, Lu, and Clune 2024),
AFlow (Zhang et al. 2024b) and MaAS (Zhang et al. 2025).
(3) LLM routers, PromptLLM (Feng, Shen, and You 2024),
RouteLLM (Ong et al. 2024) and MasRouter (Yue et al.
2025).

LLM Backbones. We select LLM Pool with varying sizes
and capacities, including gpt-4o-mini-0718 (OpenAI 2024),
gemini-1.5-flash (Team et al. 2024), llama-3.1-70b (Dubey
et al. 2024), Qwen-2-72b (Yang et al. 2024). LLMs are ac-
cessed via APIs, with the temperature set to 1.

Implementation Details. Building upon established
methodologies in workflow automation (Saad-Falcon et al.
2024; Hu, Lu, and Clune 2024; Zhang et al. 2024b), we
divide each dataset into training and test sets using a
TRAIN:TEST ratio of 1:4. We initialize the feasible space
of operator nodes with the following operators: CoT,
LLM-Debate, Review, Ensemble, ReAct, Self-Consistency,
Testing. We set the max number of layers as L = 5, the cost
penalty coefficient λ as λ ∈ {1e− 3, 5e− 3, 1e− 2}.

Performance Analysis
High-performing. The experimental results in Table 1
demonstrate that DAAO effectively constructs high-
performing agentic workflows. Compared to existing auto-
mated orchestration methods, DAAO achieves an average
accuracy improvement of 2.83% ∼ 11.21%, and outper-
forms recent LLM routing methods by 2.60% ∼ 7.76%. On
the MATH benchmark, DAAO attains a best-in-class score
of 55.37%, surpassing the second-best method, MasRouter,



Method LLM MMLU GSM8K MATH HumanEval MBPP Avg.
gpt-4o-mini 77.81 87.45 46.29 85.71 72.20 73.89
qwen-2-72b 80.22 85.40 46.10 64.65 73.90 70.05

gemini-1.5-flash 80.04 86.76 48.00 82.61 73.00 74.08Vanilla

llama-3.1-70b 79.08 86.68 45.37 80.75 68.20 72.01

gpt-4o-mini 78.43 87.10 46.40 86.69 69.60 73.64CoT (Wei et al. 2022) gemini-1.5-flash 81.35 86.47 48.00 81.37 73.00 74.04
gpt-4o-mini 81.05 86.89 46.53 87.58 75.80 75.57ComplexCoT (Fu et al. 2022) gemini-1.5-flash 80.74 86.01 48.28 80.12 71.80 73.39
gpt-4o-mini 81.05 87.57 47.91 87.58 73.00 75.42SC(CoT) (Wang et al. 2023a) gemini-1.5-flash 81.66 87.50 48.73 80.75 72.00 74.13

gpt-4o-mini 79.54 86.12 43.18 84.19 68.13 72.23ADAS (Hu, Lu, and Clune 2024) gemini-1.5-flash 79.68 86.00 45.89 80.69 68.00 72.05
gpt-4o-mini 83.10 91.16 51.82 90.93 81.67 79.73AFlow (Zhang et al. 2024b) gemini-1.5-flash 82.35 90.43 52.00 85.69 76.00 77.29
gpt-4o-mini 83.01 92.30 51.82 92.85 82.17 80.43MaAS (Zhang et al. 2025) gemini-1.5-flash 83.42 92.00 52.25 90.55 82.69 80.18

PromptLLM (Feng, Shen, and You 2024) LLM Pool 78.43 88.68 52.30 86.33 73.60 75.86
RouteLLM (Ong et al. 2024) LLM Pool 81.04 89.00 51.00 83.85 72.60 75.50
MasRouter (Yue et al. 2025) LLM Pool 84.25 92.00 52.42 90.62 84.00 80.66
Ours LLM Pool 84.90 94.40 55.37 94.65 86.95 83.26

Table 1: Performance comparison across baseline prompting strategies, single-agent methods, autonomous agentic workflows,
and LLM routing approaches. Bold numbers indicate the best performance, while underlined numbers denote the second-best.
The LLM pool comprises both lightweight and high-capacity models to support diverse routing strategies.

by 2.95%. Across five datasets, DAAO consistently outper-
forms all baselines, highlighting its versatility and robust-
ness.

Table 2 further compares DAAO with existing automated
systems on the GAIA benchmark—a challenging, high-
complexity evaluation suite for multi-agent systems in real-
istic, multimodal, and tool-augmented settings. Unlike tradi-
tional benchmarks focused on static question answering or
single-step reasoning, GAIA tasks require multi-step plan-
ning, cross-modal understanding, and tool interaction (e.g.,
web browsing, file system access). While AFlow uses a fixed
workflow and MaAS does not fully exploit LLM special-
ization, DAAO dynamically generates query-specific work-
flows and allocates tasks to LLMs based on domain exper-
tise. As a result, DAAO outperforms AFlow and MaAS by
17.97% and 8.33%, respectively, demonstrating its effective-
ness in complex, real-world scenarios.

Method Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Avg.
GPT-4o-mini 7.53 4.40 0 4.65

ADAS 13.98 4.40 0 6.69
AFlow 10.75 8.81 4.08 8.00
MaAS 20.45 18.61 6.25 17.64

Ours 30.42 24.00 8.50 25.97

Table 2: Performance comparison on the GAIA benchmark.
Results are reported across three difficulty levels, with av-
erage scores shown in the last column. The best results are
highlighted in bold.

Method Training inference overall Acc.
AFlow 22.50 1.66 24.16 51.82
MaAS 3.38 0.42 3.80 51.82
MasRouter 3.56 0.65 4.21 52.42

Ours 2.34 0.27 2.61 55.37

Table 3: Training, inference, and overall cost (in USD) on
the MATH benchmark, along with corresponding accuracy.
Our method achieves the lowest cost and highest accuracy.
AFlow and MaAS use GPT-4o-mini, while other methods
utilize an LLM pool.

Cost-effective. We emphasize the cost-efficiency of our
agentic automation framework across two key dimensions:
training expenditure and inference overhead. We compare
against AFlow and MaAS, where AFlow represents the
state-of-the-art (SOTA) among task-level frameworks, and
MaAS is the SOTA among query-level frameworks. As
shown in Table 3, AFlow incurs a substantial training cost of
$22.50 and inference cost of $1.66, totaling $24.16. In con-
trast, our method significantly reduces these costs to $2.34
for training and $0.27 for inference—only 10.4% and 16.3%
of AFlow’s respective costs.

This cost-efficiency is attributed to our adaptive model
selection strategy, which dynamically leverages more af-
fordable models such as LLaMA-3.1 or Qwen-2-72B when
sufficient, rather than defaulting to high-cost models like
GPT-4o-mini. Notably, our method not only reduces cost but
also achieves the highest accuracy of 55.37%, outperforming



both AFlow and MaAS.
MasRouter adopts a collaborative paradigm, assigning

multiple LLMs to role-play in handling a query. However, it
suffers from two drawbacks: (1) redundant participation of
LLMs in each collaborative step, and (2) lack of adaptation
for easy queries, leading to excessive cost without propor-
tional performance gains.

Case Study
Figure 2 presents visual comparisons of workflows produced
by our framework and MaAS on MATH, HumanEval, and
GAIA. For easy queries (middle), our method simplifies
the workflow without compromising accuracy, thereby re-
ducing cost. In contrast, for difficult queries (left), MaAS
generates oversimplified workflows that fail to solve the
problem, while our framework assembles a more complex,
heterogeneous workflow that effectively combines different
models’ strengths—achieving higher performance with con-
trolled cost ($0.0035 vs. $0.0028 for MaAS).

Furthermore, under the same workflow structure, our
method achieves comparable accuracy to MaAS while
incurring lower cost, highlighting the effectiveness of
our query-aware complexity adaptation and fine-grained
cost–performance control.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of LLMs selected by
DAAO on the MMLU and MATH benchmarks. Our frame-
work selects LLMs based on both domain and difficulty,
effectively exploiting the specialized capabilities of each
model.

Figure 3: Distribution of LLM selections made by DAAO
on the MATH and MMLU benchmarks. The results reflect
how the framework dynamically routes queries to different
LLMs based on domain and difficulty.

Ablation Study
We conduct an ablation study on two key components of
our DAAO framework: (1) w/o DA, removing the difficulty-
aware module; and (2) w/o LS, removing the LLM selec-
tor and routing all subtasks to a fixed LLM;(3) w/o C(·),
eliminating the cost constraint in Equation (5). As shown in
Table 4, removing the difficulty-aware module leads to the
largest drop in both accuracy and efficiency, especially on
the MATH dataset. This highlights the importance of adap-
tive reasoning control based on estimated query difficulty

Dataset HumanEval MATH

Metric Pass@1
(%)

Cost
(10−3$)

Accuracy
(%)

Cost
(10−3$)

Vanilla 93.37 1.23 55.37 0.55

w/o DA 90.21 1.34 50.18 0.67
w/o LS 92.69 1.60 53.42 0.89

w/o C(·) 93.21 1.58 55.40 1.00

Table 4: Ablation study of DAAO on HumanEval and
MATH. We report performance (Pass@1 or Accuracy)
and corresponding inference cost. w/o DA removes the
difficulty-aware module; w/o LS disables LLM selection;
w/o C(·) omits the cost-awareness component.

(e.g., dynamically adjusting the number of reasoning layers
instead of using a fixed number).

Removing the LLM router slightly affects accuracy, but
leads to a notable increase in inference cost, as it prevents
the system from using lightweight models when appropri-
ate. Removing C(·) does not significantly impact the perfor-
mance, but it disrupts the adaptive capability of DAAO to
query difficulty. Overall, the results demonstrate that both
components are crucial for balancing performance and cost
in multi-step reasoning tasks.

Conclusion
In this work, we presented DAAO, a difficulty-aware agen-
tic orchestration framework that dynamically adapts reason-
ing workflows to the complexity and domain characteristics
of each query. By combining query-level difficulty estima-
tion, modular operator allocation, and heterogeneous LLM
routing, DAAO constructs flexible and cost-efficient agen-
tic workflows. Our approach moves beyond static, one-size-
fits-all designs by leveraging the complementary strengths
of diverse LLMs and adapting workflow depth on a per-
query basis. Extensive experiments across six benchmarks
demonstrate that DAAO consistently outperforms existing
multi-agent and LLM routing systems in both accuracy and
efficiency, achieving up to 11.21% higher accuracy while
reducing inference cost by up to 36%. These results vali-
date the importance of difficulty-guided, modular orchestra-
tion in building scalable and performant LLM-based agents.
Future work includes extending DAAO to handle multi-
modal queries and incorporating real-time feedback for on-
line adaptation.
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