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Deep Search in Real-World Web Environments

Abstract
Despite substantial progress in Deep Search agents, their ability to conduct end-to-end research in real-world open
Web environments remains insufficiently evaluated. Unlike static retrieval settings, information on the real-world
Web is distributed across diverse sources, modalities, and heterogeneous formats, often involving complex interaction
mechanisms that require agents to autonomously search for, access, and integrate relevant evidence during execution.
To address this gap, we introduce the OpenDS task, designed to evaluate agents’ ability to perform multi-step
deep search in the live, open Web. This task requires agents to autonomously explore the real Web, discover and
connect relevant evidence from multiple independent sources through Web search, browser interaction, and evidence
processing, and ultimately determine a unique factual answer. Building on this task formulation, we construct OpenDS-
World, a benchmark comprising 200 challenging tasks spanning diverse information modalities, heterogeneous file
formats, and interactive access requirements, with independent human verification to ensure evidence validity and
answer uniqueness. We evaluate 12 frontier models under a unified tool environment and execution protocol. The
best-performing model achieves 39.0% accuracy, while human evaluation across 1,000 independent attempts yields
21.1% accuracy. Further analyses of tool usage, search cost, termination behavior, and failure recovery reveal
substantial differences in research strategies across models, as well as persistent challenges in tool coordination and
long-horizon search management. OpenDS-World provides a unified evaluation platform for systematically assessing
and advancing agents’ autonomous deep search capabilities in real-world open Web environments.

1. Introduction

A central objective of Deep Search is to enable AI agents to autonomously acquire, analyze, and integrate information to solve
complex information-seeking and research tasks (Xi et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025b,a). Recent advances in large language
models and tool-augmented agents have substantially improved their capabilities in multi-round search, Web browsing, and
cross-source reasoning (Jin et al., 2025b; Qiao et al., 2025), enabling them to address increasingly complex information
needs (Zheng et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2026; Li et al., 2025a, 2026c). Meanwhile, reliably evaluating these agents’ research
capabilities in practical environments has become an increasingly important issue. Existing studies have explored various
aspects of agent capabilities, including general tool use, complex information retrieval, persistent Web search, and interactive
Web navigation, providing an important foundation for understanding their search, reasoning, and tool-use capabilities (Wei
et al., 2025; Zhao et al., 2026; Wu et al., 2025a; Xue et al., 2025).

Despite substantial progress in open Web search, multi-round information retrieval, and cross-source reasoning, existing
Deep Search evaluations remain insufficient for systematically assessing the complex evidence acquisition requirements
of real-world Web environments. The complexity of the real-world Web is primarily reflected in three aspects: Diverse
Modalities, where information is presented in various forms, including text, images, audio, and video (Li et al., 2025b; Liu et al.,
2026b); Heterogeneous Formats, where information is distributed across resources with different structures and processing
requirements (Jin et al., 2025b), such as HTML, PDF, XML, and Parquet; and Interactive Access Requirements, where certain
evidence cannot be obtained through direct retrieval but requires interactive operations such as Web navigation, interface
manipulation, parameter updates, or artifact transfer (Liu et al., 2026a; Xu et al., 2026). Together, these attributes constitute
the complex evidence acquisition process in real-world Web environments, requiring agents to coordinate information
discovery, interactive access, resource processing, and cross-source reasoning throughout multi-step research. However,
existing benchmarks (Li et al., 2025b; Java et al., 2026; Liu et al., 2026a; Xu et al., 2026) have not sufficiently covered these
interconnected challenges, limiting the systematic analysis of agents’ deep search capabilities in real-world environments.

To address this gap, we introduce the OpenDS (Open-Web Deep Search) task, designed to systematically evaluate agents’
ability to conduct deep search across heterogeneous information sources in real-world Web environments. This task requires
agents to autonomously search, access, and connect evidence across Web sources with diverse information modalities, resource
formats, and interactive access requirements to complete complex multi-step searches. Building upon the OpenDS task, we
construct OpenDS-World, a benchmark comprising 200 challenging tasks designed around real-world Web information
sources, spanning eight domains: culture, daily life, science, economy, history, nature, society, and technology. Each task
requires agents to start from a video containing real-world information and independently discover evidence from multiple
sources across the open Web to support the answer. As illustrated in Figure 2, solving a task may involve accessing online
videos, interactive virtual tours, research papers, and structured datasets, and acquiring and connecting relevant evidence
through different access mechanisms. To systematically characterize the challenges of evidence acquisition in real-world Web
environments, OpenDS-World covers diverse information modalities, heterogeneous file formats, and seven types of access
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01 Initial anchor
Identify the organism from the video and audio.

02 Museum location
Find the collection in the official virtual tour

03 Display-case evidence
Select the smallest single-specimen fossil

04 Related podcast
Find the February 2024 episode

05 Paper and chart
Read the fifth geographic block

06 Related park video
Follow the terrane clue to the 2018 video

07 Official dataset
Retrieve the park’s ugg_id

08 Reference answer
Satun UNESCO Global Geopark, Thailand

Dimetrodon grandis Q86209734

Video & Audio / MP4 (T, O)

Deep Time, scene 30
Text / HTML (O, N)

Trilobite: one smallest specimen
Image / WebP (P, G, O)

New trilobite species in Thailand
Text / RSS (XML)  (O, N) Audio / MP3  (X, T, O)

5th geographic block: Sibumasu
Image / PDF (X, O)

Satun Geopark
Video / MP4 (T, O)

UNESCO Global Geoparks (eg0001)
Text / Parquet (X, O)

ugg_id

ASTH01
Exact Dataset Identifier
Reference Answer

ugg_id ASTH01

title_en Satun UNESCO Global Geopark

countries TH

Query. When the video introduces the first organism, a presenter wearing a shirt patterned with the geological time scale appears on screen. Using the fossil collection of that organism as a clue, locate the corresponding position in the 

museum’s official interactive virtual tour map. From the virtual-tour view at that location, there is an arthropod fossil display case behind the presenter mentioned earlier that contains fossils of multiple organisms, some of which are 

represented by only a single fossil specimen. Among those organisms represented by only one fossil specimen, identify the one with the smallest fossil size. A new discovery related to that organism was discussed in a podcast episode 

released in February 2024. The main paper cited in that episode contains a Biostratigraphic Correlation Chart. The fifth geographic block shown in the chart corresponds to the terrane discussed in a related video released in 2018, which 

mainly introduced a park. What is the ugg_id of that park in UNESCO’s official Global Geoparks Parquet dataset?

. . .

smallest

0: 15

0: 20

Time Line

6: 39

4: 13 4: 14 4: 25 4: 26 4: 28 4: 29

Figure 2: An example of deep search in OpenDS-World. The example connects audiovisual identification, virtual-tour
navigation, document inspection, and structured-data retrieval across multiple Web sources.

requirements. We employ independent human verification and task filtering to ensure evidence validity, factual accuracy, and
answer uniqueness, and further conduct human testing to assess practical research difficulty.

We systematically evaluate 12 frontier models under a unified tool environment and execution protocol. The results reveal
that current agents still face substantial challenges when conducting deep search in real-world Web environments. The
best-performing model, GPT-6 Astra (OpenAI, 2026b), achieves only 39.0% accuracy across all 200 tasks. By comparison,
human participants achieve an overall accuracy of 21.1% in independent solving attempts (Figure 1), with 42.5% of tasks
remaining unsolved by all assigned human participants. Further analysis reveals substantial differences across models in tool
usage, search cost, termination behavior, and failure recovery. More tool calls and longer execution times do not necessarily
lead to higher accuracy, reflecting limitations in current agents’ information-source selection, tool coordination, search strategy
adjustment, and long-horizon execution management.

By covering diverse information modalities, heterogeneous resource formats, interactive access requirements, and multi-
step evidence dependencies, OpenDS-World provides a unified platform for systematically evaluating agents’ ability to
conduct deep search across heterogeneous information sources in real-world Web environments. Our main contributions are
summarized as follows:

• Deep Search Task in Real-World Web Environments (OpenDS Task). We introduce the OpenDS task to sys-
tematically evaluate agents’ ability to conduct deep search across heterogeneous information sources in real-world
Web environments. The task requires agents to autonomously search, access, process, and connect evidence across
information sources with diverse modalities, resource formats, and interactive access requirements, determining a
unique factual answer through multi-step research.

• The OpenDS-World Benchmark. Building upon the OpenDS task, we construct a benchmark comprising 200
challenging tasks across eight domains, covering diverse information modalities, heterogeneous resource formats, and
seven types of access requirements.

• Systematic Model Evaluation. We evaluate 12 frontier models under a unified tool environment and execution protocol,
systematically analyzing task accuracy, search cost, tool usage, termination behavior, and failure recovery. Our analysis
reveals differences in search strategies and execution behaviors across models, as well as key challenges faced by
current agents when conducting deep search in complex real-world Web environments.
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Life expectancy 2023A. Diverse Modalities

Table / map views

B. Heterogeneous Formats

Download panel

Data API

CSV / JSON / ZIP

C. Interactive Access

Period life expectancy is the number of years the average 

person born in a certain year would live...

Text & Image

Read the page· parse data

HTML JSON

ZIP Download bundle

CSV

Tabular data Metadata

P: Select Europe

T: Locate time period

Q: Query the Data API

Read -> Follow links ->
Hover values -> Download

Web Page

Figure 3: Three complementary properties of a real-world Web source. An Our World in Data page illustrates how a
single source combines (A) diverse modalities, including text and visual charts; (B) heterogeneous formats, including HTML,
CSV, JSON, and downloadable ZIP bundles; and (C) interactive access, including region selection, temporal indexing, and
declarative API queries. Obtaining relevant evidence requires navigating these connected representations and source states.

2. OpenDS-World

We introduce OpenDS-World, a benchmark for systematically evaluating AI agents’ ability to conduct deep search across
heterogeneous information sources in real-world Web environments. The benchmark comprises 200 challenging tasks
constructed from real-world Web information sources, spanning eight domains: culture, daily life, science, economy, history,
nature, society, and technology (Figure 10(a)). OpenDS-World focuses on the complex process of evidence acquisition in
real-world Web environments, evaluating agents’ ability to autonomously discover, acquire, and connect evidence across
different information sources involving diverse information modalities, heterogeneous resource formats, and interactive access
requirements.

2.1. Open-Web Deep Search

2.1.1. Task Definition

We define Open-Web Deep Search (OpenDS) as a factual question-answering task that involves multi-step evidence search
and reasoning across heterogeneous information sources in real-world open Web environments. Given a factual question
and available initial clues, an agent must autonomously explore the open Web, continuously search for, access, process,
and connect relevant evidence across information sources with diverse modalities, resource formats, and interactive access
requirements, ultimately determining a unique and verifiable factual answer. In OpenDS, the evidence required to complete
a task may be distributed across different websites, documents, multimedia resources, and online applications, while its
specific locations and access methods are not provided to the agent in advance. The agent must determine subsequent
search targets based on the information currently available, select appropriate information access and processing methods,
and progressively establish connections among evidence through cross-source reasoning. Because different information
sources vary in content representation, data organization, and access mechanisms, the agent must flexibly coordinate search,
interaction, and information processing operations throughout multi-step research, enabling evidence from different sources
to be connected and collectively support the final answer. Beyond information discovery and cross-source reasoning (Li
et al., 2025c, 2026c), OpenDS emphasizes the continuous process of evidence acquisition and integration across different
information modalities, resource formats, and access mechanisms in real-world Web environments. These interconnected
requirements collectively constitute the core task characteristics of OpenDS.
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2.1.2. Main Attributes

OpenDS is organized around three main attributes of real-world Web information environments: Diverse Modalities,
Heterogeneous Formats, and Interactive Access Requirements. These attributes characterize the complexity of the real-
world Web in terms of information representation, organizational structure, and access methods, respectively. They jointly
influence how agents discover, acquire, and connect evidence across different information sources throughout the search
process. Figure 3 illustrates how these three attributes coexist within a single Web source.

Diverse Modalities. Information on the real-world Web is represented across multiple modalities, including text, images,
audio, and video. Relevant evidence may appear in Web text, visual content, spoken information, or multimedia resources,
and different stages of the same research task may depend on information from different modalities. Therefore, agents need
to continuously search across information sources of different modalities, interpret the clues provided by various types of
content, and establish cross-modal evidence connections (Li et al., 2025b; Tian et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026b). OpenDS-World
evaluates agents’ capabilities in cross-modal search and evidence integration through evidence paths involving multiple
information modalities.

Heterogeneous Formats. Information on the real-world Web is organized in different file and data formats, such as HTML
pages, PDF documents, WebP images, MP3 audio, MP4 video, RSS/XML data sources, and structured data formats such as
Parquet. Different formats have distinct content structures, parsing methods, and processing requirements (Liu et al., 2026a;
Jin et al., 2025b; Yuan et al., 2026). Even when information belongs to the same modality, its acquisition and processing
methods may differ substantially. During cross-source search, agents need to select appropriate access and processing
methods according to resource formats, extract relevant evidence from heterogeneous data, and use the acquired information
for subsequent search and reasoning. OpenDS-World evaluates agents’ ability to conduct continuous search and evidence
integration across heterogeneous resources through combinations of information sources with different formats.

Interactive Access Requirements. Some information on the real-world Web cannot be obtained through direct observation
or simple retrieval. Instead, obtaining it requires specific access operations to reveal or extract the relevant evidence (Liu et al.,
2026a; Xue et al., 2025; Xu et al., 2026). These operations may include page navigation, parameter input, temporal indexing,
graphical interface manipulation, structured queries, and resource downloads. For example, locating a particular exhibit in an
interactive museum virtual tour may require an agent to autonomously explore the interface, switch viewpoints, and identify
relevant visual evidence. Access requirements may vary substantially across different information sources. Therefore, agents
need to dynamically select operations according to the location and access mechanisms of the target evidence, and establish
connections between the acquired information and evidence from other sources. OpenDS-World incorporates different access
requirements into task evidence paths to evaluate agents’ ability to continuously acquire and connect information under
complex interactive conditions.

2.2. OpenDS-World Construction

2.2.1. Task Construction

Stage 1. Real-World Anchor. Each evidence path begins with a publicly accessible video. Expert annotators select videos
spanning eight domains: culture, daily life, science, economy, history, nature, society, and technology. In total, 500 candidate
videos are selected for task construction. They jointly analyze consecutive visual frames and audio content to identify a
verifiable initial anchor. The anchor corresponds to an entity whose identification must rely on the audiovisual content of
the video. This constraint prevents anchor identification from degenerating into page-level textual search (Li et al., 2025b;
Liu et al., 2026b). To ensure stable access and reproducibility, the videos used during task construction are archived and
distributed with the benchmark as part of the task input, with each video matched to its corresponding task by ID. To ensure an
unambiguous semantic reference, the core entity associated with the anchor must uniquely correspond to a valid Wikidata entry.
The video, initial anchor, and corresponding Wikidata entry serve as the starting point for subsequent evidence expansion.

Stage 2. Open-Web Evidence Expansion. At each expansion step along the evidence path, expert annotators first construct a
search query based on the current node, and then use Google Search to obtain a candidate set of Web information sources.
Annotators inspect the candidate results one by one and select sources while ensuring that each source has a clear semantic
relation to the current node and that the evidence is verifiable (Huang et al., 2026). During candidate source selection,
annotators also consider the modality, format, and access-type attributes to increase the diversity of the final dataset across
different forms of Web information. Annotators then extract a new entity from the selected source and designate it as the next
node. Although each new node is initially identified from a selected source, its validity is not tied to that source alone. Each
node along the evidence path must be independently corroborated by multiple Web sources, ensuring multi-source support
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throughout the entire evidence chain. This process is recursively applied along the evidence path (Tao et al., 2026) until
reaching a unique and stable terminal node suitable as the reference answer. In this way, the evidence path is dynamically
constructed through iterative search, access, and verification over real Web information sources.

Stage 3. Question Inversion. Once the evidence path reaches a unique terminal node, we designate it as the reference answer
and construct the textual question by inverting the complete evidence path into a set of interdependent constraints (Wei et al.,
2025; Zhao et al., 2026). The intermediate nodes are not explicitly revealed. Instead, each node is transformed into an indirect
referring description derived from the evidence accumulated along the preceding path (Lu et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025). These
descriptions are composed so that no individual clue directly exposes the target entity, while their combination progressively
constrains the candidate space and uniquely determines the reference answer. As a result, directly retrieving the answer from
an explicit clue cannot solve the question. It requires recovering the latent correspondences among intermediate entities and
following the underlying evidence chain.

2.2.2. Human Verification

We conduct independent human verification for each candidate task, involving a total of ten independent reviewers. Reviewers
revisit the complete evidence path using the source links preserved during annotation, including the initial anchor, intermediate
entities, inter-entity relations, and the final reference answer. The verification process consists of two main aspects: evidence
validity and task validity.

Evidence Validity. Reviewers examine the entities along the evidence path, their semantic relations, and the final reference
answer to ensure factual accuracy and support from authentic, accessible, and independently verifiable Web evidence (Chen
et al., 2025b; Xu et al., 2026). To avoid over-reliance on the original source, reviewers treat it as just one reference among
several and cross-check the information against multiple additional independent Web sources. They further verify that each
transition between adjacent nodes is explicitly supported by evidence, ensuring factual and logical consistency throughout the
evidence path. For the initial Real-world Anchor, reviewers additionally confirm that it can be uniquely identified from the
visual and audio content of the video, that its core entity is correctly and uniquely mapped to a valid Wikidata entry, and that
the relevant information cannot be directly obtained from the textual content on the same video page.

Task Validity. Reviewers further examine whether each candidate task satisfies the construction principles, focusing on
question clarity, constraint consistency, and answer uniqueness. Specifically, reviewers verify that the key clues in the question
accurately correspond to the relevant information along the evidence path, that each constraint is supported by verifiable
evidence (Java et al., 2026), and that no factual or logical conflicts exist among the constraints. Reviewers also confirm that
these constraints collectively determine a unique factual answer, avoiding ambiguity arising from insufficient clues, unclear
entity references, or multiple plausible answers (Wei et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025b). Any candidate task containing factual
errors, insufficient evidence, inconsistent relations, ambiguous questions, non-unique reference answers, or violations of the
construction principles is directly excluded.

Following the above filtering procedures, we construct the final OpenDS-World benchmark comprising 200 tasks. All tasks
have a clearly defined reference answer and a verifiable evidence path.

2.3. Human Testing

After completing human filtering, we further conduct an independent human evaluation to assess the practical difficulty of
solving the questions in a real Web environment. This evaluation is to measure how difficult it is for independent solvers to
discover the evidence path and to provide human performance data for subsequent difficulty calibration.

2.3.1. Independent Human Solving

We divide the 200 questions into 10 disjoint sets of 20 questions, with each set independently attempted by a group of five
human solvers, for a total of 50 participants. Each solver completes only one question set to control individual workload and
reduce potential fatigue effects. None of the solvers participated in constructing or filtering the questions they answered,
and communication among solvers was not allowed during testing. Human solvers are given only the complete original
input, including the video, audio, and textual question. They are not provided with the reference answer or the evidence
path constructed during annotation. Solvers may use standard Web browsers such as Google Chrome for conventional Web
browsing and search, but they are not allowed to use any LLM-based systems or tools. No uniform time limit is imposed
for individual questions. The solving time for each question is measured from the moment a solver begins viewing the task
input until the solver voluntarily terminates the attempt. When a solver considers that no further effective progress can be
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200
tasks

Correct solvers Tasks (%)

0/5 42.5% (85)

1/5 30.5% (61)
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Figure 4: Human performance, solving time, and perceived difficulty on OpenDS-World. (a) Distribution of the 200
tasks by the number of correct solvers among five independent participants per task. (b) Total solving time for each of the
50 participants across their assigned set of 20 tasks; vertical lines indicate the mean and median. (c) Distribution of 1,000
subjective difficulty ratings on a six-point scale from 0 (easiest) to 5 (most difficult). Bar annotations report percentages and
counts in (a) and (c), and participant counts in (b).

made, the solver may terminate the current question. Each human solver is required to submit a final answer, the total time
spent solving the question, and a six-point subjective difficulty rating from 0 to 5, where 0 indicates the easiest and 5 indicates
the most difficult. All final answers submitted by the solvers are manually checked to determine whether they are correct.
During human testing, if any issue that affects normal solving is identified, the corresponding instance is recorded and jointly
reviewed and revised after the testing is completed.

2.3.2. Human Performance Analysis

Human Solvability. The results of independent human solving indicate that OpenDS-World is highly challenging for human
solvers. Across all 1,000 independent attempts, 211 resulted in correct answers, corresponding to an overall human accuracy
of 21.10%. At the task level, 115 (57.50%) of the 200 tasks were successfully solved by at least one of the five independent
solvers, while the remaining 85 (42.50%) were not solved by any solver. Examining the number of successful solvers per
task further shows that only 1 task (0.50%) was successfully solved by all five solvers, while 61 (30.50%), 25 (12.50%), 17
(8.50%), and 11 (5.50%) tasks were successfully solved by one, two, three, and four solvers, respectively. In other words, only
29 tasks (14.50%) were successfully completed by a majority of the solvers (at least three) (Figure 4(a)). This distribution
shows that a substantial portion of OpenDS-World remains highly challenging even for human solvers with unrestricted access
to conventional Web browsers, while more than half of the tasks can still be successfully solved by at least one independent
solver through actual Web research.

Human Solving Effort. This difficulty is also reflected in the research effort required to complete the tasks. As shown in
Figure 4(b), the 50 participants spent an average of 12.92 hours completing their assigned sets of 20 tasks, with a median
of 9.44 hours and a combined total of approximately 646 hours. Across all 1,000 independent attempts, participants spent
approximately 38.8 minutes per attempt on average. Meanwhile, across all 1,000 subjective difficulty ratings, the mean rating
was 3.884/5, with a median of 4/5. Among these ratings, 43.00% of the attempts received the highest difficulty rating of 5,
another 22.50% received a rating of 4, and no attempt received a rating of 0. Overall, 65.50% of the human attempts were
rated as difficulty level 4 or 5 (Figure 4(c)). The human testing results show that OpenDS-World involves substantial practical
research difficulty.

2.4. Task Statistics

OpenDS-World contains 200 tasks, with 787 annotated entries for Web pages and other online resources along their evidence
chains. These entries average 3.94 per task, and their task-level count distribution is shown in Figure 10(c). Each entry is
characterized by three attributes: the modality in which evidence is presented, the format of the resource carrying it, and
the access type used to obtain it. Together, these annotations cover four modalities, 42 formats, and seven access types,
describing both the information encountered during deep search and the interactions required to reach it. At the task level,
text appears in 99.5% of tasks, yet the evidence extends well beyond textual content. Images and video occur in 44.5% and
35.5% of tasks, respectively, while audio appears in 16.0% (Figure 5(a)). Within individual tasks, 82.5% involve at least
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Figure 5: Task diversity and statistics of OpenDS-World. Each annotated evidence-chain entry is characterized by its
modality, resource format, and access type, collectively covering four modalities, 42 formats, and seven access types. Top:
representative Web sources illustrating these three dimensions. Bottom: (a) modality coverage across 200 tasks, (b) format
coverage across 200 tasks, and (c) task coverage of interactive access types. Access-type codes in (c) are defined in Table 3.
Parentheses report counts; Other formats comprise 108 entries spanning 35 types. Modality, format and access categories can
overlap within a task.

two evidence modalities (Figure 11(a)). This diversity is also reflected in resource formats. At the task level, HTML covers
98% of tasks, while MP4 and PDF account for 35% and 31% (Figure 5(b)), respectively. At the task level, 96.0% involve
at least two resource formats (Figure 11(b)). At the annotated-entry level, HTML accounts for 56.5% of entries, and MP4
and PDF together contribute 19.3%. The remaining entries span audio, images, structured data, archives, and a long tail of
less common formats (Table 2). Access requirements further reveal the interactive nature of the evidence chains. Although
every task includes directly observable evidence, 67.0% also involve navigating links, pages, or nested content, and 60.0%
involve transferring artifacts for further inspection. Temporal indexing occurs in 47.5% of tasks, reflecting the need to locate
evidence within time-based media, while 42.0% involve parameterized state updates (Figure 5(c)), such as applying filters
or selecting a year or region. Graphical manipulation and declarative queries extend this coverage to visual interfaces and
structured information access. Multiple access types occur in 95.5% of tasks (Figure 11(c)). These complementary statistics
show how deep search unfolds across heterogeneous online resources, requiring evidence discovery through multiple forms of
content and interaction.
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Table 1: Main results on OpenDS-World. We evaluate frontier models across three difficulty levels which are defined by the
number of correct human solvers out of the five participants assigned to each task: Low (≥ 2; 54 tasks), Medium (1; 61 tasks),
and High (0; 85 tasks). Evidence-attribute coverage within these difficulty groups is reported in Figure 12 (Appendix B.5).
For each level, we report accuracy (Acc, %), total wall-clock time (Â / h), and total token consumption (Token / M.). The
shaded Overall columns summarize all 200 tasks. Numbers in parentheses indicate correct answers. Bold accuracy values
denote the best result in each group. The superscript (T) denotes text-only models.

Low Medium High Overall
54 tasks 61 tasks 85 tasks 200 tasks

Model Acc (%) Â Token. Acc (%) Â Token. Acc (%) Â Token. Acc (%) Â Token.

GPT-6 Astra 59.26 (32) 13 36 40.98 (25) 17 55 24.71 (21) 32 96 39.0 (78) 62 187

GPT-5.6 Sol 46.30 (25) 6 34 31.15 (19) 9 68 14.12 (12) 15 84 28.0 (56) 30 186

Claude Opus 5.5 53.70 (29) 7 75 40.98 (25) 9 112 25.88 (22) 50 151 38.0 (76) 65 339

Claude Fable 5.1 48.15 (26) 24 99 32.79 (20) 34 170 24.71 (21) 52 212 33.5 (67) 110 481

Gemini 3.8 Flash 51.85 (28) 13 194 34.43 (21) 20 373 28.24 (24) 26 409 36.5 (73) 59 976

Qwen3.8-Max 40.74 (22) 24 223 26.23 (16) 28 256 15.29 (13) 33 360 25.5 (51) 85 839

Qwen3.8-Flash 22.22 (12) 20 187 13.11 (8) 24 220 4.71 (4) 32 345 12.0 (24) 75 752

DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash 33.33 (18) 31 141 13.11 (8) 37 182 17.65 (15) 52 276 20.5 (41) 120 599

DeepSeek-V4-Pro (T) 27.78 (15) 34 80 11.48 (7) 49 101 3.53 (3) 65 115 12.5 (25) 148 297

Kimi K3 27.78 (15) 24 65 14.75 (9) 33 104 12.94 (11) 52 141 17.5 (35) 110 310

GLM-5.3-Flash 42.59 (23) 29 67 16.39 (10) 42 137 16.47 (14) 56 186 23.5 (47) 128 389

GLM-5.3 (T) 22.22 (12) 35 76 6.56 (4) 45 114 12.94 (11) 65 155 13.5 (27) 145 345

3. Experiments

3.1. Setting

Models. We evaluate 12 frontier models: GPT-6 Astra (OpenAI, 2026b), GPT-5.6 Sol (OpenAI, 2026a), Claude Opus
5.5 (Anthropic, 2026b), Claude Fable 5.1 (Anthropic, 2026a), Gemini 3.8 Flash (Google DeepMind, 2026), Qwen3.8-
Max (Qwen Team, 2026), Qwen3.8-Flash (Qiu et al., 2026), DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash (DeepSeek-AI, 2026b), DeepSeek-V4-
Pro (DeepSeek-AI, 2026a), Kimi K3 (Team et al., 2026), GLM-5.3-Flash (Zeng et al., 2026), and GLM-5.3 (Zeng et al.,
2026). All models are evaluated using the same task inputs, system prompts, tool environment, and execution budgets to
ensure comparability across models. The research and finalization prompts are provided in Appendix C.3.

Harness. Given the characteristics of this task, we build a unified agent harness that provides models with three core tool
capabilities: Search Tool supports text, image, and video search for locating potential information sources; GUI Tool supports
web navigation, content reading, clicking, input, scrolling, and screenshots for accessing and interacting with dynamic web
pages; and Other Tools support video-frame inspection and subtitle extraction for both input and external videos. Table 4
lists the tool interfaces, arguments, and supported operations. To ensure that different models are evaluated under consistent
computational and tool-use budgets, we apply the same execution constraints to every sample. The search phase for each
sample is limited to 3,600 seconds, and all tools share a maximum budget of 100 tool calls. Further search is terminated once
either limit is reached. Additional execution and context-management settings are summarized in Table 5. The task ends when
the model successfully generates a final answer. If the search phase terminates due to timeout, exhaustion of the tool budget,
or failure to generate a valid answer, the system enters a tool-disabled finalization stage and generates the final answer solely
based on the evidence collected up to that point.

Evaluation. We use Qwen3.8-27B (Qwen Team, 2026) as the LLM judge. The judge receives the reference answer and the
model answer and determines whether the model answer is correct based on their semantic equivalence (Wei et al., 2025; Liu
et al., 2026b). We use answer accuracy (ACC) as the primary metric and report total token consumption and elapsed time as
resource-cost metrics. The judging protocol and prompts are provided in Appendix C.4.
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Figure 6: Search cost across models and task difficulties. (a) Mean tool calls and elapsed time per target task. (b)
Distribution of task-level elapsed time, with a logarithmic scale above one minute. (c) Mean tool calls per target task within
each difficulty level. Mean costs are computed from recorded trajectories using the full target-task count as the denominator.

3.2. Main Results

Table 1 presents the main results on OpenDS-World. Overall, current frontier models remain limited in performing Deep
Search in real-world Web environments. GPT-6 Astra achieves the highest overall accuracy of 39.00% over 200 tasks, followed
by Claude Opus 5.5 at 38.00%, Gemini 3.8 Flash at 36.50%, and Claude Fable 5.1 at 33.50%. GPT-5.6 Sol and Qwen3.8-Max
achieve 28.00% and 25.50%, respectively, while GLM-5.3-Flash and DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash reach 23.50% and 20.50%. The
remaining four models score below 20%. Even the strongest model fails on 122 of the 200 tasks, corresponding to a failure
rate of 61.00%. These results highlight the persistent difficulty of finding and integrating information through deep search in
real-world Web environments.

Performance declines substantially with task difficulty at the aggregate level. Averaged equally across the 12 models, accuracy
drops from 39.66% on Low to 23.50% on Medium and 16.76% on High. GPT-6 Astra declines from 59.26% to 40.98%
and 24.71%, while Claude Opus 5.5 achieves 53.70%, 40.98%, and 25.88%, respectively. Model rankings also vary across
difficulty levels: GPT-6 Astra leads on Low and ties with Claude Opus 5.5 on Medium, whereas Gemini 3.8 Flash performs
best on High at 28.24%. Qwen3.8-Flash and DeepSeek-V4-Pro achieve only 4.71% and 3.53% on High. Although individual
models do not always exhibit a monotonic decline across levels, the aggregate decrease indicates that the harder tasks pose a
substantial challenge across the evaluated models.

Higher recorded resource consumption does not consistently correspond to higher accuracy. GPT-6 Astra and GPT-5.6 Sol
consume nearly identical total numbers of tokens, yet their overall accuracies differ by 11.00 percentage points. Gemini 3.8
Flash consumes approximately 5.22 times as many tokens as GPT-6 Astra but achieves a lower accuracy of 36.50%. Similarly,
DeepSeek-V4-Pro accumulates approximately 2.39 times the total wall-clock time of GPT-6 Astra while achieving only
12.50% accuracy. These comparisons show that greater time or token consumption alone does not guarantee successful deep
search. They motivate further investigation into how models navigate real-world Web sources, locate relevant information,
and combine evidence to answer complex questions. Appendix D reports detailed performance breakdowns by task domain,
evidence attributes, and anchor-video duration.

3.3. Cost Analysis.

Figure 6 shows the search cost of different models in terms of tool calls and wall-clock time. Overall, resource consumption
does not exhibit a simple correspondence with final performance: GPT-6 Astra uses 51.05 tool calls and 18.66 minutes per
task on average and achieves the highest overall accuracy; GPT-5.6 Sol uses a similar number of calls (52.42) but requires only
8.99 minutes on average. In contrast, Qwen3.8-Flash averages 89.94 tool calls per task, while DeepSeek-V4-Pro and GLM
5.3 require 44.47 and 43.36 minutes, respectively, despite substantially lower accuracy. The task-level runtime distributions
show a similar pattern: GPT-5.6 Sol and GPT-6 Astra have median runtimes of 7.22 and 14.35 minutes, respectively, whereas
DeepSeek-V4-Pro and GLM 5.3 reach 45.28 and 51.15 minutes, with several models exhibiting pronounced long tails. This
suggests that search cost depends on the scale of tool use, as well as whether a model can terminate low-yield trajectories in a
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Figure 7: Tool-use patterns in real-world Web search. (a) Distribution of recorded tool calls across Search, GUI, and
Other categories. (b) Mean video and subtitle acquisition calls per target task, separated by input and external sources. (c)
Row-normalized category transitions between successive tool-bearing steps; rows indicate the current category and columns
indicate the next category.

timely manner (Wu et al., 2025c; Qian and Liu, 2026). Figure 15(a) reports tool-call distributions by annotated evidence-chain
size. Model-level mean call counts are summarized in Figure 15(b). As task difficulty increases, the average number of tool
calls rises for all models from Low to Medium; from Medium to High, however, some models continue to increase their tool
usage while others plateau or decline. These patterns suggest that tool use on harder tasks is influenced by model-specific
search strategies and execution constraints.

3.4. Tool-Use Analysis

Figure 7 shows that models adopt different tool-use patterns under the same tool environment. GPT-5.6 Sol is the most
Search-oriented, allocating 74.50% of its calls to Search and 17.77% to GUI operations, whereas Claude Opus 5.5 and
Qwen3.8-Flash devote 51.52% and 49.42% to GUI operations, respectively. However, tool composition alone does not
consistently explain performance differences: despite their similar GUI shares, the latter two models achieve overall accuracies
of 38.00% and 12.00%. More frequent video and subtitle acquisition likewise does not consistently correspond to higher
accuracy. DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash averages 11.78 such calls per target task, compared with 4.67 for Claude Opus 5.5, yet
achieves lower accuracy (20.50% versus 38.00%). Figure 7(c) further shows that within-category transitions generally
dominate, with Search→Search reaching 84.63% for Gemini 3.8 Flash and GUI→GUI reaching 84.97% for Qwen3.8-Flash.
These patterns suggest that models often perform consecutive search or interaction steps.

3.5. Error Analysis

Figure 8 summarizes termination outcomes and responses to tool failures. GPT-6 Astra, GPT-5.6 Sol, and Claude Opus
5.5 terminate naturally on 69.0%, 65.0%, and 60.5% of the 200 tasks, respectively. In contrast, Qwen3.8-Flash terminates
naturally on only 6.5%, with 80.0% reaching the tool-call limit, revealing substantial difficulty in completing search within
the execution budget. Meanwhile, natural termination and answer correctness remain distinct: GPT-6 Astra achieves
39.0% accuracy despite its 69.0% natural termination rate. Tool failures impose a disproportionate time cost, accounting
for only 2.83%–9.42% of recorded calls but consuming 19.27%–61.90% of recorded tool execution time. For GPT-6 Astra,
these proportions are 6.34% and 42.57%, respectively. Switching tools is the most common post-failure decision across the
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Figure 8: Search termination, tool failures, and recovery behavior. (a) Termination outcomes across 200 target tasks.
Other includes research terminations caused by incomplete outputs, context overflow, or execution errors. (b) Failed calls as a
percentage of all recorded calls and their share of total recorded tool execution time. (c) The next decision following a failed
tool call: retrying with the same arguments, modifying arguments, switching tools, or making no subsequent decision.

evaluated models, accounting for approximately 83% of cases for Claude Opus 5.5, 81% for Gemini 3.8 Flash, and 79% for
GPT-5.6 Sol. Kimi K3 and GLM 5.3 devote larger shares to same-tool retries with modified arguments, at approximately 38%
and 37%. Together, these results identify budget exhaustion, incorrect answers at termination, and costly tool failures as key
challenges for deep search in real-world Web environments.

3.6. Budget Analysis
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Figure 9: Budget exhaustion under the one-hour time
limit and the 100-call tool-use limit.

Figure 9 analyzes budget exhaustion under the one-hour time limit
and the 100-call tool-use limit. The proportion of tasks reaching
at least one limit varies substantially, from 16.5% for Claude
Opus 5.5, 22.0% for GPT-5.6 Sol, and 25.5% for GPT-6 Astra
to 81.5% for Qwen3.8-Flash, 78.0% for DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash,
73.0% for GLM 5.3, and 72.5% for DeepSeek-V4-Pro. Budget
exhaustion therefore affects a majority of tasks for several models.
The two limits expose different execution patterns. Gemini 3.8
Flash and Qwen3.8-Flash are predominantly call-limited, with
call-only rates of 37.0% and 80.0%, respectively. DeepSeek-V4.1-
Flash similarly reaches the call limit alone on 60.5% of tasks. In
contrast, Claude Fable 5.1, Kimi K3, and GLM 5.3 reach the
time limit alone on 28.0%, 29.5%, and 41.0% of tasks, exceeding
their respective call-only rates. Simultaneous exhaustion of both
budgets occurs on at most 1.0% of tasks per model, separating
time-intensive execution from call-intensive search. Together
with Figure 6, these results reveal two central challenges: com-
pleting search within the available budget and producing correct
answers when search terminates. GPT-6 Astra and Claude Opus 5.5 encounter relatively little budget exhaustion, yet their
accuracies remain below 40%, underscoring the importance of effective source selection, evidence integration, and stopping
decisions (Guan et al., 2026; Shi et al., 2025) alongside execution efficiency. Further discussion of long-horizon execution and
potential self-improvement directions is provided in Appendix E.
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4. Related Work

Deep search in open Web environments. Search-augmented models incorporate external retrieval into inference, allowing
acquired evidence to guide subsequent reasoning (Li et al., 2025c). Further work makes these retrieval decisions learnable
through reinforcement learning, using outcome feedback to optimize the interaction between search and reasoning (Jin et al.,
2025a; Chen et al., 2025a). In open Web environments, this interaction extends to page navigation and evidence synthesis,
with agents learning from Web interaction trajectories (Zheng et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026c). Work on adaptive
search refines this process by adjusting search frequency and depth to the evidence needed for a query (Shi et al., 2025).
As search trajectories lengthen, hierarchical and multi-agent approaches coordinate subgoals and tool execution (Huang
et al., 2025; Jin et al., 2025b), while context summarization and state management preserve findings on which later decisions
depend (Wu et al., 2025d; Qiao et al., 2025). To support training on these longer searches, task-construction methods
synthesize increasingly demanding, compositional problems (Tao et al., 2026; Lu et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025). Assessing
these capabilities requires considering both discovery difficulty and evidence completeness: benchmarks evaluate persistent
fact finding and relational complexity (Wei et al., 2025; Zhao et al., 2026), and extend assessment to the depth and breadth of
evidence collection (Gupta et al., 2026; Lan et al., 2025). Representing findings as claims makes the information established
by a search explicit (Java et al., 2026), while controlled corpora help examine retrieval and reasoning under shared evidence
conditions (Chen et al., 2025b; Hu et al., 2026). When the intended outcome is a synthesis, report-level criteria also assess its
quality, evidence coverage, and citation support (Du et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026b).

Grounding deep search in multimodal evidence. Multimodal deep search extends evidence gathering to visual clues that
must be connected with external Web information. To support this connection, multimodal search methods learn how to
coordinate visual reasoning with image and text retrieval (Geng et al., 2026; Wu et al., 2025b). Corresponding evaluation
makes the role of perception explicit through required evidence from Web images and videos and verified checklists of
multimodal dependencies (Li et al., 2025b). Video-grounded methods and benchmarks extend this connection to clues
distributed across frames and open-Web retrieval (Liu et al., 2026b; Fang et al., 2026), while work grounded in egocentric
video carries visual understanding into subsequent online planning and action (Yu et al., 2026). In these settings, interpreting
a visual observation can change what an agent searches for next and how it uses the resulting evidence.

Acquiring evidence through interactive access. Following these clues on real websites also requires deciding how to access
the underlying evidence. Work on website traversal extends retrieval beyond landing pages by navigating site structure (Wu
et al., 2025a), while unindexed information seeking broadens these access requirements to dynamic interfaces and embedded
documents (Liu et al., 2026a). To execute such operations reliably, browser-agent designs strengthen element grounding
and task-state management (Li et al., 2026a; Chen et al., 2026). When access spans multiple pages or websites, validated
task generation (Huang et al., 2026) and compositional cross-site evaluation (Tian et al., 2025; Xu et al., 2026) examine the
coordination of navigation, perception, and dependent subtasks. Assessing whether these interactions complete the task also
draws on intermediate visual evidence and action histories from live websites (Xue et al., 2025). These efforts make access
operations part of deep search, since a relevant source may require additional navigation, interface manipulation, or artifact
processing before its evidence becomes usable.

5. Conclusion

We introduce OpenDS-World, a benchmark for deep search in real-world Web environments. Its 200 tasks originate from
audiovisual anchors and require discovering and connecting evidence across heterogeneous online resources. The annotated
evidence chains cover four modalities, 42 formats, and seven access types, capturing the diversity of both Web information
and the interactions needed to obtain it. Evaluations of 12 frontier models reveal substantial challenges: the strongest model
achieves only 39.00% accuracy, and compact evidence chains expand into lengthy execution trajectories as agents resolve
uncertain clues and explore candidate sources. Further analyses reveal costly tool failures, frequent budget exhaustion for
several models, and a persistent gap between natural termination and answer correctness. OpenDS-World provides a concrete
foundation for studying long-horizon search and recursive self-improvement, with the goal of developing agents that can
reliably discover, access, and integrate evidence in real-world Web environments.
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B. OpenDS-World Construction Details

B.1. Benchmark Composition

Figure 10 presents the task composition and annotated evidence structure of OpenDS-World, covering domain distribution,
anchor-video duration, and evidence-chain size. As shown in Figure 10(a), the benchmark comprises 200 tasks spanning
eight domains, each accounting for 9.0% to 16.5% of the dataset. Science and Society contribute 33 tasks each, followed
by Daily Life (30), Culture (27), Nature (22), History (19), Economy (18), and Technology (18). This distribution provides
broad coverage across specialized knowledge and everyday information needs, without any single domain dominating the
benchmark.

Figure 10(b) illustrates the distribution of anchor-video durations. The videos range from short clips to extended recordings,
with 18.0% of tasks featuring videos shorter than two minutes, 12.0% between two and five minutes, 14.0% between five and
ten minutes, 21.5% between ten and twenty minutes, and 34.5% lasting at least twenty minutes. Notably, 56.0% of tasks begin
with videos of at least ten minutes, requiring agents to identify relevant clues within potentially extensive temporal content.

Figure 10(c) shows the distribution of annotated evidence-chain sizes. The 200 tasks contain a total of 787 verified source
entries, averaging 3.94 entries per task. Specifically, 44.5% of tasks contain three source entries, 28.0% contain four, 20.0%
contain five, and 7.5% contain six or more. Thus, 55.5% of tasks require at least four annotated source entries. These entries
constitute the verified evidence supporting the reference answers, while agents must independently discover the relevant
sources and establish their connections during execution.

B.2. Evidence Attribute Diversity

Beyond the overall evidence-chain size, OpenDS-World exhibits substantial diversity in information modalities, resource
formats, and access requirements. Figure 11 characterizes this diversity by counting the number of distinct attributes within
each task. Each attribute is counted at most once per task, regardless of how many annotated source entries exhibit it. All
statistics are based on annotated evidence sources and exclude the separately supplied anchor video.

Multimodal Evidence. As shown in Figure 11(a), 17.5% of tasks involve a single information modality, while 70.5% involve
two modalities, 11.0% involve three, and 1.0% involve all four modalities. Consequently, 82.5% of tasks require evidence
spanning at least two modalities, with bimodal evidence being the most common configuration. This distribution highlights
the prevalence of multimodal evidence integration, where agents must establish connections across information presented in
textual, visual, audio, and video forms.

Format Diversity. Figure 11(b) presents the number of distinct resource formats involved in each task. Only 4.0% of tasks
involve a single format, whereas 55.0% involve two formats, 27.0% involve three, and 12.5% involve four. The remaining
1.5% involve five or six formats. Overall, 96.0% of tasks require at least two resource formats, and 41.0% involve three or
more. Unlike modality diversity, format diversity reflects differences in resource representation and processing requirements.
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Figure 10: Task composition and annotated evidence structure of OpenDS-World. (a) Distribution of 200 tasks across
eight domains. (b) Distribution of anchor-video durations across five temporal intervals. (c) Number of annotated source
entries per task, with six or more entries grouped into the final bin. Percentages are calculated over all 200 tasks, with task
counts reported in parentheses. Evidence-chain statistics exclude the separately supplied anchor video.
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Figure 11: Evidence attribute diversity within individual tasks. (a) Number of distinct information modalities per task.
(b) Number of distinct resource formats per task. (c) Number of distinct access requirement types per task. Each attribute is
counted at most once within a task. Percentages are calculated over all 200 tasks, with task counts reported in parentheses.
Statistics exclude the separately supplied anchor video.

For instance, HTML, PDF, and CSV may all contain textual information but require different access and parsing mechanisms.
The observed distribution therefore emphasizes the heterogeneity of resource handling in real-world Web research.

Access Diversity. Figure 11(c) illustrates the number of distinct access requirement types associated with each task. The
most common configuration involves four access types, accounting for 30.0% of tasks, followed by two types (26.0%), three
types (22.0%), and five types (13.0%). Overall, 95.5% of tasks involve at least two access types, 69.5% involve at least three,
and 47.5% involve four or more. Two tasks require all seven access types. These results demonstrate that evidence acquisition
frequently involves combinations of heterogeneous operations.

B.3. Long-Tail File Formats

In addition to the seven most frequent resource formats reported in the main paper, OpenDS-World contains 108 source entries
spanning less common formats, accounting for 13.72% of all 787 annotated entries. Table 2 groups these long-tail formats
by resource category. They encompass structured Web data, spreadsheets, scientific datasets, documents, geospatial data,
compressed files, and 3D assets. These resources differ in their data structures and processing requirements, and accessing
their evidence may involve Web navigation, resource downloading, and specialized file parsing.

For consistency, Table 2 standardizes resource format names while preserving the original annotation counts. C++ source files,
phylogenetic trees, and RDF data are grouped with plain-text resources under Other text files.
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Table 2: Long-tail resource formats and file types. Resources categorized as Other formats in the main paper are grouped by
resource family. Numbers in parentheses indicate entry counts, and percentages are calculated over all 787 annotated source
entries. The Other text files category retains the original annotations.

Resource group Formats Entries Share

Web JSON (11), XHTML (5), XML (5), RSS (4), JSONL (1) 26 3.30%
Images WebP (9), PNG (4), TIFF (4), EPS (2) 19 2.41%
Tables XLSX (7), Parquet (4), TSV (3), ODS (2) 16 2.03%
Scientific data FASTA (5), DICOM (3), ROOT (3), SDF (3), CIF (1) 15 1.91%
Documents PPTX (3), R Markdown (3), RTF (3), EPUB (2), LaTeX (2), Markdown (1) 14 1.78%
Other text files Plain text (2), C++ source (2), phylogenetic trees (3), RDF data (1) 8 1.02%
Geospatial data KML (3), GeoJSON (1) 4 0.51%
Compressed files TAR.GZ (2), GZIP (1) 3 0.38%
3D assets GLB (1), OBJ (1) 2 0.25%
Audio M4A (1) 1 0.13%

Total 108 13.72%

Table 3: Taxonomy of access requirements. The seven access types characterize distinct operations involved in obtaining
annotated evidence. Multiple labels may apply to the same source entry.

Code Access type Definition

O Immediate Observation Observe the target evidence directly in the current state, without changing the source state.
N Hypermedia Transition Change location through discrete navigation within or across pages and documents.
P Parameterized State Update Change the source state by entering or selecting explicit parameters.
T Temporal Indexing Locate content along the temporal dimension of a source.
G Graphical State Manipulation Expose information through interaction with a graphical or spatial representation.
Q Declarative Query Express information needs through a structured query language or machine interface.
X Artifact Transfer Transfer an information-bearing artifact from a remote environment into an environment

accessible for agent processing.

B.4. Access Requirement Taxonomy

To characterize the diversity of evidence access mechanisms in real-world Web environments, we classify access requirements
into seven types according to the operations needed to obtain the target evidence, as summarized in Table 3. These types cover
immediate observation, hypermedia transitions, parameterized state updates, temporal indexing, graphical state manipulation,
declarative queries, and artifact transfer. Together, they describe the principal operations involved in accessing evidence across
heterogeneous Web sources.

The access labels are not mutually exclusive and can be combined to describe multi-operation evidence acquisition. For
example, retrieving evidence from a downloadable report may involve following a link (N), transferring the file (X), and
inspecting its contents (O). Similarly, locating and examining a specific video segment may require both temporal indexing
(T) and immediate observation (O). For task-level statistics, we take the union of the access labels assigned to all annotated
source entries within each task, counting each type at most once per task. Consequently, coverage percentages across access
types may sum to more than 100%.

Importantly, this taxonomy is defined at the level of access operations, independent of the specific tools used to perform them.
For instance, parameterized state updates modify explicit input values or selections, whereas graphical state manipulation
changes the spatial or visual representation through interaction. Declarative queries specify target records or retrieval
conditions through structured interfaces. A single tool may support multiple access types, while a particular access operation
may require multiple tool calls.

These annotations describe task-side access requirements along the verified evidence paths and form the basis for the coverage
statistics and difficulty-conditioned analysis presented below. Agent actions are derived separately from execution trajectories.
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Figure 12: Source requirements across difficulty groups. (a) Information modality coverage. (b) Resource format coverage.
(c) Access requirement coverage. Percentages are calculated within the human-calibrated Low (54 tasks), Medium (61 tasks),
and High (85 tasks) groups. A task may involve multiple modalities, resource formats, and access types. Statistics are based
on annotated source entries and exclude the separately supplied anchor video.

B.5. Source Requirements Across Difficulty Groups

Figure 12 compares the distributions of information modalities, resource formats, and access requirements across human-
calibrated difficulty groups. Based on the independent human evaluation, the 200 tasks are divided into three groups: Low
comprises 54 tasks solved by at least two human participants, Medium comprises 61 tasks solved by exactly one participant,
and High comprises 85 tasks that none of the five participants solved. These groups are defined by observed human solving
success as the sole difficulty criterion. Coverage percentages are calculated separately within each group to account for
differences in group size.

The distributions reveal several differences in evidence composition across difficulty groups. As shown in Figure 12(a),
audio coverage increases from 7.4% in Low to 22.4% in High, whereas image coverage decreases from 48.1% to 38.8% and
video coverage decreases from 40.7% to 30.6%. The resource format distributions in Figure 12(b) also vary across groups.
For example, ZIP coverage increases from 1.9% in Low to 12.9% in High, while the coverage of formats grouped as Other
increases from 31.5% to 48.2%.

Differences are also observed in access requirements. As illustrated in Figure 12(c), hypermedia transition (N) coverage
increases from 61.1% in Low to 72.9% in High, while artifact transfer (X) coverage rises from 53.7% to 67.1%. In contrast,
temporal indexing (T) remains relatively stable at approximately 47%–48% across all three groups. Other access types exhibit
non-monotonic patterns, indicating that their prevalence does not consistently increase with task difficulty.

Overall, the results show that difficulty groups differ in their combinations of evidence modalities, resource formats, and access
requirements. Compared with the Low group, the High group shows higher coverage of audio, ZIP archives, hypermedia
transitions, and artifact transfers, and lower coverage of image and video evidence.

C. Detail Experiment Setup

Table 4: Tool interfaces. Optional arguments and constraints are defined by the implementation.

Tool Arguments Function

Search
text_search query Search the Web for textual results.
image_search query Search for images relevant to a query.
open_page url Retrieve the contents of a Web page.
youtube_search query; max_results Search videos; return at most ten results.

GUI
browser_navigate url Navigate the interactive browser.
browser_get_markdown none Read the current page as Markdown.
browser_get_clickable_
elements

none List indexed interactive elements.
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Tool Arguments Function

browser_click index Click an indexed element.
browser_form_input_fill index; value; clear Fill a browser input element.
browser_press_key key Send a keyboard action.
browser_scroll amount Scroll the page by a signed amount.
browser_screenshot name Capture the current browser view.
browser_get_download_list path List downloaded artifacts.
browser_get_download_content path; query; line/column coordinates Read or search a downloaded artifact.

Other
youtube_read_video url_or_id; num_frames; start_

seconds; end_seconds
Inspect sampled video frames globally
or within a time window.

youtube_read_subtitle url_or_id; start_seconds; end_
seconds

Read subtitle content, optionally re-
stricted to a time window.

C.1. Setting

C.1.1. Tool Setting

Table 4 summarizes the 16 tools available in the OpenDS-World evaluation environment, including their input parameters
and supported operations. Browser interactions are conducted within a persistent session, where agents identify interaction
targets using element indices returned from the current page state. For non-Web resources, the environment supports access to
downloaded artifacts through task-local file paths, as well as video frame sampling and subtitle extraction within specified
temporal intervals.

C.1.2. Input Videos Process

To ensure consistency and reproducibility of task inputs, OpenDS-World preserves the initial videos as read-only files and
makes them accessible to models through the predefined identifier input_video, avoiding dependence on the availability of
the original YouTube videos during evaluation. Models can inspect either the entire video or specific temporal intervals through
a unified video-reading interface, while external videos are accessed via URLs or video identifiers. The video reader samples
10 frames by default and supports 1 to 100 frames per call, sampling at the midpoints of equally spaced temporal intervals.
The same sampling strategy applies to inspection within a specified time range. Additionally, a separate subtitle-reading
interface supports the extraction of timestamped subtitles from the entire video or a specified temporal interval.

C.2. Agent Execution

C.2.1. Budget Management

Table 5 summarizes the execution budgets and key configuration parameters of the OpenDS-World evaluation harness.
Research budgets follow the unified evaluation protocol described in the main text, while the remaining parameters reflect
the current implementation defaults. Visual observations are managed separately. When the number of images exceeds the
configured limit in Table 5, older images are progressively replaced with textual omission markers, while the original images
remain preserved in the execution trajectories for subsequent analysis. Historical experiments used image limits of 250, with
the actual setting determined by the corresponding run configuration.

C.2.2. Context Management

To control context growth during long search trajectories, the harness applies deterministic compaction to older observations
before each model request, without relying on an additional summarization model. As shown in Table 5, the four most recent
tool observations remain intact. For older observations, search-result fields retain only the first two entries, while textual
content fields are truncated to 2,000 characters. Other fields remain unaffected by these limits.

C.2.3. Termination Mechanism

Research Termination. The research phase terminates naturally when the model produces a complete, nonempty answer
without requesting additional tool calls. It may also terminate due to budget exhaustion, incomplete output, context overflow,
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Table 5: Agent execution and context management settings.

Setting Value or Behavior

Research time budget 3,600 seconds
Research tool-call budget 100 calls
Recent tool observations Latest 4 exempt from text compaction
Older search observations Retain the first 2 results
Older textual observations Retain up to 2,000 characters
Image-context limit 250 images by default
Finalization output budget 5,000 tokens across at most 2 requests

or execution errors. The harness records the research termination reason and answer-generation status separately, while answer
correctness is determined by the independent evaluation procedure.

Final Answer Generation. If the research phase ends without a complete answer, the harness enters a separate finalization
stage using the evidence collected during research. No tools are available during this stage, preventing further searches or
access to external resources. As shown in Table 5, the default configuration permits at most two model requests sharing a
5,000-token output budget, with 4,000 tokens allocated to the first request. Only nonempty, complete responses without tool
calls are accepted, and the finalization outcome is recorded.

C.3. Prompts

C.3.1. Search Prompts

OpenDS-World employs a unified system prompt to guide agents in conducting autonomous Web research, inspecting input
media, and verifying supporting evidence. The prompt does not prescribe search strategies, source selection, or tool-call
sequences, leaving these decisions to the models. The complete system prompt is provided below.

Research System Prompt

You are participating in a controlled live-web research benchmark.

Use only the supplied tools for web, browser, download, and YouTube access. Conduct thorough, autonomous research and use the
available tools as you judge appropriate. Inspect input media when present, verify the information needed to answer the
question, and do not fabricate unsupported facts. Decide your own research strategy and continue until you have
sufficient evidence or the available budget is exhausted.

Final-answer format: follow any explicit format requested in the question. Otherwise, output only one short English
paragraph, normally one to three sentences and no more than 80 words. State the answer directly. Do not include
headings, bullet points, a research narrative, chain-of-thought, or labels such as "Final Answer".

Each task provides the agent with a question and an input video accessible through the reserved identifier input_video,
without annotated intermediate evidence or the reference answer. The task-input template is provided below.

Task Input Template

Task-provided local video access ID: input_video
Recommended: first use youtube_read_video with url_or_id="input_video" to inspect this complete local video file. This

reserved ID is not a YouTube search-result ID and does not require network access. Start with a global overview by
omitting start_seconds and end_seconds. You may also use youtube_read_subtitle with the same reserved ID to read its
subtitle track independently.

Question:
[Task question]
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C.3.2. Final Answer Prompt

When the research phase ends without a complete answer, the harness employs a separate final-answer prompt, instructing the
model to respond solely based on the evidence already collected, without further tool calls. The complete prompt is provided
below.

Final Answer Prompt

Research has ended. Using only the completed evidence in this conversation, give the best-supported final answer now. Do not
call tools or invent missing facts. If the evidence is insufficient, say so briefly. Follow any answer format specified
in the question; otherwise give one short English paragraph of 1-3 sentences, at most 80 words. Do not include a
research narrative or headings. Keep deliberation brief enough to leave room for the final answer.

C.4. LLM as Judge Evaluation

Reference-based Judgment. OpenDS-World uses Qwen3.8-27B (Qwen Team, 2026) as the answer judge, evaluating
candidate answers against reference answers based on semantic equivalence and completeness (Wei et al., 2025; Liu et al.,
2026b). The judge relies on the reference answer without access to external tools or independently solving the question. The
complete judge system prompt is provided below.

Answer Judge System Prompt

You are a strict benchmark answer judge. Compare the candidate answer with the authoritative reference answer, using the
question only to understand what must be answered.

Rules:
- Mark correct only when the candidate is semantically equivalent to the reference and answers every required part.
- Numbers, named entities, dates, directions, and list membership must be correct.
- Extra explanation is allowed only if it does not contradict the reference.
- A refusal, an insufficient-evidence response, an empty answer, or an answer from a failed execution is incorrect.
- Do not solve the question independently and do not use outside knowledge. Treat the reference answer as authoritative.

Return exactly one JSON object with this schema:
{"correct": true, "confidence": 0.0, "reason": "brief comparison"}

The judge receives the question, reference answer, candidate answer, and execution status in the following JSON format.

Answer Judge Input Format

{
"question": "[Task question]",
"reference_answer": "[Reference answer]",
"candidate_answer": "[Candidate answer]",
"execution_status": "[Recorded execution status]",
"execution_error": null

}

An absent candidate answer is represented as (empty), while execution_error is set to null when no error is recorded.

D. More Experiments

This section presents a detailed analysis of model performance across task domains, evidence attributes, and video duration.

D.1. Domain Performance Analysis

Figure 13 presents the accuracy distribution of 12 models across eight task domains. The models exhibit distinct domain-
specific performance patterns. GPT-6 Astra achieves relatively high accuracy in Society (51.5%) and Nature (50.0%), while
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Figure 13: Domain breakdown for all 12 models. Columns are mutually exclusive task domains; values denote accuracy (%).

Claude Opus 5.5 performs particularly well in Nature (50.0%) and Science (45.5%). In contrast, Gemini 3.8 Flash achieves
44.4% accuracy in both Culture and Economy, and attains the highest accuracy in History (36.8%). Across domains, Nature
yields relatively high accuracy for most models. Cross-model variation is particularly pronounced in Science and Society,
which have the largest standard deviations in accuracy (13.2 and 12.9 percentage points, respectively). Overall, the relative
strengths of different models vary across task domains, revealing heterogeneous domain-level performance patterns.

D.2. Evidence Attributes Performance Analysis

Modality. Table 6 presents model accuracy across four evidence modalities: Text (199 tasks), Image (89 tasks), Video (71
tasks), and Audio (32 tasks). GPT-6 Astra achieves the highest accuracy on Text (38.69%) and Image (48.31%), while Gemini
3.8 Flash leads on Video (43.66%) and shares the highest Audio accuracy (50.00%) with Claude Fable 5.1. Claude Opus
5.5 also demonstrates strong performance on Image (44.94%) and Audio (46.88%). Notably, Gemini 3.8 Flash performs
better on Video (43.66%) and Audio (50.00%) than on Text (36.68%), whereas GPT-6 Astra achieves its highest accuracy on
Image (48.31%). Overall, the results reveal distinct performance patterns across evidence modalities, with different models
exhibiting relative strengths in different modality groups.

Data Format. Table 7 presents the accuracy of 12 models across eight data format categories: HTML (196 tasks), MP4
(70), PDF (62), MP3 (31), JPG (19), CSV (15), ZIP (14), and Other (79). GPT-6 Astra achieves the highest accuracy in six
categories, including PDF (50.00%), CSV (60.00%), and ZIP (57.14%). Gemini 3.8 Flash leads in MP4 (42.86%) and MP3
(51.61%), highlighting its relative advantage in audiovisual formats. Claude Opus 5.5 performs strongly on PDF (46.77%)
and CSV (53.33%), while Claude Fable 5.1 achieves 48.39% on MP3 and 40.51% on Other formats. GPT-5.6 Sol also
records its highest format-specific accuracy on PDF (35.48%). Among the remaining models, CSV exhibits notably strong
performance across several model families. Qwen3.8-Max achieves 53.33% accuracy on CSV, while Qwen3.8-Flash and
DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash both reach 33.33%. DeepSeek-V4-Pro (T) and GLM-5.3 (T) also achieve their highest format-specific
accuracies on CSV (both 26.67%). In contrast, Kimi K3 and GLM-5.3-Flash perform relatively well on MP3, reaching 32.26%
and 35.48%, respectively. Across models, JPG generally exhibits lower accuracy, while ZIP shows substantial performance
variation, ranging from 0.00% to 57.14%. Overall, the results reveal distinct performance patterns across data formats, with
GPT-6 Astra leading in most categories, Gemini 3.8 Flash excelling in audiovisual formats, and several other models exhibiting
relative strengths in structured-data processing.

Access Requirements. Table 8 presents the accuracy of 12 models across seven access requirement categories. GPT-6 Astra
achieves the highest accuracy in six categories, including Artifact Transfer (X) and Declarative Query (Q), with accuracies of
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Table 6: Modality results on OpenDS-World. We report accuracy (Acc, %) across tasks involving text, image, video, and
audio evidence. Numbers in parentheses indicate correct answers; bold accuracy values denote the best result in each modality.
A task may belong to multiple modality categories.

Text Image Video Audio
199 tasks 89 tasks 71 tasks 32 tasks

Model Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%)

GPT-6 Astra 38.69 (77) 48.31 (43) 40.85 (29) 43.75 (14)

GPT-5.6 Sol 28.14 (56) 32.58 (29) 29.58 (21) 25.00 (8)

Claude Opus 5.5 37.69 (75) 44.94 (40) 36.62 (26) 46.88 (15)

Claude Fable 5.1 33.67 (67) 38.20 (34) 32.39 (23) 50.00 (16)

Gemini 3.8 Flash 36.68 (73) 31.46 (28) 43.66 (31) 50.00 (16)

Qwen3.8-Max 25.63 (51) 25.84 (23) 30.99 (22) 34.38 (11)

Qwen3.8-Flash 12.06 (24) 10.11 (9) 15.49 (11) 12.50 (4)

DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash 20.60 (41) 20.22 (18) 23.94 (17) 25.00 (8)

DeepSeek-V4-Pro (T) 12.56 (25) 8.99 (8) 12.68 (9) 15.62 (5)

Kimi K3 17.59 (35) 16.85 (15) 25.35 (18) 31.25 (10)

GLM-5.3-Flash 23.62 (47) 25.84 (23) 28.17 (20) 34.38 (11)

GLM-5.3 (T) 13.57 (27) 12.36 (11) 12.68 (9) 25.00 (8)

Table 7: Results by data format on OpenDS-World. We report accuracy (Acc, %) across eight resource format categories.
Numbers in parentheses indicate correct answers; bold accuracy values denote the best result in each format. A task may
belong to multiple format categories.

HTML MP4 PDF MP3 JPG CSV ZIP Other
196 tasks 70 tasks 62 tasks 31 tasks 19 tasks 15 tasks 14 tasks 79 tasks

Model Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%)

GPT-6 Astra 39.29 (77) 40.00 (28) 50.00 (31) 45.16 (14) 31.58 (6) 60.00 (9) 57.14 (8) 41.77 (33)

GPT-5.6 Sol 28.06 (55) 28.57 (20) 35.48 (22) 25.81 (8) 21.05 (4) 26.67 (4) 7.14 (1) 25.32 (20)

Claude Opus 5.5 38.27 (75) 35.71 (25) 46.77 (29) 45.16 (14) 26.32 (5) 53.33 (8) 35.71 (5) 39.24 (31)

Claude Fable 5.1 33.16 (65) 31.43 (22) 37.10 (23) 48.39 (15) 15.79 (3) 46.67 (7) 21.43 (3) 40.51 (32)

Gemini 3.8 Flash 36.73 (72) 42.86 (30) 37.10 (23) 51.61 (16) 21.05 (4) 33.33 (5) 28.57 (4) 31.65 (25)

Qwen3.8-Max 26.02 (51) 30.00 (21) 24.19 (15) 35.48 (11) 21.05 (4) 53.33 (8) 14.29 (2) 26.58 (21)

Qwen3.8-Flash 12.24 (24) 14.29 (10) 8.06 (5) 12.90 (4) 10.53 (2) 33.33 (5) 0.00 (0) 10.13 (8)

DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash 20.92 (41) 22.86 (16) 17.74 (11) 25.81 (8) 10.53 (2) 33.33 (5) 14.29 (2) 18.99 (15)

DeepSeek-V4-Pro (T) 12.24 (24) 11.43 (8) 12.90 (8) 16.13 (5) 5.26 (1) 26.67 (4) 0.00 (0) 12.66 (10)

Kimi K3 17.35 (34) 24.29 (17) 11.29 (7) 32.26 (10) 0.00 (0) 26.67 (4) 14.29 (2) 20.25 (16)

GLM-5.3-Flash 23.98 (47) 27.14 (19) 19.35 (12) 35.48 (11) 5.26 (1) 26.67 (4) 21.43 (3) 26.58 (21)

GLM-5.3 (T) 13.27 (26) 11.43 (8) 16.13 (10) 25.81 (8) 0.00 (0) 26.67 (4) 14.29 (2) 11.39 (9)

46.67% and 61.54%, respectively. Gemini 3.8 Flash leads in Temporal Indexing (T) with 46.32% accuracy, outperforming
GPT-6 Astra and Claude Opus 5.5 (both 40.00%). Claude Opus 5.5 and Claude Fable 5.1 achieve 43.33% and 40.00%
accuracy in Artifact Transfer, respectively, while GPT-5.6 Sol reaches 32.14% in Parameterized State Update (P). Among the
remaining models, Temporal Indexing exhibits a relatively consistent performance pattern. Qwen3.8-Max, GLM-5.3-Flash,
and Kimi K3 achieve 32.63%, 29.47%, and 28.42% accuracy, respectively, all exceeding their corresponding overall accuracies.
DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash also achieves relatively high accuracy in Temporal Indexing (24.21%) and Declarative Query (30.77%).
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Table 8: Results by access requirement on OpenDS-World. We report accuracy (Acc, %) across seven access-requirement
categories. Numbers in parentheses indicate correct answers; bold accuracy values denote the best result in each category.

O N X T P G Q
200 tasks 134 tasks 120 tasks 95 tasks 84 tasks 25 tasks 13 tasks

Model Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%)

GPT-6 Astra 39.00 (78) 41.79 (56) 46.67 (56) 40.00 (38) 42.86 (36) 40.00 (10) 61.54 (8)

GPT-5.6 Sol 28.00 (56) 27.61 (37) 29.17 (35) 28.42 (27) 32.14 (27) 24.00 (6) 38.46 (5)

Claude Opus 5.5 38.00 (76) 38.06 (51) 43.33 (52) 40.00 (38) 41.67 (35) 28.00 (7) 53.85 (7)

Claude Fable 5.1 33.50 (67) 34.33 (46) 40.00 (48) 38.95 (37) 38.10 (32) 32.00 (8) 46.15 (6)

Gemini 3.8 Flash 36.50 (73) 33.58 (45) 37.50 (45) 46.32 (44) 34.52 (29) 28.00 (7) 53.85 (7)

Qwen3.8-Max 25.50 (51) 23.88 (32) 28.33 (34) 32.63 (31) 23.81 (20) 24.00 (6) 38.46 (5)

Qwen3.8-Flash 12.00 (24) 8.21 (11) 10.83 (13) 14.74 (14) 8.33 (7) 8.00 (2) 23.08 (3)

DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash 20.50 (41) 17.91 (24) 20.83 (25) 24.21 (23) 17.86 (15) 12.00 (3) 30.77 (4)

DeepSeek-V4-Pro (T) 12.50 (25) 10.45 (14) 14.17 (17) 13.68 (13) 7.14 (6) 4.00 (1) 23.08 (3)

Kimi K3 17.50 (35) 15.67 (21) 19.17 (23) 28.42 (27) 19.05 (16) 20.00 (5) 0.00 (0)

GLM-5.3-Flash 23.50 (47) 22.39 (30) 24.17 (29) 29.47 (28) 21.43 (18) 24.00 (6) 15.38 (2)

GLM-5.3 (T) 13.50 (27) 12.69 (17) 15.00 (18) 15.79 (15) 14.29 (12) 12.00 (3) 15.38 (2)

In contrast, Qwen3.8-Flash, DeepSeek-V4-Pro (T), and GLM-5.3 (T) exhibit relatively low accuracy across most access
requirement categories. Across the 12 models, Declarative Query (Q) exhibits pronounced variation in accuracy, ranging from
0.00% to 61.54%. These results highlight performance differences among models across access-requirement categories.

D.3. Video Duration Analysis

Figure 14 presents model accuracy across five anchor-video-duration groups: [0, 2), [2, 5), [5, 10), [10, 20), and [20, ∞)
minutes, containing 36, 24, 28, 43, and 69 tasks, respectively. These groups are shared by all 12 evaluated models. The
analysis considers the duration of the provided anchor video. Performance varies across duration groups, but the observed
differences do not establish a causal relationship between video duration and task difficulty.

E. Discussion

Natural Long-Horizon Tasks. Deep search tasks in OpenDS-World inherently exhibit long-horizon decision-making
characteristics. Unlike conventional single-round retrieval or short-horizon question answering, these tasks require agents to
identify key clues from the initial video and progressively discover, access, and integrate evidence distributed across multiple
sources in the open Web. This process involves iterative querying, cross-page navigation, interactive information access,
and multimodal evidence verification, resulting in execution trajectories substantially longer than the annotated evidence
chains. Figure 15 provides empirical evidence of this distinction. As shown in Figure 15(a), tasks with 3, 4, 5, and at least
6 annotated source entries exhibit median tool-call counts of 74, 56, 72, and 82.5, respectively. Even tasks requiring only
three annotated sources involve extensive tool interactions, highlighting the substantial exploration required to locate and
verify the final evidence. Moreover, execution length does not increase monotonically with evidence-chain size, indicating
that the number of annotated sources alone does not determine the complexity of the research process. Figure 15(b) further
shows that the mean number of tool calls varies from 42.8 to 89.9 across models, substantially exceeding the average of 3.94
annotated source entries per task. The concentration of trajectories near the 100-call budget also reveals the influence of
execution constraints on observed search behavior. Together, these findings demonstrate that compact evidence chains can
require extensive exploration and interaction, making long-horizon planning, context management, and adaptive tool use
central challenges in real-world deep search (Gao et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2025d; Qiao et al., 2025).

28



Deep Search in Real-World Web Environments

<2 min
(n=36)

2–5 min
(n=24)

5–10 min
(n=28)

10–20 min
(n=43)

≥20 min
(n=69)

GPT-6 Astra

GPT-5.6 Sol

Claude Opus 5.5

Claude Fable 5.1

Gemini 3.8 Flash

Qwen3.8-Max

Qwen3.8-Flash

DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash

DeepSeek-V4-Pro

Kimi K3

GLM-5.3-Flash

GLM-5.3

38.9 54.2 35.7 37.2 36.2

22.2 25.0 32.1 27.9 30.4

33.3 50.0 39.3 27.9 42.0

30.6 41.7 32.1 23.3 39.1

30.6 37.5 35.7 39.5 37.7

16.7 50.0 28.6 18.6 24.6

13.9 25.0 10.7 11.6 7.2

30.6 33.3 10.7 11.6 20.3

11.1 20.8 7.1 9.3 14.5

22.2 29.2 7.1 11.6 18.8

27.8 41.7 28.6 11.6 20.3

8.3 16.7 7.1 11.6 18.8

Anchor-video duration accuracy

0

20

40

60

80

100

A
cc

ur
ac

y 
(%

)

Figure 14: Model accuracy across video-duration groups on OpenDS-World. Rows represent the 12 evaluated models, and
columns correspond to five video-duration intervals. Values indicate accuracy (%), with the number of tasks in each interval
shown in parentheses.
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Figure 15: Long-horizon execution in OpenDS-World. (a) Distribution of tool-call counts across observed trajectories
grouped by the number of annotated source entries. Boxes indicate interquartile ranges with median lines; outliers are omitted.
(b) Mean tool calls per observed trajectory for each model, compared with the average number of annotated source entries per
task (3.94).
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Figure 16: Execution-level opportunities for agent improvement. (a) Percentage of the 200 target tasks terminated by
tool-call budget exhaustion. (b) Percentage of failed tool calls among all recorded tool calls. (c) Percentage of total recorded
tool-execution latency attributed to failed calls. These statistics characterize execution inefficiencies and potential targets for
adaptive strategy improvement.

A Natural Testbed for Recursive Self-Improvement OpenDS-World provides a realistic, open, and dynamic Web envi-
ronment for studying Recursive Self-Improvement (RSI). Unlike benchmarks based on static corpora or predefined retrieval
paths, OpenDS-World requires agents to autonomously navigate changing search results, heterogeneous Web interfaces,
and interactive resources while handling uncertain tool outcomes. These characteristics expose agents to diverse execution
failures and generate actionable environmental feedback, creating opportunities to improve search strategies, tool selection,
error recovery, and resource allocation through accumulated experience (Zheng et al., 2025). Figure 16 quantifies several
of these improvement opportunities. As shown in Figure 16(a), the proportion of trajectories terminated by tool-budget
exhaustion ranges from 15.5% to 80.0% across models, with Qwen3.8-Flash reaching 80.0% and DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash
reaching 60.5%. This substantial variation highlights the importance of adaptive exploration and termination strategies (Guan
et al., 2026) under constrained interaction budgets. Figures 16(b) and (c) further characterize unsuccessful tool operations
and their associated execution costs. Notably, failed tool calls account for 19.3% to 61.9% of cumulative tool-execution
latency across models, indicating that unsuccessful interactions can consume a substantial portion of the available execution
time. These observations identify concrete optimization targets, including reducing repeated failures, improving recovery
decisions, and prioritizing more effective interactions. Beyond these execution-level signals, OpenDS-World provides 200
tasks with verifiable answers, 787 verified source entries, and heterogeneous evidence spanning 42 file formats and seven
access requirements. The combination of answer-level verification, detailed execution trajectories, and recurring interaction
challenges establishes a structured feedback environment for self-improvement. Agents can identify recurring failure patterns
from historical trajectories, derive transferable strategies, and evaluate revisions on new tasks. Importantly, the dynamic nature
of the real Web requires such improvements to generalize beyond fixed task instances and predefined interaction sequences.
Therefore, OpenDS-World offers a natural testbed for investigating how autonomous agents can progressively refine their
research and decision-making mechanisms through verifiable feedback from real-world environments.
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