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Abstract

Deep research agents have attracted growing attention for
their potential to orchestrate multi-stage research workflows,
spanning literature synthesis, methodological design, and em-
pirical verification. Despite these strides, evaluating their re-
search capability faithfully is rather challenging due to the
difficulty of collecting frontier research questions that gen-
uinely capture researchers’ attention and intellectual curios-
ity. To address this gap, we introduce DeepResearch Arena, a
benchmark grounded in academic seminars that capture rich
expert discourse and interaction, better reflecting real-world
research environments and reducing the risk of data leakage.
To automatically construct DeepResearch Arena, we propose
a Multi-Agent Hierarchical Task Generation (MAHTG) sys-
tem that extracts research-worthy inspirations from seminar
transcripts. The MAHTG system further translates research-
worthy inspirations into high-quality research tasks, ensuring
the traceability of research task formulation while filtering
noise. With the MAHTG system, we curate DeepResearch
Arena with over 10,000 high-quality research tasks from over
200 academic seminars, spanning 12 disciplines, such as lit-
erature, history, and science. Our extensive evaluation shows
that DeepResearch Arena presents substantial challenges for
current state-of-the-art agents, with clear performance gaps
observed across different models.

Introduction
Recent developments in large language models (LLMs) have
led to the rise of the deep research agent (Huang et al. 2025;
Xu and Peng 2025; Wu et al. 2025), a LLM-powered agen-
tic system designed for research task automation by inte-
grating literature search (Baek et al. 2024), experiment de-
sign (Schmidgall et al. 2025), and ideation (Li et al. 2024).
Prevailing examples, such as GPT DeepResearch (OpenAI
2025), indicate that deep research agents have great potential
to significantly promote research creativity and productivity.

While deep research agents have gained increasing atten-
tion (Du et al. 2025), faithfully evaluating their research abil-
ity remains a huge challenge. As Einstein once stated, The
formulation of the problem is often more essential than its
solution, which may be merely a matter of mathematical
or experimental skill (Einstein and Infeld 1938). This per-
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spective highlights a crucial challenge in formulating high-
quality and frontier research tasks to faithfully assess the
ability of deep research agents.

Existing benchmarks for deep research agents mainly re-
sort to two approaches to acquire research questions. The
first leverages static data corpora such as academic litera-
ture and web content, as seen in AcademicBrowse (Zhou
et al. 2025a), BrowseComp (Wei et al. 2025), and Research-
bench (Liu et al. 2025). The second approach involves man-
ually curated research tasks by domain experts, exempli-
fied by Humanity’s Last Exam (Phan et al. 2025), DeepRe-
searchBench (Du et al. 2025), and ExpertLongBench (Ruan
et al. 2025). However, both approaches are hindered by criti-
cal limitations. Benchmarks derived from static corpora risk
data leakage, as the underlying content may already be in-
cluded in the model pertaining. Meanwhile, datasets curated
by experts face scalability bottlenecks and often lack the di-
versity and spontaneity found in authentic research settings.
More fundamentally, both sources tend to abstract away
from the situated, evolving nature of real-world research
inquiry, where questions emerge dynamically through dis-
course, ambiguity, and interdisciplinary exploration. A de-
tailed comparison of these benchmarks across key dimen-
sions, including scalability, automation, data leakage risk,
and research realism, is provided in Table 1.

To bridge this gap, we introduce a novel benchmark, Deep
Research Arena, designed to evaluate deep research agents
under authentic, cognitively demanding research scenarios.
Unlike static corpora that present information without con-
text, or expert-curated benchmarks that rely on handcrafted
tasks detached from actual discovery processes, the pro-
posed benchmark is grounded in academic seminars, where
real researchers pose open-ended questions, explore uncer-
tain ideas, and build shared understanding through live dis-
cussion. This source captures how real research problems
naturally emerge, making Deep Research Arena a more
faithful proxy of real-world inquiry. Furthermore, seminar
videos are rarely included in model pretraining, which sig-
nificantly reduces the risk of data leakage that commonly
affects benchmarks derived from literature or web corpora.

To capture the nature of such authentic inquiry, Deep Re-
search Arena formulates tasks as open-ended, under-defined
problems, drawn by the theory of Ill-Structured Problem
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The researcher is not a person who gives the right answers, he is one who asks the right questions

    Methodology

A relaxed LP approach uses fractional coloring and 
randomized rounding… improving approximations and 
showing how optimization and randomness enhance 
edge-colored clustering.

       Transdisciplinarity

By linking clustering to vertex cover, fast graph 
algorithms solve hypergraph problems… connecting 
classical graph theory with modern clustering tasks.

      Method Blueprint

Design a protocol comparing LP relaxation with 
fractional coloring to traditional clustering… covering 
datasets, rounding parameters, and statistical 
analysis.

     Prototype Specification

Specify components for implementing randomized 
rounding with priority tie-breaking… including solver 
design, threshold generation, color assignment, and 
API documentation.

Inspiration

Task

Science & 
Technology

Figure 1: Overview of seminar domains and task structures in MAHTG. Left: Distribution of academic seminars across
diverse domains such as Science & Technology, Health, Finance, and others. The outer arc further decomposes each domain
into representative research tasks. For instance, Science & Technology includes tasks such as Hypothesis Generation, Empirical
Test, Prototype Specification, and Trend Scan. Right: Illustration of MAHTG’s multi-agent pipeline, where seminar content
is transformed into structured research tasks via intermediate inspirations (e.g., Methodology, Transdisciplinarity). Example
outputs are shown for both stages.

Solving (Jonassen 1997), which describes real-world prob-
lems as “poorly defined, with no single correct formula-
tion and no objective evaluation criteria”. To construct the
Deep Research Arena, we develop a Multi-Agent Hierar-
chical Task Generation (MAHTG) system that automati-
cally extracts research-worthy inspirations and systemati-
cally transforms them into high-quality, traceable research
tasks through a multi-stage filtering and structuring pipeline.
This design ensures both the authenticity and reproducibil-
ity of task construction, while reducing noise and preserving
the intellectual context of original expert discourse.

We curate a large-scale, multidisciplinary seminar dataset,
constructing over 10,000 structured tasks spanning core re-
search competencies. Building on this, we develop a hybrid
evaluation framework that jointly measures factual ground-
ing and higher-order reasoning, with examples shown in Fig-
ure 1. Together, these contributions provide a rigorous and
theory-aligned foundation for assessing deep research com-
petence in deep research agents.

Our contributions are threefold:
• Seminar-grounded data collection. We curate a corpus

of over 200 academic seminars across 12 disciplines, en-
compassing real-world expert discourse across science,
engineering, humanities, and the arts.

• Hierarchical task generation. A multi-stage agent
framework extracts research-worthy inspirations from
seminar transcripts, categorized into Limitation, Method-
ology, Transdisciplinarity, and Hypothesis, and trans-
forms them into over 10,000 open-ended tasks aligned
with the canonical research stages of Synthesis, Design,
and Evaluation.

• Hybrid evaluation framework. We employ two com-
plementary metrics to quantify factual alignment via ex-
tracted keypoints and evaluate open-ended reasoning us-
ing adaptively generated, rubric-based checklists.

Related Works
Deep Research Agents. The emergence of DR agents
builds upon recent advances in LLMs equipped with tool-
use capabilities (Li et al. 2025; Qu et al. 2025; Tang et al.
2023), which allow models to interface with search engines,
code interpreters, and external APIs to extend their reason-
ing horizon. On this foundation, systems such as GPT Deep
Research (OpenAI 2025), Gemini Deep Research (Google
2025), and Grok DeepSearch (xAI 2025) have been devel-
oped to support multi-stage research workflows. GPT’s sys-
tem focuses on outline-driven long-form synthesis with ci-
tation grounding, Gemini emphasizes multimodal retrieval
and synthesis, while Grok prioritizes real-time web summa-
rization for dynamic topics. These agents reflect a shift from
retrieval-based assistants to goal-directed, tool-augmented
agents capable of supporting exploratory, open-ended in-
quiry (Yu, He, and Ying 2023).

Benchmarks for Deep Research Agents. Existing bench-
marks for deep research agents mainly resort to two ap-
proaches to acquire research questions: automatically de-
riving tasks from static corpora or manually curating them
through expert design. The first leverages static data cor-
pora such as papers, and web documents to construct bench-
marks represented by multi-hop reasoning or simplified sci-
entific queries. Examples include MuSiQue (Trivedi et al.



Benchmark Data Source Scalability Risk of Data Leakage Task Automation Research Realism

ScholarSearch Literature ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗

BrowseComp Web Corpus ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗

ResearchBench Literature ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗

Humanity’s Last Exam Expert ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓

DeepResearchBench Expert ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓

ExpertLongBench Expert ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓

DeepResearch Arena (Ours) Seminar Discourse ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓

Table 1: Comparison of existing deep research benchmarks and our DeepResearch Arena along key dimensions.

2022), which automatically generates multi-hop questions
by linking single-hop QA pairs from existing datasets, and
HotpotQA (Yang et al. 2018), where annotators write ques-
tions guided by system-selected Wikipedia article pairs,
making the process closer to extraction than genuine ques-
tion generation. Other benchmarks in this category include
StrategyQA (Geva et al. 2021), ThoughtSource (Ott et al.
2023), AcademicBrowse (Zhou et al. 2025a), and BrowseC-
omp (Wei et al. 2025). Despite their emphasis on multi-
step reasoning, these benchmarks rely on manually con-
structed logic chains with predefined paths. They primar-
ily test factual retrieval and compositional reasoning ca-
pabilities, yet fail to capture how research questions natu-
rally emerge, evolve, and iterate in real-world research con-
texts. ScienceQA (Lu et al. 2022) is a large-scale multi-
modal multiple-choice science QA benchmark ( 21K ques-
tions across STEM and social/language science) that in-
cludes lecture and explanation-level CoT annotations to sup-
port interpretable multi-step reasoning.

The second category consists of expert-authored bench-
marks, where researchers collaborate with domain special-
ists to construct high-quality, PhD-level evaluation tasks.
Compared to benchmarks built from static corpora, these
datasets typically feature more original, conceptually chal-
lenging, and discipline-specific questions that better reflect
expert-level reasoning. Representative examples include
LAB-Bench (Laurent et al. 2024), ARC (Clark et al. 2018),
GPQA (Rein et al. 2024), FrontierMath (Glazer et al. 2024),
and Humanity’s Last Exam (Phan et al. 2025). GPQA pro-
vides graduate-level multiple-choice questions in biology,
physics, and chemistry, curated and verified by domain PhDs
to ensure they cannot be solved via surface-level heuristics
or web search. Humanity’s Last Exam comprises a collec-
tion of open-ended, expert-written research questions across
disciplines such as history, philosophy, and theoretical sci-
ence, designed to probe creative, integrative thinking under
minimal structural constraints. DeepResearch Bench (Du
et al. 2025) moves toward more realistic simulation by re-
quiring long-form research reports across disciplines. How-
ever, this entire class of expert-authored benchmarks faces
several limitations: their prompts are manually constructed,
which restricts scalability and diversity, and the datasets re-
main relatively small in size. More fundamentally, they also
fail to capture how research questions emerge dynamically
through discourse, ambiguity, and interdisciplinary explo-

ration—core characteristics of authentic research practice.

Multi-Agent Hierarchical Task Generation.
Data Collection. To support the construction of research
tasks grounded in authentic scholarly practice, we curated a
diverse corpus of over 200 academic seminar videos span-
ning 12 disciplines, contributed by PhD-level researchers
and sourced from publicly accessible academic seminar
recordings spanning multiple disciplines. Each video is
knowledge-dense and typically lasts around or over 1 hour,
and the disciplinary distribution of this corpus is illustrated
in Figure 2. Seminar recordings preserve the full contex-
tual flow of expert discourse, encompassing how researchers
synthesize prior knowledge, design new approaches, and
evaluate outcomes. In this way, they offer a rich context
for task generation. Compared to static corpora such as
Wikipedia or scientific articles, seminar data captures dy-
namic and authentic interactions among scholars, reflecting
the iterative and evolving nature of real-world research.

As a first step in processing the raw seminar videos, we
extract the audio and convert it into textual transcripts with
automatic speech recognition. The resulting transcripts re-
tain the full semantic content of the original recordings while
remaining absent from existing LLM pretraining corpora,
thereby reducing the risk of data contamination and ensuring
the integrity of task construction.

Inspiration Extraction. Based on seminar transcripts, In-
spira Agent automatically extracts inspirations (as illus-
trated in Table 2) from seminar transcripts, transforming un-
structured expert discourse into structured units suitable for
downstream research task construction. To identify academ-
ically valuable content, the agent evaluates candidate seg-
ments along four dimensions: Novelty, Explorability, Chal-
lenge, and Verifiability. Each selected inspiration must sat-
isfy at least two of these criteria. This multi-dimensional fil-
tering process enables the agent to effectively suppress irrel-
evant or redundant material, reorganize latent research sig-
nals, and produce outputs with clearer logical structure and
sharper thematic focus, thereby enhancing their suitability
for subsequent task generation. In addition, the agent cate-
gorizes each item based on its informational focus into one
of four types: Limitation, Methodology, transdisciplinarity,
Hypothesis, as illustrated in Table 2, representing testable
claims that can be empirically verified.
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Literature Survey
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Simulation Test
Replicability ...

200+ Seminar Videos

“Welcome to the 2024 tutorial on 
causality for LMs... Many models still fail 
at causal reasoning—like recommending 
glue for pizza or suggesting people eat 
rocks.
[...] Transcripts

Explorability   Novelty

Verifiability   Challenge

Limitation

Methodology

Transdisciplinary

Hypothesis

Inspira

Inspiration
Synthesize

Design

Evaluation

Hypothesis Genera-
tion Method / 
Experiment ...

Keypoint

Transcribe

1. Lacks meaningful academic 
or research content
2. Contains logical 
incoherence, fragmented ...
3. [...]

Filter

Expert Verification Team
10+ PhD-level verifiers

Doamin Distribution

Seed contents

TaskWeaver RankEval

High-Quality 
DeepResearch Bench

Tasks

"We believe 
that the 
integration of 
artificial ..."

URL TWO: https://
www.xxx/tech

URL THREE: https://
www.xxx/ai

URL ONE: https://
www.xxx/articles

Deep Research
KAE
Score

Judge LLM

Judge LLM

Adaptive Criteria & Weight

ACE
ScoreIndependent 

evaluation 
per criterion

Evaluating Multiple 
Agents

Extract & Aggregate Keypoints

Check Support / Conflict / Omission

Figure 2: Overview of our benchmark construction pipeline, including four stages: (a) Data generation from transcribed seminar
videos, (b) extraction of research inspirations, (c) multi-phase task design, and (d) evaluation using both KAE and ACE metrics.

Task Generation and Filtering. Building on the struc-
tured inspirations extracted from seminar transcripts, we de-
ploy TaskWeaver Agent that aggregates and reorganizes
content across multiple inspirations to synthesize a focused
set of concrete research tasks distributed across three key
phases—Synthesize, Design, and Evaluate, as illustrated in
Figure 2. These tasks are constructed by identifying the
core problem focus or methodological cues within the in-
spirations and are paired with clearly defined, executable
goals. This structured synthesis process enables the scalable
construction of diverse, high-quality DeepResearch tasks
aligned with the demands of real-world scientific inquiry
(Yu et al. 2022).

To rank the quality of research tasks, we adopt RankE-
val Agent based on the Elo rating system (Glickman 1995).
Each task is initialized with a rating score of 1200. In each
round, we randomly sample disjoint pairs of tasks and com-
pare them based on evaluation criteria such as originality,
clarity, and scientific relevance. Given a pair of tasks ta and
tb with current Elo scores ra and rb, we first compute the
expected winning probabilities using:

ea =
1

1 + 10(rb−ra)/400
, (1)

where eb = 1 − ea. An evaluator determines which task
is preferred, along with a confidence score C ∈ [0.5, 1.0].
Based on this, we assign soft outcomes:

sa = C, sb = 1− C (2)

We then update the Elo scores using the following update
rule:

r′a = ra +K · (sa − ea), r′b = rb +K · (sb − eb) (3)

where K is a tunable constant controlling the update magni-
tude, set to K = 32 in our implementation. This procedure

is repeated over R rounds of comparisons (e.g., R = 2), al-
lowing the scores to stabilize. After all rounds, we select the
top K tasks with the highest Elo scores as the final outputs.

Evaluation Methodology
To comprehensively assess the capabilities of deep research
agents in research-oriented tasks, we propose a hybrid eval-
uation framework that integrates both objective and sub-
jective dimensions of performance. Traditional benchmarks
often focus narrowly on surface-level accuracy or retrieval
metrics, failing to capture the nuanced reasoning, creativ-
ity, and methodological rigor required for real-world re-
search. In contrast, our framework disentangles these facets
by combining (1) Keypoint-Aligned Evaluation (KAE) to
measure factual correctness and grounding against reference
materials, and (2) Adaptively-generated Checklist Evalua-
tion (ACE) to score open-ended outputs via fine-grained,
model-adaptive rubrics. This dual approach enables multi-
perspective assessment across all stages of the research
workflow, from literature synthesis to hypothesis generation
and empirical validation, offering a more faithful estimate of
models’ deep research competence.

Keypoint-Aligned Evaluation. To evaluate the fac-
tual adequacy of model-generated research reports in a
reference-grounded and scalable manner, we propose a
structured KAE pipeline.

Let R denote a model-generated report, and let URL(R)
represent the set of all cited URLs in R. For each URL
u ∈ URL(R), we retrieve the underlying webpage content
and extract its factual keypoints using a keypoint extraction
function Extract(u):

Ku = Extract(u) (4)

We then aggregate the keypoints from all cited sources into



Term Illustration Example

I. Core Unit: Inspiration
Inspiration A research-worthy idea distilled from academic dis-

course, exhibiting at least two of: novelty, explorability,
challenge, verifiability. Serves as the seed for task gen-
eration.

“A greedy maximal independent-set algorithm . . .
achieves a 2-approximation in O (sum of hyperedge
sizes) time . . . shows classical graph methods can solve
edge-colored hypergraph clustering without auxiliary
graphs.”

II. Types of Inspiration
Limitation An open problem, deficiency, or bottleneck in existing

methods.
“Few models handle transdisciplinary seminar reasoning.”

Methodology A new or adapted approach, pipeline, or tool. “Introduce retrieval-augmented reranking framework.”
Transdisciplinarity Ideas involving the fusion of theories or tools across dis-

ciplines.
“Apply ecological network theory to social dynamics”

Hypothesis A testable proposition that guides design or evaluation. “Grounded citations improve factual accuracy.”
III. Task Phase Labels
Synthesize Collecting, integrating, and analyzing prior work to form

direction.
“Identify gaps in seminar-based QA literature.”

Design Designing solutions, models, or experiments to address
a problem.

“Propose a multimodal tree-search method.”

Evaluate Assessing results using structured criteria or bench-
marks.

“Compare keypoint coverage across baselines.”

Table 2: Core terminology used in our benchmark, grouped into inspiration, its subtypes, and research task phases. This table
standardizes interpretation of key concepts throughout the paper.

a unified, de-duplicated list of keypoints, which we term the
Unified Evidence Keypoints (UEK):

UEK = Dedup

 ⋃
u∈URL(R)

Ku

 (5)

Given this set of reference keypoints, we evaluate the report
R along three dimensions:

(1) Keypoint Supported Rate (KSR): the proportion of
keypoints from UEK that are explicitly covered or supported
in the report:

KSR(R) =
|Supported(R,UEK)|

|UEK|
(6)

(2) Keypoint Conflict Rate (KCR): the proportion of
keypoints from UEK that are contradicted by content in the
report:

KCR(R) =
|conflict(R,UEK)|

|UEK|
(7)

(3) Keypoint Omission Rate (KOR): the proportion of
keypoints from UEK that are omitted by content in the re-
port:

KCR(R) =
|Omitted(R,UEK)|

|UEK|
(8)

Ideally, a high-quality research report should achieve
a high KSR (indicating comprehensive factual coverage)
and a low KCR and KOR (indicating consistency with
evidence). These metrics enable interpretable, reference-
grounded evaluation of factual alignment.

Adaptively-generated Checklist Evaluation. To address
the challenges of evaluating open-ended research tasks that
lack fixed reference answers, we introduce Adaptively-
generated Checklist Evaluation (ACE), a two-stage evalu-
ation protocol that leverages the analytical capabilities of
large language models (LLMs) while mitigating common
sources of bias and inconsistency.

In the first stage, we use a high-capacity LLM (e.g., GPT-
4o) to perform meta-analysis over the task prompt, gener-
ating a customized checklist of evaluation criteria tailored
to the query. Each checklist item corresponds to a critical
evaluation dimension, such as factual correctness, method-
ological soundness, formatting, or reasoning clarity, and is
assigned a normalized weight to reflect its relative impor-
tance. This step serves to concretize abstract judgment into
discrete, model-understandable subgoals.

In the second stage, a separate LLM is tasked with scoring
the model-generated response against the checklist. For each
item, the evaluator model independently assesses whether
the response satisfies the criterion and assigns a local score.
These individual scores are then aggregated via a weighted
average to produce a final task-level rating. By decoupling
checklist generation from scoring, ACE reduces evaluation
bias, especially those arising from the evaluator’s limited
comprehension or heuristic shortcuts.

ACE addresses key limitations of existing evaluation
paradigms. Human evaluation, while often considered the
gold standard, suffers from subjectivity, inter-annotator in-
consistency, and high cost. LLM-as-a-judge methods, espe-
cially when using smaller models, struggle with complex
query understanding, detailed analytical reasoning, and ac-
curate interpretation. Furthermore, rubric-based methods ei-



Model KAE ACE Avg. Token (k) Avg. references
KSR KCR KOR

gpt-4o-search-preview 50.0 85.0 8.9 5.0 41.1 10.0 2.41 2.00 1.21 2.85 4.24 3.49
gpt-4o-mini-search-preview 78.7 55.6 8.5 16.7 12.8 27.8 2.23 2.05 1.07 2.23 3.83 2.07
gpt-4.1-mini w/search 62.5 76.5 10.9 5.9 26.6 17.6 2.21 1.87 1.10 2.02 4.75 2.39
gpt-4.1 w/search 77.8 60.6 2.8 6.1 19.4 33.3 2.43 2.22 1.20 2.43 3.51 2.44
o4-mini-deepresearch 77.2 75.8 4.3 18.2 18.5 6.1 4.03 3.88 5.59 12.5 29.66 37.27
gemini-2.5-pro w/search 65.1 76 14.3 12 20.6 12 2.97 4.03 4.29 9.14 23.86 21.39
gemini-2.5-flash w/search 78.7 80 3.4 16 18 4 3.81 3.58 64.09 19.78 29.54 28.07
grok-4 w/search 83.3 50 7.5 13.8 9.2 36.2 2.97 2.97 3.16 6.60 20.59 19.95

Table 3: Evaluation metrics across models. The model release dates are omitted for brevity. Each column reports two values,
with the left representing the evaluation results on the English task and the right on the Chinese task.

ther rely on static reference answers, which are unsuitable
for open-ended tasks, or require hand-crafted criteria that are
difficult to scale and generalize. In contrast, ACE provides a
flexible, scalable, and more reliable alternative for nuanced
research task evaluation.

Experiments
Implementation Details. Our MAHTG system comprises
several specialized agents, each responsible for a distinct
stage in transforming raw academic seminars into structured
research tasks and evaluations.
Model Selection Rationale. We adopt a heterogeneous
model configuration across the MAHTG system, guided
by three principles: (1) capability-task alignment, assign-
ing models suited to each agent’s functional role; (2) cost-
effectiveness and scalability, ensuring efficiency over large-
scale data; and (3) robustness through model diversity, mit-
igating systemic bias. Large models like claude-sonnet-4-
20250514 are used for structured reasoning and code-like
outputs, while lightweight ones like gpt-4o-mini support
tasks requiring relative preference. The Inspira Agent adopts
claude-sonnet-4-20250514 for its strong long-context han-
dling and structured generation. The same model powers the
TaskWeaver Agent to ensure schema consistency in trans-
forming inspirations into structured tasks. For efficient pair-
wise evaluation, the RankEval Agent uses gpt-4o-mini, bal-
ancing accuracy and cost under the ELO-based framework.
To reduce costs, we selected the top 100 highest-scoring
samples from the full dataset for evaluation. The choices for
LLM align with human-like action and are empirically vali-
dated (see appendix).

We use gemini-2.5-flash as a unified evaluator for
both factual and subjective scoring, leveraging its strong
instruction-following and long-context reasoning. In KAE,
it extracts key factual statements from sources retrieved
via the Jina AI API and determines whether each is sup-
ported, contradicted, or omitted. In ACE, it generates de-
tailed, task-specific checklists and conducts criterion-based
evaluation. This setup ensures consistency across evalua-
tion stages while maintaining precision, scalability, and in-
terpretability.

Evaluated Models. We evaluate a diverse suite of large
language models covering both frontier-level deep re-
search agents and models augmented with real-time re-
trieval capabilities. Specifically, we include gpt-4o-search-
preview-2025-03-11, gpt-4o-mini-search-preview-2025-03-
11, gpt-4.1-2025-04-14 w/search, gpt-4.1-mini-2025-04-
14 w/search, o4-mini-deepresearch-2025-06-26, gemini-
2.5-pro w/search, gemini-2.5-flash w/search, and grok-4-
0709 w/search. When referring to these models in the fu-
ture, abbreviations will be used, ignoring with search and
time versions.

Overall Performance. The table 3reveals clear differ-
ences in both ACE and KCE across models. The best ACE
performance is achieved by gpt-o4-mini-deep-research,
which combines the highest ACE score of 4.03 with strong
KAE metrics, demonstrating accurate, well-structured, and
comprehensive outputs. GPT-4.1 excels in factual preci-
sion but falls short in subjective quality, with the low-
est KCR. It minimizes factual errors, yet its lower ACE
scores suggest limited coherence and depth. Gemini-2.5-
flash also performs strongly, with relatively high factual cov-
erage and low contradiction and omission, though it uses
significantly more tokens than any other model, indicating
a trade-off between thoroughness and efficiency. In con-
trast, gpt-4o-search-previewand gpt-4o-mini-search-preview
use far fewer tokens but do not perform so well in both
evaluation dimensions, suggesting limited ability to handle
complex research tasks. grok-4 demonstrates the strongest
factual grounding on English tasks (KSR 83.3), but its per-
formance drops sharply in Chinese, with significantly lower
coverage and higher omission. This highlights its limited
multilingual generalization despite strong English capabili-
ties. Overall, the results reflect varying model strengths, with
some excelling in precision and others in depth or efficiency.

Performance on Different Tasks. As shown in Fig-
ure 3, the ACE-based subjective evaluation reveals sub-
stantial differences in how models perform across various
research task types. Models like gpt-o4-mini-deepresearch
and gemini-2.5-flash demonstrate consistently strong per-
formance across nearly all tasks, especially excelling in
complex and high-level tasks such as hypothesis genera-
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Figure 3: Comparison of current mainstream models on the DeepResearch Arena benchmark. (a) Performance across 12 re-
search disciplines (e.g., Science & Technology, Art, Finance). (b) Performance across 10 research task types (e.g., Hypothesis
Generation, Method Blueprint, Evaluation Metric Design), highlighting task-specific capabilities.
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Figure 4: Comparison of DeepResearch agents in terms of
Keypoint-Aligned Evaluation (KAE) metrics and efficiency.

tion, evaluation metric design, and methodological planning.
Gemini-2.5-pro also shows well-rounded capabilities, per-
forming reliably in tasks that require comparative analysis
and methodological reasoning. The gpt-4o family, partic-
ularly the mini version, performs poorly across most task
types, struggling especially with tasks that require multi-
step logic and structured outputs. These differences high-
light each model’s unique strengths and limitations, under-
scoring the importance of task-specific evaluation in assess-
ing deep research competence.

Models also show clear differences in task performance
under the KAE as shown in Figure 4. Gemini-2.5-flash and
gpt-o4-mini-deepresearch achieve the strongest overall re-

sults, with high keypoint coverage and low conflict and
omission rates, leading to the highest efficiency scores. In
contrast, gemini-2.5-pro, gpt-4o-search-preview, and gpt-
4.1-mini struggle with higher conflict and omission rates,
resulting in the lowest efficiency and limited reliability for
fact-intensive generation. Overall, the results highlight sub-
stantial differences in how models handle task complexity
and factual alignment, underscoring the value of KAE for
fine-grained evaluation of research capabilities.

The experiment for effectiveness of our benchmark to pre-
vent data leakage is detailed in the appendix.

Conclusion

We present the DeepResearch Arena, a novel benchmark
for evaluating the deep research capabilities of large lan-
guage models in realistic, open-ended settings. Grounded in
cognitive theories and authentic seminar discourse, Deep-
Research Arena captures the contextual complexity and
methodological ambiguity of real-world research. It sys-
tematically assesses LLM-based agents across three essen-
tial stages, through a curated corpus of multidisciplinary
seminars, a hierarchical task generation pipeline, and a hy-
brid evaluation protocol measuring both factual grounding
and higher-order reasoning. By bridging the gap between
retrieval-centric agent design and cognitively demanding re-
search tasks, it offers a rigorous, theory-aligned foundation
for advancing next-generation research assistants.
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A Data Leakage Detection
To verify that our benchmark minimize the risk of data
leakage from the pretraining corpora of LLMs, we conduct
a comprehensive leakage simulation experiment (Xu et al.
2024; Zhou et al. 2025b) across all 8 evaluated models. This
procedure estimates whether any model can reproduce the
withheld portion of a task when prompted with only the first
half of the task description.

A.1 Experimental Procedure
Given a task instance T , we split it into two parts at a punc-
tuation boundary i∗ closest to the midpoint:

i∗ = argmin
i∈P

∣∣∣∣i− |T |
2

∣∣∣∣ , P = {j | T [j] ∈ punctuation}

(9)
Let M1, . . . ,M8 denote the 8 models evaluated in the

main paper. Each model Mk is queried with the prompt
Tprefix, yielding a generated continuation:

T̂
(k)
suffix = Mk(Tprefix) (10)

where Tprefix = T [: i∗], Tsuffix = T [i∗ :]. This formulation al-
lows us to compare the model-generated continuation T̂

(k)
suffix

with the ground-truth suffix Tsuffix. If the similarity between
these two sequences is unexpectedly high, even though the
model only received the input prefix, it may suggest that the
model has memorized or encountered the full task during
pretraining, thereby posing a risk of data leakage.

A.2 Similarity Metrics

To assess whether T̂
(k)
suffix potentially replicates the ground-

truth suffix Tsuffix, we compute three types of similarity:

1. String Similarity. We compute string-level similarity
between the model-generated suffix and the ground-truth
suffix using the normalized Longest Common Subsequence
(LCS) metric (Öztürk, Ozkirimli, and Özgür 2016; Wang
and Dong 2020). The similarity score for model Mk is de-
fined as:

Sim(k)
string =

2 · |LCS(T̂ (k)
suffix, Tsuffix)|

|T̂ (k)
suffix|+ |Tsuffix|

(11)

Here:

• Mk denotes the k-th evaluated model.
• Tsuffix is the reference suffix (i.e., the ground-truth con-

tinuation of a given task).

• T̂
(k)
suffix = Mk(Tprefix) is the suffix generated by model

Mk when prompted with the task prefix Tprefix.
• LCS(A,B) denotes the Longest Common Subsequence

between sequences A and B, i.e., the longest sequence
of characters that appear left-to-right (but not necessarily
contiguously) in both A and B.

• | · | denotes the number of characters in a sequence.

This normalized LCS score ranges from 0 to 1, where 1 in-
dicates that the two sequences are identical (character order
preserved), and 0 indicates no character-level overlap. The
formula symmetrically normalizes the LCS length by the
average length of the two sequences, ensuring robustness to
differing output lengths.

2. TF-IDF Cosine Similarity. We compute lexical sim-
ilarity between the generated suffix and the reference suf-
fix using cosine similarity over their TF-IDF representa-
tions (Castaño et al. 2016; Wang and Dong 2020). The score
for model Mk is given by:

Sim(k)
tfidf =

v(k) · vT

∥v(k)∥ · ∥vT ∥
(12)

Here:

• Mk denotes the k-th evaluated model.

• T̂
(k)
suffix and Tsuffix are the model-generated and reference

suffixes, respectively.

• v(k) ∈ Rd is the TF-IDF vector of T̂ (k)
suffix.

• vT ∈ Rd is the TF-IDF vector of Tsuffix.

• v(k)·vT denotes the dot product between the two vectors.

• ∥v∥ denotes the Euclidean norm (i.e., ∥v∥ =
√∑

i v
2
i )

of vector v.

TF-IDF vectors are computed over a fixed vocabulary, trans-
forming each suffix into a weighted bag-of-words represen-
tation. Cosine similarity then measures the angular similar-
ity between these two vectors, ranging from 0 (completely
dissimilar) to 1 (identical in direction).

3. Word Overlap Ratio. We compute word-level lexical
overlap between the generated and reference suffixes us-
ing the normalized word set intersection (Jindal and Leema
2024). The score for model Mk is defined as:

Sim(k)
overlap =

|W (k) ∩WT |
|WT |

(13)

Here:

• Mk denotes the k-th evaluated model.

• T̂
(k)
suffix and Tsuffix are the model-generated and reference

suffixes, respectively.

• W (k) is the set of unique words in T̂
(k)
suffix, after tokeniza-

tion and lowercasing.

• WT is the set of unique words in Tsuffix, processed iden-
tically.

• |A| denotes the cardinality (i.e., number of elements) of
set A.

This metric captures the proportion of reference words that
are correctly recovered in the model output, regardless of
order or repetition. A higher score indicates greater lexical
fidelity to the reference.



4. Composite Similarity. To obtain a unified similarity
score that balances multiple aspects of textual similarity,
we compute a weighted combination of the three individual
metrics (De Boom et al. 2015):

Sim(k)
composite = 0.4 · Sim(k)

string + 0.4 · Sim(k)
tfidf + 0.2 · Sim(k)

overlap
(14)

Here:

• Sim(k)
string measures normalized character-level alignment

via longest common subsequence.

• Sim(k)
tfidf measures cosine similarity over TF-IDF vector

representations.

• Sim(k)
overlap measures word-level lexical overlap based on

unique token sets.

The weights (0.4, 0.4, 0.2) were heuristically chosen to pri-
oritize structural and semantic similarity (string and TF-
IDF), while still accounting for lexical coverage (overlap).
The resulting composite score lies in the range [0, 1], with
higher values indicating greater alignment with the reference
text.

A.3 Leakage Criterion
We consider a task as potentially leaked by model Mk if the
composite score exceeds a threshold:

is leaked(k) = I
[
Sim(k)

composite > τ
]
, with τ = 0.7

(15)
We set the threshold τ = 0.7 as a conservative criterion

to identify potential cases of memorization or contamina-
tion. This choice is supported by prior work on training data
extraction (Carlini et al. 2021) and sensitive domain leak-
age (Lehman et al. 2021), which report that similarity scores
at or above 0.7 often correspond to memorized or verbatim
training content. Such a threshold ensures high precision in
detecting potential data leakage while minimizing false pos-
itives.

A.4 Experimental Setup
We evaluate all 8 models on the same set of 100 benchmark
tasks. Each model is accessed via external API. We use a
decoding temperature of 0.1, a maximum output length of
500 tokens.

For each model-task pair, we log:

• Input prefix Tprefix

• Model continuation T̂
(k)
suffix

• Reference suffix Tsuffix

• Three similarity scores and a composite score
• Binary leakage flag

The following example illustrates a typical case where the
model-generated continuation remains semantically and lex-
ically distinct from the ground truth, thereby avoiding the
leakage threshold:

Data Leakage Detection Example (Non-Leaked
Sample)

Input Prefix:
Test the effectiveness of transformer architecture visual-
ization tools in helping software architects understand
generative AI systems compared to traditional docu-
mentation

Reference Suffix:
methods. Conduct controlled experiments measuring
comprehension and decision-making quality, delivering
statistical analysis results and recommendations.

Model-Generated Suffix:
To assess the effectiveness of transformer architecture
visualization tools in aiding software architects’ under-
standing of generative AI systems compared to tradi-
tional documentation, a comprehensive...

Similarity Scores:
• String similarity: 15.3%
• TF-IDF similarity: 9.4%
• Word overlap: 14.3%
• Composite similarity: 12.7%

Leakage Flag: False

A.5 Results and Analysis
Table 4 presents the detection summary for all 8 models.

Across all evaluated models, none of the 100 sampled
tasks triggered the leakage criterion, indicating that no
model exceeded the composite similarity threshold of 0.7.
The average similarity scores remain consistently low across
string-level, semantic, and lexical dimensions. This suggests
that the generated continuations are largely dissimilar from
the ground-truth suffixes and unlikely to be the result of
memorization. These results provide strong evidence that
our benchmark is free from pretraining contamination or
data leakage.

B Alignment Between Automated Evaluation
and Human Judgment

B.1 Motivation
To ensure the reliability of our benchmark evaluations, it is
essential to verify that our automated scoring metrics (KAE
and ACE) align well with human judgments. This section
provides a systematic analysis of their agreement with expert
annotations.

B.2 Experimental Setup
We randomly sample a representative subset of benchmark
tasks and collect human evaluations for model-generated re-
sponses. Human annotators are instructed to assess each re-
sponse according to the same criteria used in our automated
evaluation. Each response is rated independently by three
annotators, and their scores are averaged.



Model Leak Avg. Comp. Avg. StrSim Avg. TFIDF Avg. Overlap Count

gpt-4o-search-preview 0.0% 9.8% 10.4% 7.1% 14.1% 0
gpt-4o-mini-search-preview 0.0% 9.4% 7.7% 7.2% 17.2% 0
gpt-4.1 0.0% 14.8% 22.4% 8.3% 12.4% 0
gpt-4.1-mini 0.0% 13.6% 17.9% 8.9% 14.4% 0
o4-mini 0.0% 10.5% 5.7% 9.4% 21.9% 0
gemini-2.5-pro 0.0% 13.8% 20.8% 7.5% 12.4% 0
gemini-2.5-flash 0.0% 13.7% 22.2% 6.9% 10.1% 0
grok-4 0.0% 14.8% 22.2% 8.4% 12.7% 0

Average 0.0% 12.6% 16.1% 8.0% 14.4% 0.0

Table 4: Average similarity scores across 100 benchmark tasks for each evaluated model. Each row reports how similar the
model-generated suffix is to the ground-truth suffix, given the same task prefix. Avg. Comp. denotes the composite similarity
score, computed as a weighted average of Avg. StrSim (string similarity), Avg. TFIDF (TF-IDF cosine similarity), and Avg.
Overlap (token overlap rate). Leak shows the proportion of tasks whose composite similarity exceeds 0.7, indicating potential
data leakage. Count reflects the number of suspected leakage cases (all zero). Averages are computed over 100 tasks per model.

Metric Definitions We compute the following correlation
coefficients between the automated scores and the averaged
human scores:

• Spearman’s Rank Correlation (ρ): Measures the
monotonic relationship between two ranked variables
(Spearman 1904). It is computed as:

ρ = 1−
6
∑n

i=1 d
2
i

n(n2 − 1)
(16)

where di is the difference between the ranks of the i-th
observation and n is the total number of samples.

• Pearson Correlation (r): Measures the linear correlation
between two variables X and Y (Pearson 1895):

r =

∑n
i=1(Xi − X̄)(Yi − Ȳ )√∑n

i=1(Xi − X̄)2
√∑n

i=1(Yi − Ȳ )2
(17)

where X̄ and Ȳ denote the means of X and Y , respec-
tively.

• Kendall’s Tau (τ ): Measures ordinal association by
comparing concordant and discordant pairs (Kendall
1938):

τ =
C −D

1
2n(n− 1)

(18)

where C and D are the number of concordant and dis-
cordant pairs among all n(n− 1)/2 possible pairs.

B.3 Results and Analysis

Metric KAE vs. Human ACE vs. Human
Spearman’s ρ 0.84 0.81
Pearson’s r 0.79 0.76
Kendall’s τ 0.68 0.65

Table 5: Agreement between automated evaluation methods
and human judgments on a representative set of benchmark
tasks.

As shown in Table 5, both KAE and ACE exhibit strong
correlations with human scores, particularly in terms of
ranking consistency. This demonstrates that our evaluation
protocol provides a faithful and efficient approximation of
human preference and judgment.

B.4 Qualitative Case Study
To complement the quantitative analysis, we present a repre-
sentative example illustrating how ACE aligns with human
intuition in a realistic task setting. This case is shown in Ta-
ble 6.

B.5 Summary
The observed correlations and case study confirm that KAE
and ACE offer scalable, interpretable, and human-aligned
metrics for evaluating model performance on research tasks.
They allow for reliable comparisons without incurring the
cost and variability of manual annotation.

C Sample Checklist Generated by ACE
We present a full example of a task-specific checklist auto-
matically generated by a strong LLM (gemini-2.5-flash) as
part of the ACE framework. The checklist is conditioned on
a challenging task in the Design phase, requiring method-
ological synthesis and theoretical precision. Each criterion
includes a semantic title, a detailed description, and a rela-
tive weight, summing to 1.0 across all dimensions.



Task: Design an experimental protocol to compare the 2-approximation guarantee of greedy maximal independent set
algorithms against other linear-time edge-colored clustering methods on hypergraphs. Include benchmark datasets,
performance metrics for O(

∑
hyperedge sizes) time complexity validation, and statistical significance testing proce-

dures in a detailed methodology document.

Model Output:
# Methodology
Datasets: We will evaluate on a suite of real-world hypergraphs with categorical (edge-colored) interactions that have
been used as benchmarks in prior ECC research...
Human Score: 4.5/10 ACE Score: 4.35
Comment: Both human and ACE assign similar moderate scores, suggesting the response partially meets the task
objective with a coherent but limited methodology description.

Table 6: Example of strong agreement between ACE and human judgment.

Generated Checklist
Task Query (Design Phase):
Design an experimental protocol to compare the 2-approximation guarantee of greedy maximal independent set algorithms
against other linear-time edge-colored clustering methods on hypergraphs. Include benchmark datasets, performance metrics
for O(

∑
hyperedge sizes) time complexity validation, and statistical significance testing procedures in a detailed methodology

document.

Checklist Criteria:
1. Methodological Rigor and Experimental Design Quality (Weight: 0.45)

Evaluates the scientific soundness of the experimental protocol including: proper control variables, valid comparison method-
ology between greedy maximal independent set algorithms and edge-colored clustering methods, appropriate experimental
conditions, clear hypothesis formulation, and rigorous approach to validating O(

∑
hyperedge sizes) time complexity. Must

demonstrate understanding of algorithmic analysis principles and fair comparison frameworks.

2. Technical Accuracy and Theoretical Grounding (Weight: 0.30)
Assesses correctness of technical concepts including: accurate understanding of 2-approximation guarantees, proper char-
acterization of greedy maximal independent set algorithms on hypergraphs, correct complexity analysis methodology, valid
performance metrics for the specified time complexity, and appropriate statistical significance testing procedures. Must
demonstrate deep understanding of graph theory, approximation algorithms, and computational complexity.

3. Completeness and Implementation Feasibility (Weight: 0.15)
Evaluates whether the response addresses all required components: benchmark dataset specifications with hypergraph char-
acteristics, comprehensive performance metrics beyond time complexity, detailed statistical testing procedures, practical
implementation considerations, and completeness of the methodology document structure. Must provide actionable proto-
cols that can be realistically executed.

4. Clarity and Professional Documentation Standards (Weight: 0.10)
Assesses the quality of presentation including: clear structure suitable for a methodology document, precise technical lan-
guage, logical flow of experimental steps, appropriate level of detail for reproducibility, and professional formatting. Must
be comprehensible to researchers in the field while maintaining technical precision.

Checklist Metadata:
• Generated by: gemini-2.5-flash
• Task Type: Method Blueprint
• Task Category: Science & Technology
• Task Difficulty: Advanced
• Video Source: DSI Seminar Series — Algorithms and Applications of Edge-Colored Hypergraph Clustering



D Prompt Templates
In this section, we include all the prompt templates em-
ployed during the data construction and model evaluation
stages. These prompts are carefully crafted to align with the
task objectives and ensure standardized interactions across
models and tasks, thereby supporting transparency and re-
producibility of our benchmark.

Specifically:

• INSPIRATION EXTRACTION PROMPT
Extracts categorized research inspirations (Limita-
tion, Methodology, Transdisciplinarity, Hypothesis) from
seminar transcripts, capturing authentic research motiva-
tions to seed task generation.

• TASK GENERATOR PROMPT
Transforms extracted inspirations into structured Deep-
Research tasks that span the full research workflow (Syn-
thesize, Design, Evaluate), grounding the benchmark in
real research challenges.

• RESEARCH TASK SCORING PROMPT
Enables head-to-head comparison of task quality, where
a judge assesses competing task formulations based on
clarity, specificity, feasibility, and academic value.

• KEY POINT EXTRACTION PROMPT
Extracts key points from the content retrieved via URL
associated with a research query. These points serve as
targeted evidence crucial for evaluating response faith-
fulness.

• KEY POINT RELEVANCE PROMPT
Evaluates whether a model-generated response appropri-
ately reflects a specific key point, helping assess align-
ment with source-grounded facts or requirements.

• CHECKLIST TEMPLATE PROMPT
Supports the construction of comprehensive, task-
specific evaluation rubrics used to guide human or
model-based scoring of open-ended responses.

• SINGLE CRITERION SCORING PROMPT
Enables fine-grained assessment of LLM responses along
a single evaluation criterion from the checklist, promot-
ing transparency and score traceability.



INSPIRATION EXTRACTION PROMPT
System Role:
You are Inspiration-Extractor, an expert research assistant.

Goal:
Read the transcript below and output a list of inspirations — concise research leads with academic value. Each inspiration must
satisfy at least two of the following four qualities:

• Novelty — introduces or implies a new idea, method, or perspective.
• Explorability — offers a clear starting point for further modeling, experiments, or policy analysis.
• Challenge — exposes a limitation, bottleneck, or unresolved issue.
• Verifiability — can ultimately be confirmed or refuted via data, experimentation, or simulation.

Categorization Schema: Each inspiration must be assigned exactly one of the following types:

• Limitation — Typical Focus: unresolved issue or missing evidence; Required Traits: Challenge + Explorability
• Methodology — Typical Focus: new technique or framework; Required Traits: Novelty + Explorability
• Transdisciplinary — Typical Focus: cross-domain application; Required Traits: Novelty + Explorability
• Hypothesis — Typical Focus: causal or quantitative statement; Required Traits: Verifiability + Explorability

Output Format: Each line must be a compact JSON object:

{
"text": "< 4-5 sentences, <= 300 words, faithful to transcript >",
"type": "Limitation | Methodology | Transdisciplinary | Hypothesis"

}

Extraction Algorithm:
1. Scan: Detect cue phrases:

Limitation → “unsolved”, “bottleneck”, “lack of. . . ”
Methodology → “we propose. . . ”, “new framework. . . ”
Transdisciplinary → “apply A to B”, “bridge. . . ”
Hypothesis → causal verbs (e.g., “leads to”), quantitative predictions

2. Cluster: Combine adjacent lines on the same idea (≤100 words).

3. Qualify: Ensure each candidate satisfies ≥2 of the four qualities.

4. Limit: Output maximum 10 inspirations.

5. Faithfulness: No hallucination; paraphrase lightly.

6. Reasoning: You may reason internally, but output only JSONL.

Transcript Format:
<|begin of transcript|> {transcript} <|end of transcript|>



TASK GENERATOR PROMPT
System Role:
You are DeepResearch-Task-Generator.

Goal:
Transform a set of research inspirations into concrete DeepResearch tasks that span the full research workflow.

1. Input:
You will receive a JSON array named <<<INSPIRATIONS>>>, where each element has the schema:

{
"text": "< 4-5 sentences, <= 300 words, faithful to transcript>",
"type": "Limitation | Methodology | Transdisciplinary | Hypothesis"

}

2. Output:
Return 5–8 objects in a JSON array. Nothing else. Each object must include exactly these fields:

Each object must include exactly the following fields:

• phase (string): One of Synthesize, Design, or Evaluate.
• task type (string): Choose from the task families listed in Section 3.
• difficulty (string): Basic or Advanced.
• task (string): A self-contained description of at most 100 words, including a concrete deliverable.

3. Exhaustive Task-Family Menu:
(You may NOT invent new families.)

Phase: Synthesize
• Literature Survey — e.g., map arguments in scholarly debates about Universal Basic Income (2020–2024)
• Trend / Market Scan — e.g., analyze company reports to identify top 3 priorities in the auto industry
• Requirements Gathering / Needs Analysis — e.g., survey researchers to uncover unmet needs in DNA software

Phase: Design
• Hypothesis Generation — e.g., propose a testable hypothesis on remote work and retention
• Method / Experiment Blueprint — e.g., design a double-blind protocol for supplement efficacy
• Prototype / System Specification — e.g., write a functional spec for a library checkout system
• Evaluation Metric Design — e.g., define a “Fairness-Accuracy Score” for AI algorithm evaluation

Phase: Evaluate
• Empirical / Simulation Test — e.g., simulate tax cut impact using economic models
• Replicability & Bias Review — e.g., audit published experiments for sampling bias
• Comparative Analysis — e.g., compare feature sets of major cloud storage providers

4. Construction Rules:
1. Cover at least one task from each phase; no family repeated more than twice.

2. Ground every task in one or more inspirations. Explicitly weave key wording from the inspiration(s) into the task.

3. Let the type steer emphasis: Limitation → find gaps; Methodology → design; Transdisciplinary → bridge domains;
Hypothesis → test assertions.

4. Difficulty: Basic = feasible with public data in ≤3h; Advanced = needs novel data, tools, or reasoning.

5. Each task must be self-contained and include a deliverable (e.g., “deliver a taxonomy table”).

6. Do not reference the full transcript or original inspirations; the task must stand alone.

5. Final Output:
Respond only with the JSON array. No extra commentary.



RESEARCH TASK SCORING PROMPT
System Role:
You are DeepResearch-Task-Judge, a strict reviewer who must decide which of two research tasks is higher quality.

Rubric (equal weight for each dimension):
• Clarity – Wording unambiguous; reader needs no transcript lookup.
• Actionability – Deliverable concrete; scope doable via LLM reasoning or code-writing.
• Novelty – Offers non-obvious angle; avoids duplication of similar tasks.
• Depth-Fit – Difficulty tag (Basic — Advanced) matches workload and construction rules.
• Consistency – Fully follows template (≤100 words, no meta phrases like “the seminar noted...”, etc.).

Scoring Procedure:
1. Compare task A and task B holistically under the rubric.

2. Assign each dimension an integer score from 1 to 5.

3. Compute: overall = round((clarity + actionability + novelty + depth fit + consistency) / 5, 2).

4. Select the task with the higher overall score as the winner.

5. If the scores tie, choose the task that is slightly better and set confidence to 0.55.

6. Return only valid JSON. No other explanation or preamble.

Output Format (One JSON Object):

{
"winner_id": "A or B",
"loser_id": "A or B",
"scores": {
"winner_overall": x.xx,
"loser_overall": y.yy

},
"winner_reason": "<= 40-word justification>",
"confidence": 0-1 float

}

Assume:
The assistant receives one user message containing:

{
"task_A": { ... full task object ... },
"task_B": { ... full task object ... }

}

Begin Judgement.



KEY POINT EXTRACTION PROMPT
System Role:
You are an expert assistant performing key point extraction for question answering.

Goal:
Given a query and a supporting text passage, identify key points that are crucial to answering the query. These are not generic
important sentences, but the specific evidence that directly helps address the query.

Instructions:
• Each key point must help respond to the query.
• Each point should be associated with one or more verbatim spans copied directly from the text.
• Do not modify or rephrase any span.
• Keep key point descriptions concise and abstract if needed, but all spans must be exact copies from the source text.
• No extra commentary, no markdown, no free-text outside of the JSON object.

Output Format:

{
"points": [
{

"point_number": point_number,
"point_content": point_content,
"spans": [span1, span2, ...]

},
...

]
}

Reminders:
• Key point content can be abstracted or summarized.
• Every span must be copied exactly as-is from the passage.
• Multiple spans can be associated with a single key point.
• Respond strictly with a valid JSON object — no explanations, no markdown, no extra text.

Inputs:
• [Query]: {question}
• [Text]: {text}



KEY POINT RELEVANCE PROMPT
System Role:
You are a professional text relationship analyst. Your job is to evaluate whether a model-generated response appropriately reflects
a specific key point in relation to the original research task.

Original Task:
{original task}
Response Content:
{response content}
Key Point to Analyze:
{key point}

Analysis Instructions:
• Carefully read the key point, the original task, and the response content.
• Determine whether the response:

– SUPPORTS the key point — it affirms, explains, or reinforces the point.
– OMITS the key point — it does not mention or address the point at all.
– CONTRADICTS the key point — it says something that disagrees with or negates the point.

Output Format (Valid JSON Only):

{
"relationship": "SUPPORTS | OMITS | CONTRADICTS",
"confidence": 0.0--1.0,
"reasoning": "Detailed explanation of your judgment.",
"key_aspects": ["list", "key", "determining", "factors"]

}

Important Notes:
• relationship must be exactly one of: SUPPORTS, OMITS, CONTRADICTS.
• confidence is a float between 0.0 and 1.0 indicating confidence in the judgment.
• reasoning should clearly justify the decision.
• key aspects should list the main textual or semantic factors that influenced the judgment.

Final Instruction:
Please analyze the response according to the above instructions and return only the JSON object, with no extra commentary or
formatting.



CHECKLIST TEMPLATE PROMPT (Page 1/2)

System Role:
You are a helpful assistant who creates comprehensive evaluation rubrics for LLM responses to help humans evaluate LLMs
efficiently and accurately.

Goal:
Given a user query, generate a task-specific evaluation checklist to guide accurate and efficient human assessment of LLM
responses.

Instruction:
• You will be given a user query.
• Your task is to analyze the query and produce a comprehensive evaluation rubric covering all key aspects for scoring LLM

responses.
• Each rubric item must be actionable, weighted, and specific to the query’s type and requirements.

Query Format:
<|begin_of_query|>
{user_query}
<|end_of_query|>

Checklist Construction Requirements:
• Be specific to the query (e.g., technical, creative, instructional).
• Cover multiple aspects: content accuracy, completeness, clarity, formatting, instruction following, etc.
• Include weights (0.0–1.0) that reflect each criterion’s relative importance.
• Use 3–6 items per rubric depending on query complexity.
• Do not use identical weights across tasks. Vary by phase and task type.

Phase-Specific Priorities:
Synthesize Phase

• Literature Survey: Emphasize comprehensiveness and source quality
• Trend / Market Scan: Emphasize data accuracy and trend insight
• Requirements Analysis: Emphasize stakeholder coverage and need validation

Design Phase

• Hypothesis Generation: Emphasize testability and theoretical grounding
• Method / Experiment Blueprint: Emphasize methodological rigor and feasibility
• Prototype / System Specification: Emphasize technical accuracy and completeness
• Evaluation Metric Design: Emphasize metric validity and applicability

Evaluate Phase

• Empirical / Simulation Test: Emphasize statistical rigor and result interpretation
• Replicability Review: Emphasize methodology clarity and bias detection
• Comparative Analysis: Emphasize fairness and analytical depth
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Output Format (Valid JSON Only):

{
"evaluation_criteria": [
{

"title": "Most Critical Aspect for This Query Type",
"weight": 0.4,
"description": "Detailed description of what to evaluate and criteria"

},
{

"title": "Secondary Important Aspect",
"weight": 0.3,
"description": "Detailed description of what to evaluate and criteria"

},
{

"title": "Supporting Aspect",
"weight": 0.2,
"description": "Detailed description of what to evaluate and criteria"

},
{

"title": "Additional Quality Check",
"weight": 0.1,
"description": "Detailed description of what to evaluate and criteria"

}
]

}

Final Guidelines:
• Highest-weighted criterion should match the task’s critical requirement.
• Do not use generic titles or descriptions; each item must match the query type.
• All weights must sum to approximately 1.0.
• Output must be valid JSON that is directly parseable.



SINGLE CRITERION SCORING PROMPT (Page 1/2)

System Role:
You are a highly respected academic evaluator known for upholding the most rigorous standards in your field. Institutions seek
your expertise when they require a meticulous and uncompromisingly thorough assessment grounded in scholarly precision.

Evaluation Criterion:
Single Criterion Evaluation: {checklist item.title}
{checklist item.description}

Task Context:
• Category: {category}
• Task Type: {task type}
• Difficulty: {difficulty}

Critical Instruction:
You are evaluating this response solely based on this specific criterion. While the focus is narrow, your expectations for this
dimension should remain rigorous and well-calibrated to the task type and category.

Research Task:
{task query}
Submitted Response:
{response content}

Evaluation Approach:
Assess how well the response performs on the criterion ”{checklist item.title}” using the same exacting standards applied to
work submitted to top-tier venues. Evaluating a single aspect does not lower the bar — it raises the bar for that one dimension.

Uncompromising Quality Benchmarks:
Exceptional Mastery (8–10):
Handled with extraordinary rigor and insight:

• Comprehensive, flawless treatment of every nuance in the criterion
• Demonstrates domain-advancing insight and precision
• Impressive rigor, originality, and completeness

Basic Competence (5–7):
Functional but significantly limited in rigor or completeness:

• Covers the basics but lacks depth
• Demonstrates gaps or missed opportunities
• Requires improvement to meet high standards

Inadequate (1–4):
Deep deficiencies that compromise this criterion:

• Incomplete, flawed, or misguided
• Demonstrates poor understanding of what the criterion requires
• Fails to meet professional standards

Complete Failure (0):
No meaningful engagement with this specific criterion.



SINGLE CRITERION SCORING PROMPT (Page 2/2)

Rigorous Single-Criterion Analysis:
• Precision of Coverage: Does the response address every essential element of this criterion?
• Quality of Treatment: Is the handling sophisticated enough to satisfy domain experts?
• Depth vs. Superficiality: Does it reflect genuine mastery or just surface-level familiarity?
• Criterion-Specific Rigor: Are claims and evidence within this criterion held to top-tier standards?
• Professional Adequacy: Would a specialist approve this for publication?
• Gap Detection: What deficiencies or oversights exist for this criterion?

Strict Evaluation Principles:
• No mercy for single dimensions — maximal scrutiny applies
• High bar = domain expert satisfaction
• Zero tolerance for mediocrity
• Actively seek flaws, gaps, and weaknesses
• Assume inadequacy by default

Response Format (Valid JSON Only):

{
"rating": integer (0-10),
"justification": "Explain how this response meets the criterion."

}

Final Reminder:
Your evaluation should maintain high standards, even when focusing on a single dimension. High scores should be reserved for
responses that demonstrate truly exceptional performance on this specific criterion.


