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Abstract

Retrieve-then-generate pipelines are commonly
used to produce deep-research answers for
open-ended questions, but retrieval alone is
insufficient: LLMs must organize noisy and
fragmented evidence into comprehensive, well-
cited answers. We refer to this process as ev-
idence synthesis. However, direct generation
often underuses evidence, misaligns citations,
and collapses diverse information into shal-
low summaries, exposing an evidence synthe-
sis gap between retrieval and generation. Thus,
we propose DeepWeaver, a novel framework
that weaves noisy retrieved evidence into com-
prehensive answers by maintaining Thought
Block Chains (TBCs), a structured represen-
tation that groups claims, salient information,
keywords, and supporting evidence. Deep-
Weaver uses subordinate TBCs to inspect resid-
ual evidence, commit TBC revisions, and dis-
cover new claims before final generation. We
evaluate DeepWeaver on open-ended QA over
both knowledge bases and the web, and intro-
duce LoQA, a high-density benchmark for ev-
idence synthesis. Across LLMs, DeepWeaver
improves content sufficiency, citation ground-
ing, and detail preservation on LoQA, while
achieving deeper insights and higher citation
quality on DeepResearch Bench. These results
show that evidence weaving is effective for
bridging retrieval and generation in open-ended
QA. Our code is available at this URL.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) are increasingly
being used to generate research-style answers
grounded in external evidence (Menick et al., 2022;
Asai et al., 2024a). For domain-specific open-
ended questions and deep-research-style tasks, an-
swering a query may require integrating evidence
from hundreds of retrieved passages, web pages,
books, or technical documents. As a result, evi-
dence retrieval and synthesis are central to both
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Figure 1: DeepWeaver bridges the evidence synthe-
sis gap between retrieval and generation by weaving
noisy evidence into structured Thought Block Chains
(TBCs). Unlike naive retrieval-augmented generation,
DeepWeaver synthesizes noisy evidence fragments into
answers with well-supported woven claims, fine-grained
details, and grounded citations.

retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) pipelines
(Lewis et al., 2021; Izacard and Grave, 2021) and
web-based deep-research agents (Nakano et al.,
2022; Yao et al., 2023). These systems share a
common workflow: retrieve evidence, place it into
the context, and prompt the model to synthesize a
comprehensive answer (Huang and Huang, 2026).

Although prior work has extensively studied how
to improve evidence retrieval quality (Han et al.,
2025; Guo et al., 2025b; Sun et al., 2025), retrieval
itself is merely the first step: enabling LLMs to
effectively use extensive, noisy, and fragmented
evidence to generate comprehensive answers re-
mains a key challenge. To better integrate up-
stream evidence, context-refinement methods (Xu
et al., 2024a; Jin et al., 2025b) compress, filter,
or restructure passages before generation, while
divide-and-conquer methods (Zhang et al., 2024b;
Zhou et al., 2025) split long contexts into segments
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and aggregate intermediate outputs. End-to-end
deep-research systems (Wang et al., 2024c; Tao
et al., 2025; Li et al., 2026) go further by automat-
ing evidence organization and long-form answer
writing with agent memory and outline-guided gen-
eration.

However, prior methods overestimate LLMs’
ability to fully exploit input evidence to derive in-
depth, diverse claims. By primarily optimizing
evidence presentation and outline-guided writing
(Xu and Peng, 2025), these approaches often fall
short in deeply synthesizing retrieved evidence into
well-developed answers. When faced with noisy,
fragmented, and knowledge-dense evidence, rely-
ing solely on the LLM’s internal reasoning often
obscures fine-grained details and produces under-
developed claims. This disconnect between raw
retrieved evidence and comprehensive generation
is what we define as the evidence synthesis gap.

We argue that an intermediate module for orches-
trating evidence and weaving evidence-grounded
claims is essential for bridging the gap between
retrieval and final answer generation (Figure 1).
The central idea is to structure noisy retrieved evi-
dence into fine-grained thought units, rather than
synthesizing answers in a single pass.

To this end, we propose DeepWeaver, a novel
framework for open-ended answer generation
grounded in noisy evidence. DeepWeaver main-
tains a Thought Block Chain (TBC) structure,
where each thought block corresponds to a dis-
covered aspect of the answer and stores its claim,
keywords, salient information, and supporting ev-
idence fragments. DeepWeaver weaves TBCs by
identifying overlooked evidence in the current TBC
and generating subordinate TBCs to inspect resid-
ual evidence that has not been sufficiently covered.
Newly discovered information and claims are then
committed back into the main TBC. This design
produces evidence-woven claims and links these
claims to relevant fragments, thereby improving an-
swer comprehensiveness and citation quality while
alleviating context-window pressure.

We evaluate DeepWeaver on our LoQA bench-
mark (§2.2), an open-ended answer generation
benchmark with extensive noisy evidence. LoOQA
contains 100 water-environment research questions,
each paired with evidence retrieved from a Chinese
expert knowledge base comprising 500 books and
over 100M characters. It stress-tests whether QA
systems can comprehensively use evidence, pre-
serve domain-specific details, and generate well-

cited answers. We also evaluate DeepWeaver on
web-based deep-research questions using Deep-
Research Bench (Du et al., 2025), which con-
tains PhD-level research tasks across diverse fields.
Experiments show that DeepWeaver substantially
improves content sufficiency, citation grounding,
and detail preservation on LoQA, while achieving
deeper insights and higher citation quality than ad-
vanced agents on DeepResearch Bench.
Our main contributions include:

* We identify the evidence synthesis gap in
open-ended QA, highlighting the need for an
explicit synthesis stage beyond retrieval.

* We propose DeepWeaver, a framework that or-
chestrates noisy retrieved evidence into struc-
tured Thought Block Chains and generates
open-ended answers via evidence weaving.

* We introduce LoQA, a benchmark for evalu-
ating evidence-grounded answer generation.
Experiments show that DeepWeaver improves
answer comprehensiveness and citation qual-
ity on both LoQA and DeepResearch Bench.

2 Task Formulation

We evaluate whether a QA system can synthesize a
large set of evidence fragments into comprehensive
open-ended answers. This setting reflects realistic
information-seeking needs: answering a query may
involve multiple claims, while the supporting evi-
dence is scattered across sources (e.g., books, tech-
nical documents, and passages). Although RAG
techniques can retrieve such evidence, whether QA
systems can fully exploit it is unclear.

2.1 Definition

Given an open-ended research-style question ¢ and
a retrieved evidence pool E = {ej,e,...,en}
collected from relevant documents, a QA system
is required to generate an answer y that thoroughly
resolves g while being grounded in the evidence.
Answers are evaluated according to three aspects
that characterize evidence synthesis quality:

* Content sufficiency: the answer should cover
the major content and claims implied by the
question and synthesized from the evidence.

* Detail preservation: the answer should retain
fine-grained information rather than collapse
it into generic summaries.

* Citation grounding: the answer should
ground its claims in relevant evidence.
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2.2 The LoQA Benchmark

LoQA is built from a Chinese water-environment
domain knowledge base containing 500 books and
over 100M characters. We choose this domain be-
cause it contains dense technical knowledge, com-
plex causal relations, and practical open-ended
questions, which involve evidence across multiple
subtopics, such as pollution control, water quality
assessment, and watershed management.

Construction. LoQA contains 100 open-ended
research-style questions. We generate 2,700 candi-
date questions using multiple state-of-the-art LLMs
based on book contexts, and then filter them using
LLM-based scores for retrieval comprehensiveness,
concreteness, domain depth, and expression com-
pleteness. We retrieve evidence for each candidate
and select the final questions with the highest aver-
age similarity to the retrieved fragments, ensuring
that each question involves rich evidence (§A.1.2).

About 100 evidence fragments (chunked into
1,024-token segments) are retrieved for each ques-
tion. To simulate a noisier context, we add another
100 random evidence fragments!.

Gold answers for long-context, open-ended,
domain-specific questions are difficult to produce
and evaluate. Inspired by prior work (Shao et al.,
2024), we therefore evaluate evidence synthesis
quality by assessing answer comprehensiveness
along several controlled dimensions. Specifically,
LoQA decomposes this subjective notion into three
dimensions: (1) citation grounding, (2) content
sufficiency, and (3) detail preservation.

Citation grounding. We use a strong LLM judge,
DeepSeek-V3.2, to determine whether each evi-
dence fragment is relevant to the question. This
splits the evidence pool F into a relevant set E'r
and an irrelevant set £';. Given a generated an-
swer y, let C' denote the set of evidence fragments
cited by y. We compute three citation metrics: (1)
Citation Count (CC): |C|, (2) Relevant Count
(RC): |C N ER|, and (3) Relevant Ratio (RR):
|C' N ER|/|C|. These metrics measure whether the
system actively uses evidence and properly avoids
citing or integrating irrelevant evidence.

Content sufficiency. This dimension evaluates
whether the answer sufficiently covers the key
terms and arguments synthesized from the evidence.

"Each question is paired with about 200 x 1024 = 205K
tokens of evidence, approaching the context window of many
LLMs.

To obtain reference answers, we use DeepSeek-
V3.2 to generate five answers from different parti-
tions of the relevant evidence set Er:

E%-25%, EI2%5-50%’ E%O-?S%’ E]7%5-100%7 E%-IOO%.

This yields five reference answers 41, ¥2, Y3, Y4, ¥5.
We compute two lexical-level metrics:
(1) Recall, the average of the longest common
subsequence (LCS) ratio:

Z LCS yz;

‘yz

(2) Word Alignment (WA), the average BLEU-4
score, adopting the generated answer y as the target
and each reference answer ¥; as the source:

5
1
£ g BLEU-4(y;, y).
i=1

We also compute the Argument Sufficiency (AS)
metric, using an LL.M to extract a set of atomic
arguments A from reference answers ¥, ..., ¥s.
Then we judge whether each argument in A is cov-
ered by the generated answer y via LLM:

Z a is covered by y).
acA

4]

Detail preservation. We evaluate whether the
generated answer preserves fine-grained details
from the evidence pool. We first use an LLM to cre-
ate cloze-style questions from the answer y5. The
blanks mainly target technical terms, concepts, and
short phrases. We judge whether each blank can
be correctly recovered by providing the generated
answer y as the reference document. Detail Preser-
vation (DP) is the proportion of cloze blanks in B
that can be correctly recovered:

’ Z I(b can be recovered from y).
bEB

3 Method

3.1 Thought Block Chain

We define the Thought Block Chain (TBC) as an
explicit data structure that bridges retrieved evi-
dence and final answer generation. The TBC serves
as the core information structure maintained by
DeepWeaver, decomposing the answer into a se-
quence of thought blocks:

T = [b1,bo,...,bK].
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Figure 2: Overview of DeepWeaver. (A) We apply DeepWeaver to two typical retrieve-then-generate scenarios. (B)
DeepWeaver maintains and refines the TBC through three stages: Draft, Subordinate, and Commit. (C) A concrete
example of commitment shows how DeepWeaver synthesizes new claims from residual evidence by TBC weaving.

Each block b; encapsulates a candidate claim and
stores the corresponding keywords, salient infor-
mation, and supporting evidence fragments:

bi = (ci, ki, si, Ej),

where c¢;, k; and s; denote the claim, keywords, and
salient information, respectively, and F; C FE'is the
subset of evidence fragments linked to the claim.
Unlike a plain outline that tends to provide a
survey rather than a question-resolving answer, the
TBC organizes detailed evidence into fine-grained
woven claims, while maintaining an explicit map-
ping between claims and relevant evidence and
reducing the context burden during generation.

3.2 Evidence Weaving

The core mechanism of DeepWeaver (Figure 2(B))
lies in the maintenance of a main TBC T;. It
updates Ts through multi-stage refinement. Over-
all, DeepWeaver consists of three ordered weaving
stages: Draft, Subordinate, and Commit.

Draft. Given the question ¢ and the retrieved ev-
idence pool E, the LLM first produces an answer
draft via direct generation. DeepWeaver then ex-
tracts the initial main TBC 7}81 from this draft.
This step leverages the LLM’s global view of the
evidence pool, allowing it to form an initial set of
claims from a broad perspective.

Subordinate. The initial TBC 7;; may be incom-
plete, as direct generation can overlook useful evi-
dence and omit important claims. The subordinate
stage is designed to identify evidence fragments
that are neglected, weakly covered, or insufficiently

reflected in the current TBC. We define the resid-
ual evidence set R of the initial TBC 7} as:

Ro = {e; € E | e; is not covered by T3}

We say an evidence fragment is covered by the
initial TBC 7}& if it satisfies either: (1) it is di-
rectly mentioned in 7; or (2) it is among the
top-k fragments most similar to the string c¢; + s; in
the embedding space, and the similarity is higher
than the average similarity of the evidence FE; in the
corresponding block b; € 7}&, The complement of
the covered evidence set is defined as Rg.

DeepWeaver generates a subordinate TBC 7'50
(Figure 2 @) from the evidence in Rg. This pro-
cedure acts as a local inspector of overlooked ev-
idence. It discovers missing aspects, additional
details, and alternative supporting evidence that are
not captured by the main TBC.

Commit. The useful information in 7;0 is then
committed back to the main TBC 7']\% through two
operations: Merge and Discard (Figure 2 ®).
The merge operation identifies overlapping
claim pairs between the two TBCs and merges their
claims ¢; and keywords k;, while their salient in-
formation s; and evidence sets F; are combined to
form a merged block. This produces woven claims
that integrate multi-dimensional explanations.
After merging, the discard operation removes
irrelevant, redundant, or weakly supported claims
with respect to the question, preventing TBC from
over-expanding. This yields a refined TBC 7;:

DISCARD (g, MERGE(T}, T3)) — Tiz-
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DeepWeaver repeats the subordinate and commit
stages for n rounds to refine the woven claims and
incorporate additional supporting evidence?:

T =Ty — =Ty — - = To

Furthermore, to reduce the context burden dur-
ing TBC construction, the draft and subordinate
stages randomly sample r (r < |E|) evidence frag-
ments from E and R; (the residual evidence set at
refinement turn t), respectively. Across multiple
revision rounds, the model can inspect the full evi-
dence pool while avoiding the burden of processing
an excessively long context in one pass.

3.3 Evidence-Grounded Answer Generation

After evidence weaving, DeepWeaver generates the
final answer from the refined TBC 7, (Figure 2
@—®). For each block b;, the model receives its
metadata and linked evidence subset F; as a fo-
cused local context, and then generates an answer
section S; grounded in the corresponding evidence:

S; = GENERATE(q, ¢;, i, F;).

The final answer’ is composed of all generated

sections using the LLM to build links among S;:
Yi = APPEND(y;—1,5i), ¥ = UK

This block-wise generation strategy has two ad-
vantages: (1) it decomposes context pressure into
claim-level generation, and (2) it improves citation
grounding because each section is generated from
a smaller and more relevant evidence subset.

4 Experiments

We evaluate DeepWeaver on both knowledge-base
open-ended question answering and end-to-end
web-based open-ended deep research.

4.1 Datasets

LoQA. A high-density evidence-based QA
benchmark (§2.2) with 100 research-style practi-
cal water-environment questions. Each question is
paired with long-context evidence retrieved from a
500-book knowledge base, evaluating whether sys-
tems can deeply synthesize fragmented retrieved
evidence to generate comprehensive answers.

’Note that TBC maintenance is lightweight, adding minor
output-token overhead compared with answer generation.

3In this work, we focus on evidence synthesis quality and
answer comprehensiveness. In settings such as DeepResearch
Bench, where basic readability is also required, we add simple
optional steps including (1) grouping TBC blocks into article

sections, (2) polishing the generated sections, and (3) adding
introduction and conclusion paragraphs.

DeepResearch Bench. It contains 100 PhD-level
deep-research tasks across 22 fields, where evalu-
ated agents search for web information and write
long-form answers. The RACE split measures an-
swer quality using LLM-judged criteria, including
comprehensiveness, insight, instruction following,
and readability*, while FACT measures citation
accuracy and the number of effective citations.

4.2 Baselines

We compare DeepWeaver with representative
evidence-based QA baselines on LoQA.

RAG. An LLM directly generates the answer
from evidence. We consider three context settings:
the full evidence pool F, the relevant evidence set
ER, and a randomly sampled subset E;99 contain-
ing 120 chunks (Lewis et al., 2021).

Skeleton-of-Thought (SoT). The model first
generates a thought outline and then writes the an-
swer section by section, with the full evidence pool
provided in the input context (Ning et al., 2024).

Plan-and-Solve (PaS). The model generates a
plan to produce the answer (Wang et al., 2023a).

Chain-of-Agents (CoA). A divide-and-conquer
framework that splits the evidence pool E' into
smaller subsets, processes them batch by batch, and
gradually refines the answer (Zhang et al., 2024b).

LongRefiner. A method that preprocesses the ev-
idence pool E by extracting structured articles and
sentences from noisy evidence (Jin et al., 2025b).

For DeepResearch Bench, baselines include ad-
vanced agents5 and WebWeaver (Li et al., 2026), a
dual-agent framework that uses a planner to search
the web and write outlines, and a writer to fulfill
the outline using a memory bank.

4.3 Implementation Details

We evaluate DeepWeaver under multiple back-
bones, including Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507,
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507 (Yang et al.,
2025), DeepSeek-V3.2, DeepSeek-V4-Flash
(DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025, 2026), and Qwen3.5-
122B-A10B (Qwen Team, 2026). We set
refinement rounds to n = 2, the evidence retrieval
size to k = 5, and the number of randomly sampled

*Here, “comprehensiveness” and “insight” also correspond
to two aspects of evidence synthesis quality under our defini-
tion (§ 2.1).

Sdoubao-research, kimi-research, Claude-research, and
openai-deepresearch.
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» Owen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507

» Owen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507

Method

Content S. Citation G. Detail \ Content S. Citation G. Detail
Recall WA AS CC RC RR DP | Recal WA AS CC RC RR DP
FE120-RAG 20.4 4.0 70.6 17.7 13.6 789 56.4 24.0 56 648 12.8 10.8 85.0 51.0
E-RAG 19.8 40 68.0 11.9 8.8 74.3 52.9 21.9 50 599 10.6 9.0 75.3 53.9
Er-RAG 21.8 45 765 214 214 100 58.8 24.6 59 68.0 16.3 16.3 100 55.9
SoT 20.3 42 734 13.8 7.7 53.6 58.7 30.1 82 618 242 154 645 29.5
PaS 13.8 20 584 9.9 4.8 48.4 44.8 10.9 2.0 332 6.5 4.0 35.8 46.3
Chain-of-Agents  14.7 24 703 19.2 153 81.2 60.2 8.2 1.1 344 8.6 7.8 91.0 30.3
LongRefiner 21.0 40 782 21.1 16.7  79.7 57.6 23.9 54  69.0 16.7 147 875 36.4
DeepWeaver 27.4 6.1 835 266 235 88.8 69.5 34.5 80 85.1 309 286 923 69.1
A over E-RAG +7.6  +2.1 +15.5 +14.7 +14.7 +145 +16.6 | +12.6 +3.0 +252 +20.3 +19.6 +17.0 +15.2

Table 1: Comprehensiveness of answers generated by evidence-based QA systems on LoQA, reflecting evidence
synthesis quality. Results are shown in terms of content sufficiency (Content S.), citation grounding (Citation G.)
and detail preservation (Detail). Metric definitions are provided in §2.2. The best results are highlighted in bold.

chunks to » = 120. We use GLM-Embedding-3
(Team et al., 2025) to compute text embeddings.
The maximum generation length is 32,768 tokens.
For LoQA evaluation, we use DeepSeek-V3.2
as the judge for Argument Sufficiency (AS) and
Detail Preservation (DP), with temperature set to
0. For DeepResearch Bench, we follow the official
setting and use Gemini-2.5-Pro (Comanici et al.,
2025) for RACE and Gemini-2.5-Flash for FACT
evaluation. More implementation details for Deep-
Research Bench are provided in Appendix §A.2.

4.4 Main Results

Table 1 reports the main results on LoQA. Deep-
Weaver consistently improves evidence synthesis
quality across both instruct and thinking backbone
models. DeepWeaver substantially outperforms
direct generation and evidence-based QA base-
lines. With Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507, Deep-
Weaver surpasses E-RAG by 15.5% in Argument
Sufficiency, +14.7 Relevant Citations, 14.5% in
Relevant Citation Ratio, and 16.6% in Detail Preser-
vation. These gains show that DeepWeaver im-
proves answer quality across multiple dimensions,
including content sufficiency, citation grounding,
and detail preservation.

We further highlight the evidence synthesis
gap: direct generation is insufficient for using
noisy RAG evidence. For both backbones, F-RAG
does not outperform F129-RAG, despite receiving
more evidence. This suggests that adding more
retrieved chunks can increase the context burden
and cause the model to overlook useful information.
The oracle F'r-RAG setting receives only relevant
evidence, yet it still lags behind DeepWeaver. This
indicates that removing noise alone is insufficient
to solve the evidence synthesis problem.

Among the reasoning and divide-and-conquer

baselines, SoT struggles to preserve fine-grained
details and identify relevant evidence under heavy
context burden. PaS is less effective because open-
source models often struggle to produce reliable
writing plans for complex, evidence-heavy ques-
tions. CoA and LongRefiner improve citation us-
age in some cases by reducing context burden or
refining evidence, but they still suffer from insuf-
ficient claims and missing details. These results
support our main claim: comprehensive answer
generation requires not only retrieving or filter-
ing evidence, but also an effective evidence syn-
thesis process that weaves fine-grained evidence
into coherent claim-level structures.

4.5 Ablation Study

We ablate two core mechanisms of DeepWeaver on
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507: TBC subordina-
tion and commitment (§3.2). In w/o subordinate,
the system directly expands the initial TBC 7}%
into the final answer. In w/o commit, the system
appends the subordinate TBC 7¢ to 73, without
the merge and discard operations.

AS RC RR DP #Blocks
DeepWeaver 83.5 23.5 88.8 69.5 6.63
w/o TBC subordinate 78.6 21.2 89.2 624 5.76
w/o TBC commit 844 223 858 679 10.2

Table 2: Ablation study on TBC subordination and com-
mitment. Scores in red highlight variants with severe
performance degradation.

Table 2 shows that removing subordination hurts
all three dimensions of evidence synthesis quality,
indicating that the initial TBC is often incomplete
and requires further refinement to recover over-
looked evidence. Removing commitment makes
answers less concise and weakens claim weaving:
it achieves comparable AS and DP while producing
more blocks, suggesting that it introduces overlap-
ping and redundant claims.
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Figure 3: Effect of refinement rounds on final perfor-
mance. Increasing the number of refinement rounds
from n = 1 to n = 2 improves answer comprehensive-
ness, while a third round brings no clear additional gain.
n = 2 provides the best cost—performance trade-off.

We also study the optimal refinement rounds n.
As shown in Figure 3, DeepWeaver remains stable
across different values of n, with n = 2 achieving
the best overall performance. Increasing the num-
ber of rounds from one to two improves content
sufficiency, citation grounding, and detail preser-
vation. This indicates that the second subordinate-
and-commit step helps enrich the claims and final
TBC. A third round yields no substantial improve-
ments, possibly because excessive refinement intro-
duces marginally useful information. Considering
both performance and efficiency, we set n = 2 by
default. With only two rounds of refinement over
the initial TBC, DeepWeaver brings large gains.
This demonstrates the efficiency of the evidence
weaving mechanism.

4.6 Cross-Model Generalizability

Table 3 evaluates whether DeepWeaver generalizes
across different LLM backbones. The results show
that DeepWeaver brings consistent gains across
backbone models. For example, on DeepSeek-V4-
Flash, DeepWeaver improves Recall from 24.2 to
31.6, AS from 75.4% to 86.5%, RC from 31.0 to
44.6, and DP from 60.0% to 67.4%.

These results indicate that the benefit of Deep-
Weaver does not depend on a specific backbone
model. Instead, evidence weaving provides a gen-
eral mechanism for improving the use of noisy
evidence. Notably, DeepWeaver with Qwen3-30B-
A3B-Instruct-2507 outperforms direct generation
with DeepSeek-V3.2, even though DeepSeek-V3.2
is a strong long-context model. This shows that
explicitly weaving evidence is more effective than
relying solely on stronger long-context capabilities.

Content S. Citation G. Detail
Recall WA AS CC RC RR DP

» DeepSeek-V4-Flash
wioDW 242 6.1 754 354 310 882 60.0

Method

w DW 316 106 86.5 505 44.6 884 674
» Qwen3.5-122B-A10B

w/oDW 217 46 777 324 289 892 535

w DW 290 73 877 499 444 893 64.6

» DeepSeek-V3.2
w/oDW 245 5.8 785 27.0 21.7 81.7 59.6
w DW 324 103 90.1 51.8 449 86.7 65.7
» Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507
w DW 27.4 6.1 835 26.6 23.5 88.8 695

Table 3: Generalizability of DeepWeaver across re-
cent advanced LLMs. DeepWeaver consistently yields
substantial gains across different backbone models.
Notably, DeepWeaver with Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-
2507 substantially outperforms direct generation with
DeepSeek-V3.2, a strong long-context model.

4.7 Extension to Web-Based Deep Research

Web-based deep-research agents also follow a
retrieve-then-generate paradigm: search the web,
collect evidence, and synthesize long-form answers
from open-domain sources. We study whether
DeepWeaver can serve as an evidence-weaving
module to improve deep-research answer quality.

Since retrieval is not the focus of DeepWeaver,
we reuse the web pages and top-level section titles
collected by WebWeaver’s planner for simplicity
and fair comparison®. Each question is decom-
posed into section-level writing tasks. For each sec-
tion, DeepWeaver treats the collected web pages as
evidence fragments and generates the correspond-
ing top-level answer section (§A.2).

Unlike WebWeaver, which summarizes evidence
into coarse-grained outline titles at the webpage
level, DeepWeaver operates on fine-grained evi-
dence chunks and weaves them into detailed claim-
level structures. As shown in Table 4, DeepWeaver
achieves the best overall RACE score. It weaves
evidence more deeply into insightful and com-
prehensive claims. Notably, our method also sub-
stantially improves effective citation and citation
accuracy over WebWeaver on FACT, indicating
that it organizes web evidence into reliable support
for answer claims. THowever, denser citations and
more in-depth claims may affect readability, and
the metric may favor an outline-driven writing style.
Since readability optimization is not the primary
focus of this paper, we leave it to future work.

®In terms of cost, DeepWeaver avoids using a summary
model to extract webpage-level evidence during evidence col-
lection, substantially reducing the planning-stage cost bottle-
neck. See §A.3 for the cost comparison.
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RACE FACT
Agent
Comp. Insight Inst. Read.t Overall Eff. c. C. acc.

doubao-research 44.84 40.56 47.95 44.69 44.34 52.62 52.86
kimi-research 44.96 41.97 47.14 45.59 44.64 - -
Claude-research 45.34 42.79 47.58 44.66 45.00 - -
openai-deepresearch 46.46 43.73 49.39 47.22 46.45 39.79 75.01
WebWeaver (Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507) 45.15 45.78 49.21 47.34 46.77 26.74 25.00
DeepWeaver (Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507) 45.99 47.59 49.41 42.54 47.05 60.13 62.02

Table 4: Results on DeepResearch Bench. DeepWeaver improves comprehensiveness (Comp.) and insight, and
achieves substantially better effective citation (Eff. C.) and citation accuracy (C. Acc.) than WebWeaver. Better
scores are highlighted in green. All scores are assigned by LLM judges according to detailed expert-level criteria.

Despite this trade-off, the overall performance
gains confirm that evidence weaving also benefits
web-based deep research as a general downstream
module beyond knowledge-base QA.

4.8 Human Evaluation

To complement the automatic evaluation, we con-
duct an expert manual assessment on 8 randomly
sampled LoQA questions. We recruit three senior
PhD students in water-resources engineering to
compare DeepWeaver with five representative base-
lines under blinded conditions, using Win/Tie/Loss
judgments along six dimensions: utility, breadth,
insight, detail preservation, citation grounding, and
overall assessment. We provide detailed descrip-
tion in Appendix §A.5.

DeepWeaver, RAG, Chain-of-Agents, and
STORM (Shao et al., 2024) use DeepSeek-V4-Pro
as their backbone model. HydroGLM is a domain-
specific model fine-tuned from GLM-5.0 (Zeng
et al., 2026) on a water-resources and hydropower
corpus. The cells in Table 5 report the percent-
ages of Win/Tie/Loss judgments for DeepWeaver
against each baseline.

The expert judgments consistently favor Deep-
Weaver in utility, insight, detail preservation, ci-
tation grounding, and overall assessment. In par-
ticular, DeepWeaver achieves a 95.8% win rate
over GPT-5.4 High-Thinking in citation grounding
and over HydroGLM in insight. STORM is the
only baseline that substantially outperforms Deep-
Weaver in breadth, possibly reflecting its specializa-
tion in producing broad, Wikipedia-style articles.
Nevertheless, DeepWeaver remains preferred over
STORM in utility, insight, detail preservation, and
overall assessment. These results provide direct
expert evidence that DeepWeaver’s gains reflect
improved answer usefulness and evidence synthe-
sis rather than artifacts of LLM-based evaluation,
demonstrating the practical value of our system.

We further validate the reliability of the au-

tomatic evaluator through a consistency analysis
against human annotations and judgments from al-
ternative state-of-the-art models (Appendix §A.4).
DeepSeek-V3.2 achieves 97% and 93% agreement
with human labels on AS coverage and DP blank
recovery, respectively, while maintaining 85.72—
88.90% agreement with alternative model judges.
These results support DeepSeek-V3.2 as a reliable
and cost-effective judge for LoQA.

5 Related Work

Retrieval-Augmented and Attributed Genera-
tion. Retrieval-augmented generation is a com-
mon way to incorporate external knowledge in
question answering (Guu et al., 2020; Ram et al.,
2023; Xu et al., 2024b). Sparse vector retrieval
(Robertson and Zaragoza, 2009; Wang et al., 2023b;
Schick et al., 2023) retrieves relevant text through
term-frequency or keyword matching, while dense
vector retrieval (Lewis et al., 2021; Hofstétter et al.,
2022; Liu et al., 2024b) encodes the query and
text into vectors. Recent advances further improve
retrieval through self-reflective retrieval control,
graph-structured evidence organization, interleaved
retrieval and reasoning, and search-based planning
(Asai et al., 2024b; Han et al., 2025; Wang et al.,
2024d; Hu et al., 2025).

Long-Context Evidence Integration. Larger
context windows allow models to include more
retrieved evidence, but long-context models may
still overlook relevant information in long or noisy
inputs (Liu et al., 2024a; Hsieh et al., 2024; Modar-
ressi et al., 2025). A line of work improves how up-
stream retrieved evidence is presented to the model.
Context-refinement methods compress, filter, or
restructure retrieved passages before generation,
including RECOMP, Chain-of-Note, and LongRe-
finer (Xu et al., 2024a; Yu et al., 2024; Jin et al.,
2025b). Divide-and-conquer methods (Zhang et al.,
2024b; Zhou et al., 2025; Guo et al., 2025a) split
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Baseline (vs. DeepWeaver) Utility Breadth Insight Detail P. Citation G. Overall

RAG 79.2/12.5/83 70.8/12.5/16.7 91.7/8.3/0.0 75.0/12.5/12.5 70.8/29.2/0.0 83.3/12.5/4.2
HydroGLM 7 66.7/25.0/8.3 70.8/20.8/8.3 95.8/4.2/0.0 83.3/16.7/0.0 83.3/16.7/0.0 75.0/20.8/4.2
STORM 54.2/33.3/125 8.3/83/833 79.2/83/125 50.0/25.0/25.0  25.0/70.8/4.2 50.0/37.5/12.5
Chain-of-Agents 95.8/4.2/0.0 95.8/4.2/0.0 100.0/0.070.0 100.0/0.0/0.0 83.3/16.7/0.0 100.0/0.0/0.0
GPT-5.4 High-Thinking 41.7/37.5/20.8 33.3/45.8/20.8 70.8/25.0/4.2 70.8/16.7/12.5 95.8/4.2/0.0 66.7/20.8/12.5

Table 5: Results of the blinded human evaluation. Each cell reports the percentage distribution of Win / Tie / Loss
judgments for DeepWeaver against the corresponding baseline. Each distribution is based on 24 judgments from

three annotators across eight questions.

long contexts into smaller segments and aggregate
intermediate outputs. These methods reduce con-
text burden by refining input with coarser evidence
representations (Jiang et al., 2024), but leave the
evidence synthesis gap underexplored.

Long-Form Grounded Writing and Deep-
Research Agents. Long-form grounded writing
has been studied through outline-guided writing
and reflection-driven generation, mainly for sur-
vey generation (Yan et al., 2025; Skarlinski et al.,
2024; Shao et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2026), but these
methods are not primarily designed to answer open-
ended questions. Citation-oriented work further
improves attribution and verifiability of long-form
answers (Huang et al., 2024; Ye et al., 2024). Re-
cent deep-research agents extend long-form writ-
ing to end-to-end QA systems: one line of work
focuses on search timing and search-reasoning in-
teraction (Li et al., 2025; Jin et al., 2025a), another
combines evidence collection with outline-based
answer writing (Li et al., 2026), and others improve
agent capabilities through agentic supervised fine-
tuning and reinforcement learning (Wu et al., 2025;
Zheng et al., 2025).

6 Conclusion

We present DeepWeaver, a framework for bridging
the evidence synthesis gap in open-ended ques-
tion answering. Rather than treating retrieved ev-
idence as a flat long-context input, DeepWeaver
organizes noisy evidence into Thought Block
Chains (TBCs), which connect fine-grained evi-
dence fragments with evidence-grounded woven
claims. Through iterative evidence weaving, Deep-
Weaver identifies overlooked evidence, refines in-
complete claims, and improves detail preservation
and citation grounding. We also introduce LoQA,
a high-density evidence benchmark for evaluat-
ing evidence-grounded answer generation. Ex-
periments on knowledge-base QA and web-based
deep research show that DeepWeaver consistently
improves answer quality across multiple LLM

backbones. These findings suggest that effective
open-ended QA requires explicit evidence synthe-
sis mechanisms between retrieval and generation,
especially under noisy and fragmented evidence.

7 Limitations

In this work, we study evidence weaving as a way
to advance retrieval-augmented open-ended ques-
tion answering. While DeepWeaver improves evi-
dence synthesis quality, several limitations remain.
First, LoQA focuses on Chinese water-environment
questions. Although this domain provides dense
technical evidence and complex practical problems,
it does not cover all languages, domains, or docu-
ment types. We therefore evaluate DeepWeaver on
DeepResearch Bench as a complementary setting,
and future work will further enrich LoQA by ex-
panding its metrics and assessment protocols. Sec-
ond, DeepWeaver mainly improves the evidence
synthesis stage after evidence collection. In the
web-based setting, we reuse web pages and sec-
tion titles collected by WebWeaver’s planner to
isolate the effect of evidence weaving. Designing
web-search agents better aligned with DeepWeaver
remains an open problem. Third, DeepWeaver cur-
rently focuses on text-only evidence, while more
complete answers may involve figures, charts, im-
ages, or structured data. Extending evidence weav-
ing to multimodal and structured evidence remains
future work. Finally, although DeepWeaver im-
proves evidence synthesis, model-generated con-
tent still requires careful verification.
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A Appendix

A.1 The LoQA Benchmark
A.1.1 Data Statistics

As shown in Table 6, LOQA comprises 100 ques-
tions, each accompanied by an average of 206K
evidence tokens and 91.79 relevant chunks. For
evaluation, LoQA includes 2,045 atomic scoring
points and 4,779 cloze blanks, corresponding to
20.45 scoring points and 47.79 blanks per ques-
tion on average. The reference answers contain
9,858.64 tokens per question on average. These
statistics indicate that LoQA is built on extensive
noisy evidence and is designed to stress-test evi-
dence synthesis quality, evaluating whether QA sys-
tems can comprehensively use evidence, preserve
fine-grained domain-specific details, and generate
well-cited answers.

Statistic Value
# Questions 100
Avg. evidence tokens / question 206,550.41
Avg. relevant chunks / question 91.79
Avg. scoring points / question 20.45
Avg. cloze blanks / question 47.79
Avg. reference-answer tokens / question 9,858.64

Table 6: Statistics of LoQA. Each question is paired
with a large, noisy evidence pool of approximately 200K
tokens, enabling fine-grained evaluation of evidence
synthesis quality.

A.1.2 Construction Details

Figure 4 illustrates the construction pipeline of
LoQA. We construct LoQA from a large-scale ex-
pert corpus in the water-environment domain. Start-
ing from approximately 30,000 professional PDF
books in our hydraulic engineering book list, we
first select 4,484 books with relevant tags and then
use an LLM to further identify books related to
water ecology, water environment, and water circu-
lation based on their titles, keywords, and descrip-
tions. This filtering process yields 800 relevant
books, from which we randomly select 500 as the
knowledge base and use the remaining books as
seed documents for practical question generation.
We extract plain text from the PDFs using PDF-
Extract-Kit (Wang et al., 2024a; Zhao et al., 2024),
resulting in approximately 360 MB of clean text.

"https://hanhai-ai.com

Question generation and filtering. To construct
professional, open-ended questions, we randomly
sample fragments from the seed documents and
prompt GLM-4-Plus, DeepSeek-V3.2, and Qwen3-
235B-A22B to generate questions with diverse
styles and perspectives. Each model produces three
questions for each seed fragment, yielding 2,700
candidate questions in total. We require the ques-
tions to be decontextualized, concise, generally an-
swerable, and dependent on multi-source domain
knowledge. We then use DeepSeek-V3.2 to score
each question along four dimensions: retrieval com-
prehensiveness, concreteness, domain depth, and
expression completeness. Questions that are vague,
overly narrow, insufficiently extensible, or ambigu-
ously expressed are removed. We further select the
100 questions with the highest embedding-based
cosine similarity to their top-100 retrieved chunks.
These questions are retained as the final test set.
(Figure 4 @)

Evidence collection. We segment the 500-book
knowledge base into 1,024-token fragments and
encode each fragment using GLM-Embedding-3.
For each question, we retrieve approximately 90—
100 fragments with the highest cosine similarity to
the question embedding:

Erag = TopKeiGE <<emb(€i)ﬂ emb(Q)))

To simulate realistic noisy retrieval, we addition-
ally sample about 100 random fragments from the
corpus. As a result, each question is paired with
200 evidence fragments, yielding an evidence pool
of approximately 200K tokens. (Figure 4 @) We
further use DeepSeek-V3.2 to assess the relevance
of each fragment to the question, providing annota-
tions for citation-grounding evaluation.

Evaluation preparation. Because open-ended
professional questions typically do not admit a sin-
gle deterministic gold answer, LoQA constructs
multiple possible reference answers synthesized
from privileged evidence inputs. For each question,
we shuffle the relevant evidence fragments E'r and
split them into four disjoint partitions, together with
the full relevant-evidence set:

E%_%%, E%g5_50%, 50-75% 75—100%’ E%—IOO%

R » LR
DeepSeek-V3.2 generates one reference answer
from each evidence subset, yielding five reference
answers in total. The partition-based answers pro-
mote local, fine-grained coverage while being gen-
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Figure 4: Overview of LoQA construction and evaluation. LoQA is built from a water-environment expert
knowledge base through data preparation, professional question generation and filtering, and evidence-fragment
collection. For evaluation, the evidence pool is split into relevant and irrelevant fragments, multiple reference
answers are generated from different evidence partitions, and atomic arguments and cloze blanks are constructed to
measure citation grounding, content sufficiency, and detail preservation.

erated under a lower context burden, whereas the
full-evidence answer provides a global synthesis.

From these reference answers, we construct
more evaluation targets. First, we extract atomic ar-
guments from the five reference answers via LLM.
These arguments capture key evidence-supported
answer aspects and are used to assess whether a
generated answer covers the major content implied
by the question and evidence. Second, we construct
cloze-style blanks from the full-evidence reference
answer. These blanks primarily target domain-
specific terms, concepts, and short phrases, and are
used to assess whether the generated answer pre-
serves fine-grained professional details. Together
with evidence relevance annotations, these targets
enable LoQA to evaluate the answer along three di-
mensions: citation grounding, content sufficiency,
and detail preservation. (Figure 4 @)

Although LoQA uses DeepSeek-V3.2 for anno-
tation and verification, it does not rely on holistic
subjective scoring of long-form answers. Instead,
we decompose evaluation into short-context extrac-
tion and verification tasks, including evidence rel-
evance judgment, atomic argument matching, and
cloze-blank recovery judgment. These localized
decisions are substantially more constrained than
open-ended preference scoring and fall within the
reliable capability range of recent advanced LLMs,
making DeepSeek-V3.2 suitable for constructing
LoQA evaluation signals.

A.1.3 Comparison with Prior Benchmarks

Table 7 compares LoQA with representative bench-
marks for long-form QA, citation-grounded gen-
eration, long-context understanding, and deep-
research agents. Existing benchmarks primarily
emphasize explanatory QA, verifiable short-form
answering, long-context comprehension, or end-to-
end web research. In contrast, LoQA is designed to
isolate the evidence-utilization stage: each profes-
sional open-ended question is paired with a fixed,
extensive, and noisy evidence pool, and systems
are evaluated by their ability to generate compre-
hensive, well-cited, and detail-preserving answers
that directly address the question. LoQA is com-
plementary to prior benchmarks and suitable for
studying evidence synthesis quality in open-ended
question answering.

A.2 Details of Extending DeepWeaver to
DeepResearch Bench

DeepResearch Bench primarily evaluates end-to-
end Open-Ended Deep-Research (OEDR) systems,
in which agents search the web, collect evidence,
and generate open-ended long-form answers. Be-
cause DeepWeaver does not include a search mod-
ule, we study a controlled setting: given the
same search system and comparable inference cost,
whether DeepWeaver can improve the evidence-to-
answer generation stage.

To this end, we use the planner of WebWeaver
(Li et al., 2026) as the searcher. WebWeaver is
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Benchmark Task Focus

Evidence Setting

Main Difference from LoQA

ALCE (Gao et al.,
2023)

Citation-grounded text
generation

FreshWiki (Shao
et al., 2024)

Wikipedia-like article
generation from
scratch

LongBench (Bai
etal., 2024)

Long-context under-
standing

L-Eval (An et al., Long-context model

Retrieval corpora built
from ASQA, QAMPARI,
and ELI5S

Web sources collected
during the pre-writing
stage

Single-document  QA,
multi-document QA,
summarization, few-shot
learning, synthetic and
code tasks

Long documents across

Focuses on fluency, correctness, and citation
quality. Its tasks primarily involve producing
short answers or entity lists from retrieved pas-
sages, whereas LoQA targets comprehensive
answers grounded in knowledge-intensive ev-
idence pools of approximately 200K tokens.

Evaluates whether systems can research a topic,
construct an outline, and generate Wikipedia-
like articles. In contrast, LoQA uses a noisy
evidence pool and emphasizes comprehensive
evidence synthesis in question answering, rather
than outline construction or survey writing.

Assesses general long-context capability, but
most tasks require short-form outputs or auto-
matically verifiable answers rather than open-
ended long-form answers.

Covers long-context QA and generation, but
many tasks focus on short factual verification, ex-

2024) evaluation diverse domains and task
types
InfiniteBench Extremely long- 100K+ token contexts
(Zhang et al., context processing across retrieval,
2024a) math, novels, and dia-
logue
Loong (Wang Extended multi- Multiple relevant docu-
et al., 2024b) document QA ments where missing any
document may hurt the
answer
DeepResearch End-to-end deep- Web-scale research tasks
Bench (Du et al., research agents across diverse fields
2025)
LoQA (Ours) Professional ~ open- About 200K evidence to-
ended answer genera- kens per question with
tion both relevant and noisy

fragments

tractive QA, or summarization rather than com-
prehensive open-ended answering.
Stresses context length and reasoning capacity,

but its targets are mainly verifiable short answers
instead of long-form citation-grounded answers.

code,

Emphasizes reasoning over all relevant docu-
ments, while LoQA further introduces noisy ir-
relevant evidence and evaluates citation ground-
ing, content sufficiency, and detail preservation.

Evaluates complete deep-research agents, includ-
ing search and answer generation. LoQA pro-
vides a controlled setting to isolate evidence syn-
thesis under a given noisy evidence pool.

Evaluates evidence synthesis quality, assessing
whether QA systems can transform extensive,
noisy, and fragmented evidence into comprehen-
sive, well-cited, and detail-preserving answers.

Table 7: Comparison with prior benchmarks. Unlike benchmarks that emphasize short-form answers, survey-
style article generation, general long-context understanding, or end-to-end web research, LoQA isolates evidence
synthesis quality for open-ended QA by pairing each question with a fixed, extensive, and noisy evidence pool and
evaluating citation grounding, content sufficiency, and detail preservation.
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Routed Generator:
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Or Direct Generation

Figure 5: Overview of DeepWeaver’s Extension to Web-
Based Deep-Research Scenarios

an advanced dual-agent deep-research framework,
where the planner iteratively searches web pages,
refines a hierarchical multi-level outline, assigns

web pages to outline nodes, and extracts evidence
from each page to build a memory bank. The writer
then fills the outline based on the collected evi-
dence. In our setting, however, DeepWeaver does
not rely on WebWeaver’s detailed outline or ex-
tracted evidence memory. We only use the first-
level outline titles O; and the corresponding raw
web pages W under each title as the input to Deep-
Weaver. This keeps the search layer fixed while
allowing us to isolate the effect of evidence weav-
ing during long-form answer generation.

For each first-level outline node o € O1, we first
rewrite o into a section-level DeepWeaver task gq.
The model also judges (routes) whether the section
is critical to answering the original question or con-
tains extensive webpage information. If so, we run
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DeepWeaver to generate the section; otherwise, we
use direct generation. This rewriting and routing
step only consumes a few hundred tokens and has
negligible cost. For evidence construction, we trun-
cate the raw webpage content associated with o to
at most 35K tokens and split it into 1,024-token
fragments, which are then regarded as the evidence
pool for DeepWeaver.

Statistic Value
Avg. first-level outline node |O; | / question 4.41
Avg. routed outline node / question 2.35
Avg. routed-item ratio / question 59.39%
Avg. evidence fragments / item 88.92
Avg. evidence fragments / routed item 98.00
Avg. raw tokens of evidence / routed item 92,752.79

Table 8: Routing statistics of DeepWeaver on DeepRe-
search Bench. Each question contains 4.41 first-level
outline nodes on average, among which 2.35 nodes are
routed to DeepWeaver, accounting for 59.39% of the
items. Routed items are evidence-heavy, containing 98
chunks and 92.75K raw tokens on average. In LoQA,
the evidence length is much larger, with about 200K
tokens per question, indicating that DeepWeaver is suf-
ficient to handle evidence-context lengths in realistic
applications, such as multi-webpage reading.

After DeepWeaver generates the section-level
answers, we apply a lightweight polishing stage to
improve fluency and readability. We then add an in-
troduction and a conclusion to produce a complete
end-to-end answer. These polishing, introduction,
and conclusion stages are auxiliary components
introduced solely to match the answer format re-
quired by DeepResearch Bench. The core com-
parison focuses on whether DeepWeaver can more
effectively synthesize web evidence into compre-
hensive, insightful, and well-cited answer content.

A.3 Cost Analysis

We analyze the cost of DeepWeaver on DeepRe-
search Bench by reusing WebWeaver’s Searcher
(Planner) and replacing the downstream writer with
DeepWeaver. To reduce variance introduced by
API providers, network latency, and webpage ac-
cessibility, we exclude the cost and runtime of web
search and page access, and measure only LLM-
side computation. Local runtime is measured with
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 services on local
2xA100 GPUs.

As shown in Table 9, DeepWeaver incurs a mon-
etary cost comparable to WebWeaver ($0.313 vs.
$0.303), while reducing local inference time from
18.5 to 14.2 minutes. Although DeepWeaver con-

sumes more input tokens (3.16M vs. 2.35M), it
substantially reduces output tokens from 307K to
94K by avoiding explicit webpage-level evidence
extraction and memory-bank construction. This
extraction-free design reallocates the budget from
generating intermediate summaries to reading more
original evidence.

Under comparable cost, DeepWeaver can pass
up to 35K tokens of original content per webpage
to the writer, compared with 24K tokens in Web-
Weaver, reducing the cost per observed token from
1.26 x 1075 to 8.94 x 1075, Figure 6 further shows
that DeepWeaver introduces only lightweight inter-
nal overhead. The main additional cost comes from
the Subordinate stage, which inspects residual evi-
dence and enriches the TBC. However, its output-
token usage is only slightly higher than that of the
Draft and Summary stages, and its total token usage
remains comparable to the Draft stage. Other main-
tenance stages, including Commit, Discard, Polish,
Intro, and Outro, account for only a small fraction
of the total cost. Overall, DeepWeaver improves
evidence utilization not by substantially increas-
ing cost, but by reallocating the same budget: it
avoids expensive intermediate output generation
and explicit evidence extraction, and instead uses
lightweight TBC metadata to route more original
evidence into focused answer generation.

A.4 Consistency Analysis

To assess the reliability of the LLM-based evalu-
ation, we audit the automatic judgments used for
Argument Sufficiency (AS) and Detail Preservation
(DP) against human annotations and judgments
from alternative state-of-the-art models. The audit
examines both argument extraction and the subse-
quent LLM judger decisions.

Argument extraction. We randomly sample 100
extracted arguments by the judger, DeepSeek-V3.2,
and assess whether each extraction is semantically
reasonable and relevant to the corresponding ques-
tion. As shown in Table 10, human annotators
consider all 100 extractions reasonable and 97 rele-
vant to the question. GPT-5.2 and DeepSeek-V4-
Pro produce similar judgments, indicating that ar-
gument extraction in AS yields well-formed and
predominantly question-relevant evaluation targets.

AS coverage judgments. We further audit the
binary decisions of whether a generated answer
covers each extracted argument. Table 11 reports
pairwise raw agreement. The results show that
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Evidence- #Input  # Output Local Answer
Agent . . . Cost
Extraction-Free* Tokens Tokens Time (min) Len.
WebWeaver X 2,348K 307K 18.5 $0.303 11,889.3
DeepWeaver v 3,161K 94K 14.2 $0.313 12,303.8
Agent # Tokens Seen by Writer # Input Tokens # Output Tokens Cost
g / Web Page /Token Seen /Token Seen /Token Seen
WebWeaver 24,000 97.83 12.79 $1.26 x 1075
DeepWeaver 35,000 * 90.31 2.69 $8.94 x 1076

Table 9: Average cost comparison between WebWeaver and DeepWeaver (including the searcher). Under
comparable cost and with the same searcher, replacing the downstream writer with DeepWeaver improves Deep-
Research Bench performance. To reduce evaluation variance caused by API providers, network latency, and web
access, we exclude the cost and time of web search and page access. Local Time only measures inference time of
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 on local 2x A100 GPUs. * DeepWeaver avoids extracting evidence content and
maintaining a webpage-level memory bank, substantially reducing output-token overhead. T Under comparable cost,
DeepWeaver can pass more original webpage content to the answer writer, up to 35K tokens, whereas WebWeaver
relies on evidence extracted from 24K-token webpage inputs.

Reasonable Question
Annotator Extraction Relevance
Human 100/ 100 97 /100
GPT-5.2 99 /100 92 /100
DeepSeek-V4-Pro 100/ 100 99 /100

Table 10: Agreement evaluation of argument extraction
for Argument Sufficiency (AS).

DeepSeek-V3.2 agrees with human annotations on
97 of 100 audited cases. Across all 2,045 AS argu-
ments, it achieves 88.90% agreement with GPT-5.2
and 85.72% with DeepSeek-V4-Pro.

Annotator Agreement (%)
Human 97 /100 (97.00%)
GPT-5.2 1,818 /2,045 (88.90%)

DeepSeek-V4-Pro 1,753 /2,045 (85.72%)

Table 11: Agreement evaluation of AS coverage judg-
ments across human and model annotators.

DP blank-recovery judgments. DP evaluates
whether fine-grained information removed from a
reference answer can be recovered from the gener-
ated answer. As reported in Table 12, DeepSeek-
V3.2 agrees with human labels on 93 of 100 sam-
pled blank-recovery cases. Across 4,649 blanks, it
achieves 86.62% agreement with GPT-5.2. These
results indicate that DeepSeek-V3.2 provides a re-
liable and cost-effective evaluator for automatic
assessment.

Overall, the human audits show high agreement
with DeepSeek-V3.2 for both AS coverage (97%)
and DP blank recovery (93%), while the cross-

Annotator Agreement
Human 93/100 (93.00%)
GPT-5.2 4,027/4,649 (86.62%)

Table 12: Agreement audit of Detail Preservation (DP)
blank-recovery judgments.

model comparisons remain broadly consistent de-
spite differences in model-specific decision thresh-
olds. These results support the design of LoQA,
which decomposes long-form answer evaluation
into localized binary sub-tasks rather than relying
on a single holistic score. Considering both em-
pirical agreement and evaluation cost, we retain
DeepSeek-V3.2 as the default validated evaluator
for AS and DP.

A.5 Human Validation Protocol

This section details the human evaluation protocol
described in §4.8. Each annotator was compen-
sated 15 RMB per evaluated question. The study
collected no personally identifiable or sensitive in-
formation and posed no apparent ethical risks. The
evaluation criteria for the six dimensions are pro-
vided in Table 13.

A.6 Prompt Templates

This section presents the English prompt templates
used for each stage of DeepWeaver.
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Input/Q

—

1349.7k
Tokens/Q

SUBORD

Output/Q

n

48.91k

Tokens/Q

SUBORD

Total/Q

—
——

SUBORD

1398.6k
Tokens/Q

—

Stage Input/Q Output/Q Total/Q

DRAFT 374.0k (27.7%) 8.59k (17.6%) 382.6k (27.4%)
INTRO 10.30k (0.8%) 358.4 (0.7%) 10.66k (0.8%)
OUTRO 10.31k (0.8%) 407.6 (0.8%) 10.72k (0.8%)
Direct Gen. 187.2k (13.9%) 3.79K (7.8%) 190.9Kk (13.7%)
SUBORD 449.2k (33.3%) 9.35k (19.1%) 458.5k (32.8%)
commIT 16.50k (1.2%) 4.70k (9.6%) 21.20k (1.5%)
8.21k (0.6%) 459.5 (0.9%) 8.67k (0.6%)

POLISH 8.92k (0.7%) 6.17k (12.6%) 15.09k (1.1%)
241.4k (17.9%) 7.23k (14.8%) 248.6k (17.8%)

SUMMARY 43.71k (3.2%) 7.86k (16.1%) 51.57k (3.7%)

Figure 6: Token usage of DeepWeaver (excluding the searcher) across stages. We report token consumption on
DeepResearch Bench. POLISH, INTRO, and OUTRO denote polishing, introduction generation, and conclusion
generation, respectively (§A.2). Although the Subordinate stage is the main additional cost, its output tokens are
only slightly higher than the Summary output, and its total tokens are comparable to the Draft stage, showing that
TBC-based evidence weaving is lightweight beyond evidence input and answer generation.

Dimension

Instruction

Utility

Judge whether the answer stays focused on the user question and is practically useful for solving it.
Key criteria: (1) Directly addresses the core question; (2) analyzes the central issue instead of
mainly presenting generic background; (3) provides useful and actionable perspectives, frameworks,
or mechanism explanations; (4) helps experts understand the problem, broaden thinking, organize
information, or form judgments.

Penalties: (1) Excessive unnecessary information with limited response to the question; (2) superfi-
cially related but peripheral content; (3) remotely related content not needed for solving the problem.
Preference rule: Prefer the answer that better captures the question focus and provides more
substantive value for expert reasoning or judgment. Choose a tie when both are basically responsive
and differ little in practical usefulness.

Breadth

Judge whether the answer sufficiently covers the key perspectives and core arguments needed for
the question. Penalize outline-like or survey-like writing when most sections do not address the
question core or connect directly to it.

Key criteria: (1) Provides multiple perspectives and solutions rather than a single or trivial angle;
(2) analyzes from several angles, such as mechanisms or technical pathways; (3) helps experts build
a more complete thinking framework; (4) explains how listed ideas logically relate to the question
instead of merely piling up aspects.

Penalties: (1) Omits important perspectives or arguments; (2) is long but repetitive; (3) piles up
keywords or items with shallow analysis; (4) adds weakly related content, creating pseudo-breadth;
(5) lists aspects without explaining how they support the answer.

Preference rule: Prefer the answer that naturally covers the required key perspectives and core
arguments with substantive analytical value. Choose a tie when coverage is similar or differences
mainly reflect length rather than substantive coverage quality.
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Dimension

Instruction

Insight

Judge whether the answer provides a deeper, more systematic understanding of the question and
offers inspiration for answering it.

Key criteria: (1) Systematically explains and analyzes the problem; (2) proposes deeper solutions
or original, insightful viewpoints; (3) helps experts form higher-level understanding; (4) synthesizes
fragmented information deeply and uses it to support arguments.

Penalties: (1) Merely lists concepts, terms, or common-sense points without depth; (2) lacks
explanations of reasons, mechanisms, or evidence behind conclusions; (3) sounds professional but
relies mainly on jargon or boilerplate, without substantive insight; (4) discusses multiple aspects in
parallel without deeper connections.

Preference rule: Prefer the answer with clearly deeper understanding and response that better
supports expert judgment. Choose a tie when both stay at a general analytical level or differ little in
insight.

Detail Preservation

Judge whether the answer preserves and organizes valuable concrete details and professional
information, and uses them to support its arguments.

Key criteria: (1) Includes professional terms and key information useful for understanding the
problem; (2) preserves fine-grained information such as mechanisms, steps, technical pathways,
constraints, or applicable scenarios; (3) uses concrete examples to improve clarity and usability;
(4) provides specific content beyond high-level analysis to support arguments; (5) organizes useful
details instead of indiscriminately piling up information.

Penalties: (1) Is too generic or abstract; (2) omits key supporting details for important arguments;
(3) includes many details that are weakly related or of limited help; (4) mentions details without
effective organization or explanation.

Preference rule: Prefer the answer that preserves more valuable, relevant, and problem-supporting
details. Choose a tie when the preservation and usefulness of key details are similar.

Citation Grounding

Judge whether key facts, judgments, and conclusions are sufficiently and accurately supported by
cited evidence.

Key criteria: (1) Provides citations near important facts or judgments; (2) uses citations that directly
or strongly support the corresponding claims; (3) cites sufficiently rich and relevant materials; (4)
makes reasonable generalizations from evidence rather than extending beyond it.

Penalties: (1) Key facts, judgments, or conclusions lack citation support; (2) citations are too sparse
to support the arguments; (3) cited materials are too general, marginally relevant, or weakly related
to the question.

Preference rule: Prefer the answer with more sufficient, accurate, and relevant citation support for
key arguments. Choose a tie when citation quantity and quality are similar, or differences do not
affect core credibility.

Overall Preference

Judge which answer has higher overall quality and better meets experts’ needs for understanding
and answering the question.

Consider relevance, breadth, insight, detail preservation, citation grounding, and practical usefulness.
Additional note: Because this study focuses on content quality, prioritize the content itself across
all dimensions. Surface differences such as length or presentation format should not be the main
basis for judgment. Suggestions on presentation or other useful comments may be written in the
comment box.

Table 13: Annotation instructions for the six evaluation dimensions in human expert validation.
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Thought Block Chain Structure Example in Original Source Code

// Thought Block Chains b_i
"logic_blocks": [

{

}7

// Claims c_i

"argument”: "Netflix's adaptation of 'One Hundred Years of Solitude' succeeded by
prioritizing cultural and linguistic authenticity through filming in Spanish and in
Colombia.",

// Keywords k_i
"keywords": [
"cultural authenticity”,
"original language",
"Colombian production”
]y

// Salient Information s_i

"key_info": "The series was filmed in Spanish and exclusively in Colombia, the author's
native country, to preserve the novel's rhythm and regional accent, and to draw from
the nation's real geography and history. This decision was made to honor the author's
conditions and to avoid the 'white-washed Hollywood' approach that had previously
failed other adaptations.”,

// Evidence Fragments E_i
"reference_chunks”: [5,22,44,82,119],

// Covered Evidence Fragments, Top-k Embedding Similarity Chunks to c_i+s_i
// Available only for main TBCs
"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [19,27,15,16,120]
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Draft Stage Prompt Template

//Step 1: Draft Answer Generation Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional research assistant and need to answer the question based on the following
document passages.

<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user

Question: {question}
Chunk #i: {evidence fragments}

Please generate a comprehensive answer report based on the following document passages. If you
cite any passage, place the cited passage number in [] at the end of the corresponding sentence,
such as [1,3] or [2]:

<|im_end|>

//Step 2: Extracting TBC Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional logic-organization expert. Your task is to break the "generated answer”
into a set of logic blocks.

Please output JSON according to the following requirements:
1. Each logic block should revolve around a clear subtopic and reflect the internal logical
structure of the answer.
2. Each logic block should contain:

- argument: a one-sentence summary of the logic block's argument

- keywords: 3-5 keywords

- key_info: a summary of the key information corresponding to the argument

- reference_chunks: the reference passages involved in this argument
3. The reference_chunks indices may be parsed from the displayed citations in the "generated
answer”, and may also be expanded with other highly relevant reference passages. Each argument
should have 3-8 reference_chunks
4. Ensure that the JSON format is correct and can be parsed.

OQutput format:

{
"logic_blocks"”: [
{
"argument”: "...",
"keywords": ["...", "..."],
"key_info": "...",
"reference_chunks”: [1,2,3]
}’
{
"argument”: "...",
"keywords": ["...", "..."],
"key_info”": "...",
"reference_chunks”: [6,9]
}!
]

}<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Please generate a structured JSON response based on the following references and question:
Question: {question}

Chunk #i: {evidence fragments}

Generated answer:
{answer}
<|im_end|>

- J
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Subordinate Stage Prompt Template

//Step 1: Supplementary Answer Generation Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional research assistant and need to answer the question based on the
following document passages.

<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user

Chunk #i: {uncovered evidence fragments}
Question: {question}

Below are the logic blocks that have already been identified as discarded for this question:
{discarded logic blocks}

Please generate a comprehensive answer report based on the following document passages. If you
cite any passage, place the cited passage number in [] at the end of the corresponding sentence,
such as [1,3] or

[2]:

<|im_end|>

//Step 2: Extracting Supplementary TBC Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional logic-organization expert. Your task is to break the "generated answer”
into a set of supplementary logic blocks.

Please output JSON according to the following requirements:
1. Each logic block should revolve around a clear subtopic and highlight its supplementary
value to the existing logic.
2. Each logic block should contain:

- argument: a one-sentence summary of the logic block's argument

- keywords: 3-5 keywords

- key_info: a summary of the key information corresponding to the argument

- reference_chunks: the reference passages involved in this argument
3. The reference_chunks indices may be parsed from the displayed citations in the "generated
answer”, and may also be expanded with other highly relevant reference passages. Each argument
should have 3-8
reference_chunks
4. Ensure that the JSON format is correct and can be parsed.

Output format:

"logic_blocks”: [
{
"argument”: "...",
"keywords": ["...", "..."],
"key_info": "...",
"reference_chunks”: [1,2,3]

}Y

n n

"argument” :
"keywords": ["...", "..."],
"key_info": "...",
"reference_chunks"”: [6,9]

}’
]
3

<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Please generate a structured JSON response based on the following references and question:

Chunk #i: {uncovered evidence fragments}

Question: {question}
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Below are the logic blocks that have already been identified as discarded for this question:
{discarded thought blocks}

Generated answer:
{answer}

JSON response:
<|im_end|>
(& J/

Commit Stage, Merge Operation Prompt Template

//Step 1: Merge Candidate Screening Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional logic-comparison expert. Your task is to find only the pairs of logic
blocks between the main and subord groups that must be merged.

Requirements:

1. Consider only cross-group pairings, and do not consider main-main or subord-subord.

2. Suggest a merge only when the viewpoints of two logic blocks clearly overlap; otherwise do
not output it.

3. The reference_blocks in each suggestion must be a pair, and it must consist of exactly one
positive main index and one negative subord index.

4. What you output are candidate suggestions, not the final result; when in doubt, leave it out.
5. If there is no candidate pair, please return an empty array [].

6. Output at most {k} of the most important overlaps.

Output format:

L
{
"reference_blocks"”: [2, -11,
"rationale”: "Both discuss ...... , and the difference between them is ..., described in a
neutral tone”,
"overlap_ratio”: @.xx
3
]
<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Please screen the must-merge candidate pairs according to the following main and subord logic
block information:

Please organize and merge the main and subord logic blocks based on the following information:

**Question:**
{question}

**Main logic blocks (numbered 1, 2, 3, ...):**
**Main Logic Block i:**

Argument: {main argument}

Keywords: {main keywords}

Key information: {main key information}

**xSubord logic blocks (numbered -1, -2, -3, ...):*x*
**xSubord Logic Block -i:xx*

Argument: {subord argument}

Keywords: {subord keywords}

Key information: {subord key information}

Notes:

- Do not output a single index.

- Do not output one-to-many or many-to-one.

- If there is no candidate pair that meets the criteria, return [] directly.

JSON response:
<|im_end|>
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//Step 2: Commit Thought Block Merging Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional expert in logical organization and information integration. Your task is
to organize and merge logic blocks based on the provided main and subord logic block
information, forming a

clearer and more complete logical structure.

Please analyze and merge the logic blocks according to the following requirements:

1. *xInput formatx*: There are two lists of logic blocks: the main logic block list and the
subord logic block list.

2. **xIdentify repeated or similar arguments**: Analyze the main and subord logic blocks and
identify pairs of logic blocks with repeated or similar arguments. It is already known that
there are no repeated

viewpoints within main or within subord, so you only need to consider whether there are two
viewpoints across groups that are highly similar or repeated.

3. **0Organize the logical order reasonably*x: Organize the logic blocks in a reasonable order
to form merged logic blocks.

4. xxExtract merged informationx*: For each merged logic block, extract the merged argument,
keywords, and the indices of the original logic blocks it cites. Main indices are 1,2,3,...,
and subord indices are

=1 552,800 o0

5. *xCitation format and requirements**: reference_blocks can only be a single number or a
**pairxx, and a pair **must** consist of one main logic block (positive index) and one subord
logic block (negative

index).

6. x*Overall requirements*x: Ensure that every logic block is covered, **and ensure that no two
merged logic blocks contain the same reference_blocks.** Each index may appear only once in all
reference_blocks

dicts.

Output format requirements:
Please output in JSON format, as shown below:

L
{
"reference_blocks”: 1,
"argument”: "Merged argument 1",
"keywords"”: ["Keyword 1", "Keyword 2"]
}!
{
"reference_blocks": [-1, 2],
"argument”: "Merged argument 2",
"keywords"”: ["Keyword 3", "Keyword 4"]
}Y
{
"reference_blocks": 3,
"argument”: "Merged argument 3",
"keywords"”: ["Keyword 5", "Keyword 6"]
}’
{
"reference_blocks": [-2, 4],
"argument”: "Merged argument 4",
"keywords": ["Keyword 6", ...]
}?
]
<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Please organize and merge the main and subord logic blocks based on the following information:

**Question:**
{question}

**Main logic blocks (numbered 1, 2, 3, ...):*%
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**Main Logic Block i:*x*

Argument: {main argument}

Keywords: {main keywords}

Key information: {main key information}

**xSubord logic blocks (numbered -1, -2, -3, ...):*x*
**xSubord Logic Block -i:xx*

Argument: {subord argument}

Keywords: {subord keywords}

Key information: {subord key information}

Below are the pre-generated merge candidate suggestions:
{candidate merge pairs and rationales?}

Notes:

- Ensure that the JSON format is correct and can be parsed.

- Keep the logic clear and well-structured. Each merged argument should be concise and clear
rather than verbose. If it is verbose, it must be split into two arguments and described
separately rather than

merged into one logic block.

- Ensure that every logic block is covered, #*xand ensure that no two logic blocks contain the
same reference_blocks.**x Each index may appear only once in all reference_blocks dicts.

JSON response:
<|im_end|>
- J

Commit Stage, Discard Operation Prompt Template

//Thought Block Discard Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional logic-analysis expert. Your task is to analyze logic blocks and identify
the logic blocks that should be discarded.

Please analyze the logic blocks according to the following criteria:

1. Off-topic: logic blocks unrelated to the theme of the question.

2. Redundant information: logic blocks whose content is obviously consistent with, or seriously
repetitive of, other existing logic blocks.

3. Mixed incorrect information: logic blocks containing obvious errors or information
inconsistent with facts.

4. Low-impact information: peripheral information that does not directly help solve the
question.

Output format requirements:

Please output in JSON format, containing the two fields block_id and rationale. The rationale
field should provide a brief reason for discarding the logic block.

If no logic block needs to be discarded, please return an empty array [].

Notes:

- Return only the logic blocks that need to be discarded.

- Please judge the degree of discarding carefully. For example, if the question includes
expressions such as "as comprehensive as possible”, then fewer logic blocks should be discarded,
or none at all.

- Ensure that the JSON format is correct and can be parsed.

<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Please generate a structured JSON response according to the following information:

Please analyze the following logic blocks and identify which ones should be discarded:

**Question: *xx
{question}

**xLogic Blocks:**

*xLogic Block i:*x

Argument: {argument}

Keywords: {keywords?}

Key information: {key information}
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*xDiscard Criteria:**

1. Off-topic: logic blocks that are unrelated to the question.

2. Redundant information: logic blocks that repeat or closely overlap with other logic blocks.
3. Mixed or incorrect information: logic blocks that contain clearly incorrect information or
factual errors.

4. Weak-impact information: peripheral information that does not directly help solve the
question.

**xTask:**
Identify all logic blocks that should be discarded, and provide a one-sentence rationale for
each discarded block.

**Qutput Format:*xx*
Return the result in JSON format, following this example:

L
{
"block_id": 1,
"rationale”: "This logic block is unrelated to the question and therefore off-topic.”
}Y
{
"block_id": 3,
"rationale”: "This logic block overlaps with logic block 2 and is therefore redundant.”
}
]

If no logic blocks need to be discarded, return an empty array “[]".

JSON response:
<|im_end|>
. J

Expand Stage Prompt Template

//Logic Block Expansion Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional report-writing expert. Your task is to discuss the argument of a
specified logic block among a series of logic blocks, based on the provided literature passages
and while staying closely focused on the question itself.

Requirements:

1. The discussion must stay closely aligned with the argument and the question, while also
maintaining coherence with the already generated preceding answer.

2. Refer to and cite information from the provided chunk pool comprehensively and extensively.
3. Use concise and clear language.

4. Maintain objectivity and accuracy.

5. Staying close to the question is the first priority. Remove material that is only loosely
related to the question.

6. When a sentence uses information from the chunk pool, cite the local chunk ids at the end of
the sentence in the format [1] or [1,2].

7. Use only the chunk ids that appear in the prompt. Do not invent citation ids.

Please generate a complete discussion and output the content directly with inline citations.
<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Please write a detailed discussion for the current logic block while keeping coherence with the
overall answer.

Question:
{question}

Task:
Write the discussion for logic block. The current block must stay tightly focused on the
question and on its own argument.

Chunk pool for the current block:
Chunk #i:
{evidence fragments}
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Logic-block overview:
Current logic block {i}:
Argument: {current argument}
Keywords: {current keywords}

Logic block {j}:
Argument: {other argument}
Keywords: {other keywords}

Output only the discussion for the current logic block, with inline citations.
<|im_end|>
\ J

Summary Stage Prompt Template (for deep-research style answers)

//Subsection Summary Generation Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional answer-writing expert.

You are writing {one numbered subsection / one subsection} inside a larger report section.
Your task is to produce the complete subsection, including the subsection title line and the
subsection body, while preserving the factual support and inline citation markers already
present in the source

material.

Requirements:

1. Preserve valid inline citation markers such as [5] and [5,9] for claims that remain in the
text.

2. Do not invent new citation ids.

3. Improve clarity, professionalism, and readability while keeping the content tightly focused
on the question.

4. If numbering is used, you must generate the subsection title yourself. If numbering is not
used, do not generate an extra inner title.

5. Output format is mandatory:

{subsection label}. Subsection Title Subsection body starts on the next line.

6. If earlier content already covers part of the same information, reduce repetition and keep
only what is still necessary here.

7. Every sentence must contribute directly to answering the question. Avoid open-ended
expansion, tangents, and over-elaboration.

8. {first-line format requirement}

9. Output only the complete subsection with inline citations preserved.

<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Refine the current logic block into {one numbered subsection / one subsection} inside its
parent section.

Question:
{question}

Current subsection label:
{subsection label}.

Current logic block information:
Argument:
{argument}

Keywords:
{keywords?}

Key information:
{key information}

Detailed content with inline citations:
{expanded discussion with citations}

Previously generated content:
{previous section headings and summaries}

Requirements:
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1. Preserve all valid citation markers already present in the detailed content, such as [5] or
[5,9].

2. Do not invent new citation ids, and do not delete citations that support retained claims.
3. Improve clarity, density, and readability while keeping the content tightly focused on the
question.

4. If numbering is used, you must generate the subsection title yourself based on the current
logic block. If numbering is not used, do not generate an extra inner title.

5. Output format is mandatory and must be exactly:

{subsection label}. <your subsection title> <subsection content starts on the next line>

6. If the previously generated content already covers some information from the current logic
block, reduce repeated discussion and keep only the incremental value needed here.

7. Every part of the subsection must directly help answer the question. Stay problem-oriented
and do not expand indefinitely.

8. {first-line format requirement}

9. Do not output any extra preface, explanation, or alternative formats.

10. Make the subsection directly appendable after the previously generated content while
maintaining coherence.

11. Make the language clear, easy to understand, and highly readable, while avoiding excessive
elaboration.

12. The language you use should keep same with that of the question.

Please generate the complete subsection for the current logic block:
<|im_end|>
- J/

Auxiliary Generation Prompt Templates (for deep-research style answers)

//Direct Generation Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a professional report-writing expert. Your task is to discuss the argument of a
specified logic block among a series of logic blocks, based on the provided literature passages
and while staying

closely focused on the question itself.

Requirements:

1. The discussion must stay closely aligned with the argument and the question, while also
maintaining coherence with the already generated preceding answer.

2. Refer to and cite information from the provided chunk pool comprehensively and extensively.
3. Use concise and clear language.

4. Maintain objectivity and accuracy.

5. Staying close to the question is the first priority. Remove material that is only loosely
related to the question.

6. When a sentence uses information from the chunk pool, cite the local chunk ids at the end of
the sentence in the format [1] or [1,2].

7. Use only the chunk ids that appear in the prompt. Do not invent citation ids.

Please generate a complete discussion and output the content directly with inline citations.
<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Please write a detailed discussion following instruction.

Instruction:
{instruction}

Available evidence chunk pool for citation:
Chunk #i:
{evidence fragments}

Requirements:

1. Stay tightly focused on both the question and the argument.

2. Use the chunk pool extensively when it is relevant.

3. When a sentence uses information from a chunk, cite it with the provided local chunk id, such
as [1] or [1,3].

4. Use only the chunk ids shown in the chunk pool above. Do not invent citation ids.

5. Place citations at the end of the corresponding sentence.

6. Output only the discussion text.

7. You must keep the language you use same with the question.

Additional requirement for this direct-generation task:

20335



- Organize the answer using exactly two heading levels when structure is needed.

- Use top-level headings in the form “A. ...~, "B. ..., C. ..., "D. ... .
- Under each top-level heading, use second-level headings in the form 1. ...~, “2. ..., “3.
.7, 4. ...” when there are multiple subpoints.

- Keep the structure clear and reader-friendly.

- Do not add any heading level deeper than the “1. / 2. / 3. / 4.7 level.

- Preserve inline citations in the generated content.

- Keep the language of the discussion be the same with instruction (Chinese / English).
<|im_end|>

//Polish Prompt Template

<|im_start|>system

You are a careful editor for report sections.

Polish the section for readability and concision while preserving all information and all valid
inline citations.

Return only the polished section text.

<|im_end|>

<|im_start|>user
Instruction for this section:
{instruction}

Current section draft:
{section draft}

Editing requirements:

1. Preserve all information that is already present in the draft.

2. Preserve all valid inline citations such as [5] and [5,9]. Do not invent, remove, or renumber
citations.

3. Reduce useless discussion and repeated phrasing.

4. Improve clarity, readability, and logical flow while preserving the original meaning,
technical content, and conclusions.

5. Remove redundancy and excessive elaboration. Merge overlapping ideas and keep the response
focused on the target question.

6. Strengthen the structure of the answer so that the argument follows a clear progression from
background, to relationship/mechanism analysis, to modeling framework, and then to conclusions.
7. Ensure that technical and domain-specific terms are accurate, consistent, and professionally
used. Briefly clarify complex or ambiguous concepts when necessary.

8. When discussing models, methods, or frameworks, clearly explain their purpose, assumptions,
inputs, outputs, and how they connect to the main problem.

9. Keep the writing tightly aligned with the instruction for this section.

10. Keep the existing heading and numbering structure whenever it is already useful.

11. Output only the polished section text. You don't need to add the section title.

12. The language of your polished output should remain consistent with the draft.

<|im_end|>

//Answer Introduction Generation Prompt Template
<|im_start|>user

Question:

{question}

Report body:
{assembled section contents}

Write the opening section of a report that answers the question.
Requirements:

1. Use 1-2 paragraphs.

2. Introduce the question and briefly preview the report.

3. Do not use bullet points.

4. Do not include a heading.

5. Do not include citation markers such as [1].

6. Keep the language same with the report.

<|im_end|>
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//Answer Conclusion Generation Prompt Template
<|im_start|>user

Question:

{question}

Report body:
{assembled section contents}

Write the ending section of the report.

Requirements:

1. Use 1-2 paragraphs.

2. Synthesize the key points and close the report.

3. Do not introduce new section headings or bullet points.
4. Do not include a heading.

5. Follow the language of the question.

6. Do not include citation markers such as [1].

7. Keep the language same with the report.

<|im_end|>
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A.7 Case Study

We present two examples to illustrate how Deep-
Weaver composes new claims by weaving related
thought blocks across refinement steps.

LoQA The question is how industrial water treat-
ment should be redefined when shifting from “pol-
Iution control” to “resource recovery.” The ini-
tial claims discuss water reuse, energy recovery,
material recovery, ecological evaluation, and eco-
nomic feasibility separately. DeepWeaver links
these claims with subordinate claims about circu-
lar resource use and multidimensional evaluation.
The final result reframes wastewater treatment as a
resource recovery system: wastewater is no longer
treated only as pollution to remove, but as a re-
source pool for recovering water, energy, and valu-
able materials. This case shows DeepWeaver’s abil-
ity to turn scattered technical points into a higher-
level conceptual claim.

DeepResearch Bench The topic is about the ap-
plications and functional capabilities of a sports in-
telligent tutoring system driven by multimodal data
fusion. The draft claims cover real-time posture
correction, performance evaluation, personalized
training, injury prediction, and tactical analysis.
DeepWeaver further connects these functions with
signal-level, feature-level, and decision-level fu-
sion. For example, posture correction is refined
into a claim about fusing IMU and video data to
build a 3D motion model for immediate feedback;
performance evaluation is refined into feature-level
fusion of biomechanical and physiological signals.
This case shows how DeepWeaver converts sepa-
rate application claims into a coherent set of system
capabilities.

B Ethics Statement

The source books used in this work are publicly
published books and copyrighted works owned by
their respective authors and publishers. They were
accessed through our institution’s paid and licensed
electronic-book collections. We do not claim own-
ership over the original book text, and our access to
these books does not imply any right to re-license
or redistribute the original works.

For each book, we release only a limited ex-
cerpt of approximately 1,000 OCR-derived tokens,
together with our derived annotations and meta-
data, for non-commercial academic research, repro-
ducibility, and evaluation purposes. The release is

neither intended nor sufficient to substitute for the
original books, enable reconstruction of the origi-
nal works, or circumvent the access restrictions of
the licensed e-book collections.

We rely on fair-use-style research use for the
limited excerpts, considering the non-commercial
scholarly purpose, the limited amount of text re-
leased, and the absence of a market substitute for
the original books. Users are responsible for ensur-
ing that their use complies with applicable copy-
right laws and the terms of the original sources
and institutional licenses. Upon request from copy-
right holders, we will review and remove disputed
excerpts.

The data used in this work are derived from pub-
licly published books and does not involve private
user data, personal communications, or sensitive
personal information.

C Dataset License and Terms of Use

Annotations, metadata, and evaluation code in this
work are released under Apache-2.0. Data are re-
leased under CC BY-NC 4.0, while the copyrighted
book excerpts remain the property of their respec-
tive rights holders.
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Case Study on LoQA

Inference Trajectory of DeepWeaver on LoQA

Q: TPoKAE ARG 15 Hefa il o] " SR E R RS AR, i B E U TEMBOR BIn G ik &R, f
HERRF & A SR 2 SRR R 85T I AT

Draft

{
"argument”: " TV /KANE RETESAL AL O R BOR B PR B —FIARRHEIL, TR LK SR = s E A |
RO Z BIKIERES iR ",
"keywords": ["HUNBEPR", "KBHRIEEA", "HAIK", "BERFIMH", "RELHE"],
"key_info": "HUR HFRT N TCHE WA B FAE R AFAE (T Sk Ehes - THECZRA -
RV HEBR) IR S A « SEILBR AR5 b N BR B X N BB TS 0 - 0 BUACE - — K MR ER
DUBR F DL A AR AR AR OR - 7,
"reference_chunks”: [17, 21, 34, 51, 59, 70, 9@],
"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [189, 79, 27, 76, 48]
})
{
"argument”: "SR B PR K T EIWCRETR 5 8 BV R, SSENS RV RIRIEL . ),
"keywords”: ["BEVRIEMT”, "WIREC", "REAT" "ERMREN, "BIFR1, B
"key_info": "¢ BIK R EVEHIAIE STV AN URAATEALEIN . BREHE: WRIREEILEAKCRH
REBA (fnuase) BEIRCTASAENR; EUWR - BESEFESRYIG DU E TAEOKFEWER . iEEEEHE
BHEREI & (RERKPRISE « ERBIRTHI - IWEEKTREEES) - 7,
"reference_chunks": [17, 23, 42, 54, 153, 188],
"retrieval_reference_chunks": [77, 86, 84, 5, 196]
}’

. ey

“argument”: "I (4 AR SL LU A IBERGUICIT A DU M RS A RERE .
"keywords”: ["WFMHiRR", "HBIEIAGK, KBIRIEENEIR ", "I ENEER", "ESLE"],
"key_info": "VEHIEIFRLRE R —MANIRE WK R (MESFRE . BEKEAR) . 9
BB B (WRERERE - BErdhEER)  ARED (FEFE - IREEHER . I5RERLE) UKRS
Tafete (urpdferee sy - HAKERENE) - 7,
"reference_chunks”": [17, 21, 23, 51, 76, 153, 1761,
"retrieval_reference_chunks": [178, 48, 122, 44, 53]
}’
{
"argument”: "G AT T AT 24w IR ITMCAR -Sam T, HEETHUEE.
"keywords”: ["SBTAIfTIE", "&AmAMIMA", "HAMmAT, "L, "E=J5EHE],
"key_info": "M TEITE AR TR - EINIE - BRENE - TR Rk R S HRE R
FENREEmFPRA . #THA- MmO, BREMEATEHA - R EEEARMAEERYE . %
BB ST RSE T, JHESE =TI EWm iz ER=.
"reference_chunks”: [9, 34, 64, 106, 113],
"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [116, 197, 62, 27, 178]
})

{

Subordinate (Refinement Turn #1)

{
"argument”: "ERAISHIFR BIFTWES ZIRER, % ORMNRFETENSFEAF K §8 - PIRITE
(Bl 5 PERIEER - 7, \
"keywords”: ["HOR BFR", "WREEC, KRR, BEEE, HRERT, ‘
"key_info”: "HUK B FRRBHESRITRYIKER, §RKEIREEH S HAIEER - GEIRS BRI
S SRR MUSTEEN - AR T3 R E S S R o X EREREEA T LA B i priE, FFiE
HRETH ~ YR AR - D EEEOREIMIRS - EFFYBFE NI . »,
"reference_chunks”: [3, 16, 31, 36, 45, 52, 69, 138]
}’
{
"argument”: "TFANMA R T N —PREFEPRER (AR BT - ARSI - BETRITIRS ROUEREER Z
LR ATERT . ", ‘
"keywords”: ["WFMI{RR", "BRECHRE", LA, "eEmAMARA", EHEEE"],
_ "key_info": "HIRLIFM AR R E BIREIMCERIEIR (AKECR « RV H2R) ARSI
TR (ANBR BT - ERFEHI) - BOREFTATHEiers (e a FZAAR - BREEEE) DR ARG
BREEEE (WYRRERERE - AsMKF) | DLHEHEEER- ",
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"reference_chunks"”: [16, 45, 57, 95, 104, 124, 138]
}’
{

"argument”: "SEIMFRAIFTRESIT T ML, KRERI R TZa, HfEshEk s RE5 SRt
BRI ECEE . ,

memy:U12$%%“%%IZ%"ﬁﬁﬁﬁI%”IZ@%“ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂ,
~"key_info”: " TZBRIERI M B —AhFEERE A RN BN - PREVH - ERBIRPRDE - PREANHES S
%\Wmﬁﬁf~%ﬁwfﬂla@"rm‘ﬂ“ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ%ﬁ@%DBM)@@,E%%N%m\%
IKEEREE UG /KHAT 4728, DASEINBE =A%~ B BT A SR E -

"reference_chunks”: [16, 43, 52, 95, 104]

}!
{

"m@mm%"%ﬂﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ,%ﬁﬁ&ﬁ@%%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁli&ﬁ,#mﬁﬁ%%ﬂﬁﬁ%m
IS B ER -

"keywords”: ["ZZFFRIATIE", "BOREUAR", "BURWEh", "W, "SR]

"key_info": Q)SHEWL H“%jv\ © R R R AN S VR R R AR m%iiﬂ’]f% ENgi
ﬁe%W%%Wﬁ&ﬁ@%%ﬁﬁmli%ﬁ%%ﬁ (] IS 3 o 2 ST BEURAL T PRI~ SRASIBOR MG - & FBsk
EemETER, RAFEREIENTS RSN SRERRE. 7,

"reference_chunks"”: [16, 43, 95, 104, 130]

}!

ey

{
X "argument”: "ESERIENS S5 REEEERA FIERREW R SIS EN BN S B B OSSR
"keywords ["E%%*erﬂ/\”, TRERREEE, PRGN, "R, ERME],
N y_info": "SERIERCATRIE R EEANE TAE « AR T2 PRI . [EERASE2RRY, DL
R Mﬂ(@ﬁ WWN)@%%&E% o Ldﬁ%%%%f%%%ﬂlz%ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%,%ﬁ
ARSI, RERIMGIRERFEE =R, RO ITRAR, &EIARSH MR RH -
"reference_chunks”": [16, 30, 69, 104, 124, 141]
}

Commit (Refinement Turn #1)

"trash": [
{

"reference_blocks": 3,

wwmm%"%ﬂ%LLF HAETE . ROUERMAESHARNA, ST BN SISTELRE -
oK IR RGN BN AE SR, BN ICEA T T2 IR SE RS S 7E Tk XA g« Tolk
%;;nfﬂiﬁﬂg%% PRI LA 454 A TIEH - FREHEETHARIITRESL, FEIRFEREHF
% % )‘ fm ”,

"keywords": ["TBEVHAET"", "TAAESRE", "FLEE", "EROERE AR "REER"],

"key_info": "RI/KAH ARG BREDAIRIT . W BERAEN T2 IR E SRS,
7E Tk X iy« Tl AE SR, SSHa L EY SRR E; 4546 ANTIEH - eSS SEARHITIR
EEA, BEIRREREI IR -

"reference_chunks”: [99, 5, 168, 9, 137, 108, 17],

"discard_rationale”: IZﬁiﬁﬂ%ﬂéﬂ:{ﬁ{ if‘“%ﬂi*?ﬂiﬂi HROEER (RKEE - 2% 2
HEEBER2 4 o BB “REEA - SLUBERFMHRLAT, BTIURER. "

}Y
{

"reference_blocks"”: [-5]

_ "argument”: %JFX‘JLXE %ﬁ'ﬁﬁf&ﬁ YRR E S 7208, B AREFIREW RSS2 & rTE]
o ERFEEWS AT, MHEHEREBEHFEEDN (WHAEZ - FAEEIIGEY) Bk XERFAF
RIS SR ALTAN A (AnFR AL A mﬁ%%)uﬁ@ﬁi%%ﬁﬁ,%ﬂﬁﬁ%@ﬁﬁ,%m
EGSAR A IR, R K EI R SRR IR S L 2 .

"keywords": ["MEFEMEENY)", "HEISEY", "HiE", Qﬁ%ﬂjﬁ "ERTE], N

"@me“"f%fﬂwﬂﬁT %ﬁ%%%%ﬁaﬁ%%ﬁ(whii FOMAENISRY) B
RERR o« IXESRIF L H M HE AR R T EEOR  (ISRIKAR « mEM) LUHBRE YIS, EHlH
PEERYEL, Bk EWGT R E S RE R, REHKERS By RIR R E ST 2. 7,

"reference_chunks”: [66, 43, 81, 151, 571,

"discard_rationale”: "ZIFHILBREG TSI SAESZ S, BREZE, ([EMEXF R EZL
E%%f%%&ﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁm%%ﬁ%lE?EE%%I?%E%%,NE%%%W%@%@@,ﬂm%%%
Mg R . "

:3’ n
]:
"golden”: [
{

"reference_blocks"”: 1,
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"argument”: " Tl KAMEE R GUEL R FIRO R BOR B PR —BARRHERL, T+ LUK BR =g s R
(B A A% D 2 J2 DAREAE BT FIAR - BOR BART N <TCFALHER B2 1 42 7 0 AN [F @ A = i B Ak, SKBR
ﬁg%ﬁﬁﬂW%ﬁﬁEW%%%ﬁm\%ﬁ%@\—m%%ﬁ$ﬁ@%,u&%%uﬂM@Pﬁﬁ%%ﬁE

"keywords”: ["HURBFR", "KBEIRGEIA", "HAK", "BRFIM", "HRELE"], )

"key_info”: "HA B FRAE NTCHE (L HERC S (14 7= R R (AN Ty - SR ed < B
F -~ ARVFEBR) BO7 G BUEAK - SEELRR R Ak AR B X A BT 0 - AL E . —IKE AR fE
F. DURCRR LR DR ENIR B AR . 7,

"reference_chunks": [34, 70, 17, 51, 21, 90, 59]

}?
{

"reference_blocks"”: [2, -11,

"argument”: "R BRSIRZE NEK T EUHER S B M EY B, SINSRYIBIRIEAL, 8 M A
TEWAAET R AK - G- YBEEW S FEMERNZ RXE R . BEEE. SmiREaTURKCRARESA
BT SRENR; R - BEEESTFYIBG A E DAV ROK A E R . 5T B Elch M EREI & - X ERE
W RETHN - EVI AR - 9 BEROR, SCIK TR & 5UE H 5 PATMEER - REVRS BHIRAOR A2 mL -~ 155
PRI MLSTEEL, YR TZERMESS L. », - o

"keywords": [*BEIRIEIC", "PIRIEINC, "IRESLE, "ERYRELC, B R, CEORER, (%
VREM, K BHRE -

"key_info": "R BEIKHHIEVIFESFYI BN TR E . BARGRE. WEREEILEKR
FIREBR (fnuass) MIWHASHENR: FEA - BEEEFFYIBL LU E T RK P IR R . 5 BB
BUHMEREIF & (MEEEKT SR  ERBRPI6 . WEEKTREEER) - SR BN BBE S
{THYIERR, IR K BER R B 5 EAEES - BEVRS BRI B - 53 ivE MES TEEAL - LRT
IR A SIS IRIRAL - X ESRIREE A F LIH R B VA, HEd RETEN - RV ERRRE - D BEROR
EWES - BEFRIBFE M- 7,

"reference_chunks": [3, 36, 69, 42, 138, 45, 16, 17, 52, 54, 23, 153, 188, 31]

}!
{
"reference_blocks": [-3],
"argument”: "SKHIFRRITREEH TZMA, LREBILABRIRIC T Z6", F#ENRL SRS
ACE LR T WO 1 . T2 B A2 N R — b FRBE R [ SR T B B JREETR - ETBIAPREE - PRI AL
S5 B - HOKANET — BRI T A . AT, S5 5 BRI S B (DESAR) B, 7EURCk i B
K~ RAKERRIEFTIG AT /328, DAL S FE IR BIR R .
"keywords": ["LZHH", "SR ILE", "SREELGE, "TZ2a", "FLSE"],

_"key_info": " TZB#ER N B —AhIREERT [ TN BN - REVH - EFURALRDE . RIEAELS E
B HOKEET IR T 20 . RN, BRSNS FEH (DESAR) B, fEVRSAHEK -
TRKERFERIGRHIT 2, DISEIE E Rk - BEOEA SRR

"reference_chunks"”: [104, 43, 16, 52, 95]

}?
{
"reference_blocks”": [4, -2],
- "argument”: "HTHIVEAN 1R R L UL BRSO R S MR R A PEAIESR, B — RN
PRER s BRSO « ARASTOMN « AT AT ATIE S ROV REVERISE S 18T - I TEPR R — R B R, T
s/KBIRIERS (MESFMR . FAOKEMR) - YIFERSEW (NEERLR - BEFriEIR) - £
B (RERE  IBESAH . IFIRBEIRMLE) - RORRENE UG amEes] . dokiRErE) - BRECRRTE
PR(CAKEMCR S GEIRIE = H2R) - ERSESERMIENR (I 2 - ABFEEIE) - BOREF A TIEER
(& an AR - BB EEOH) URAGHFESEREERER (YREERERE . BKFE) - 7,
‘ "keywords": ["PEMMER", "EBIEEAGUK, KBIREIAER, "PIREMEER, ESRE, R
DREMCRR, AR, A FRAR, EERE R,
"key_info”: "TFMMTEPRNIEEALE — AR, REUKFRIRIEER (MESAAR . BAKERE) .
Y FEIAS U (ANBEVRER LR . ESFEENR) « ABED (B - = THHE 15 BRRILE) LLRR
SRt (FUbE AERES] - HOKERRENE) o AU AR S BIREMCR RIS (AKERER « BETRE T
) EBSEERAEST (AR « ST HEE) - BORZEF AT IEIein (@4 a AR - #5
EWCH) DU RS FE S EREE R (WYRRERERE - AsMKF) | DAHEHEEEAR- ",
"reference_chunks"”: [104, 138, 76, 45, 176, 17, 16, 51, 21, 23, 153, 124, 95, 57]
}’
{
"reference_blocks": [5, -41,

"argument”: "ZEPFAATIEIRMTEET 24 m AMBA DTN RA- M o tT, HBETHILEE, F
RO R AL - B B SFEOR AR RV A GTE DR - PR T E AR . BT R . wEia . B
TREMOC RS ~ 548 WK B8 58S B E N R 2 A e R A, 47 BOAR-ZGEE AT, B R SEs K T B AR -
IR B P i BOR FOMRALE P - A KRB T 3585 0, s« = e B Ems e gf=.
BB 2K BN IR R T TZRRS YA, [FIRhET 2 L BRI miniE - SRABOR MG - 2
SRR, RABREBTIE TSR SRR ERER. 1,

"keywords”: ["EFFRAIfTHE", "L ABIRA", "HMAKEmat, "W, "E=JTRE, K
ARBAR", "BORIRBN, "HLE, arEam], n B

"key_info”: PN B BRI SBTRA  RAITIH - FIRERG - TEIKRSHRE R
SN B EE B . TR, BREME KT SAA - R FESORMRIE R . &
AKX B BT SE T, B EITRE ETHNEERS . MBEMN - RO - BRSRERE
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SLH S BRRECROR AR, AL A BEPTAN . RINTREKELOR QIR R L TE MRS, [
%gﬁ%zﬁﬁ%#&%@\%ﬁﬂ%%mxﬁ%ﬁéﬁﬂ%iﬁ,%ﬂ%ﬁ@%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%%%ﬁ%&ﬁ@
o "’reference_chunks": [64, 34, 130, 104, 9, 106, 43, 16, 113, 95]
}’

Subordinate (Refinement Turn #2)

{
"argument”: "R HARR B —5 Q) RBREG [FK BT - REVR SIS 2RI F B - 7,
"keywords”: ["BRUREML”, "ZEKER", "KEIRER", "SREYW", "PIE"], ,
"key_info": "HUKBFMARTUATIRAMEN, ERLRLIVKEIRID R - 2% BEFIH (T
FA7K ~ WHIK s ABAK) | I EEMEK R R (ES) KEihEYR (WESE - BEfE) | K
B ERE WP AR AN SR -
"reference_chunks"”: [20, 60, 86, 129]
}’
{
"argument”: "I A RTADRMEBORKEE - EBMG - EHF AT AR RIS HLE A TEIR .
"keywords": ["VFMMAR", "ZYEIEIR", "BORKEE", "ED@m, AT,
"key_info": "HIPFM IR R R LG KRR A GAPRHERC OO EIRESR, AL AL B R B MO R
(kK EcEe . BERE &) - DIRERAE (INSRERERE . 29%8) - ANMe (il - ERFHEIR) - 2
??g%<W%$ﬁ%%%$\&ﬁﬂﬁ$>&§ﬁﬁ@ﬁ(Wﬁ@%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ\ﬁﬁﬁﬁm¥>EW%%@
EWER . 7,
"reference_chunks": [18, 44, 49, 93, 100, 114, 195]
}’
{
" "argument”: "SI RET IR NESIES], BORE BH EY BBOERE R UREE B EMR A S L 4
"keywords”: ["HEZZALE", "RELEH", "HEGIY, CERATGE", " ZIREE],
 "key_info": "TEERFREMCHIFER, UABIREEEEYR WHAEENY) . B8R UER) %
FEAEER, By EAEEWORE S B B R E A IR R o X ERIT A N E M RR I AN EROR (T
WM~ FRAOKAE) | DUEBREAEYMSIE, RREE ST 8IS a7 BRI =i M -
"reference_chunks"”: [61, 86, 140]

Yo
{

"argument”: "RFERNGIRLE S RETMEIIRE B, SERL BNHFLIREERSIT. 7,

"keywords”: ["AEASML", "RSKEAE", "EEEF, "TAASRE", "RAERE"],

"key_info”: "REIKACEAGTRIT ORI B RAEASHIEIT, RFAREERIIASRE S - @ NS e
ML R B FROK R, FRE T E R Z e TSR, SEIa e EY) S IRt
e NLEH - fREHEETEARIITREGRL, WREIKREFEF R AT - 7,

"reference_chunks": [1, 44, 133, 150, 163]

}’
{

"argument”: "EEWELESEEMESRRIT AGEN - ENIES B AR RERARSE . 7,

"keywords": ["EEERE", "EERBE, "ROAAEME", "ERWEN, " TZMmML T,

"key_info": "JEITE NV ETFTYIRMAALIRAE TR EHAG, STHMIRL I E L5 S R4l
. BEelEE, XEREFRELS OK. 66 ) RERE . BRI RGIMPEREN - EMERSEHN
H R RBEEOR S -

"reference_chunks”: [11, 67, 73, 127, 194]

}’
{
"argument”: "SRRI Fﬁﬂfﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁﬁﬁ”%ﬁﬁWT@E&T&%%@B‘]?%%%° o
"keywords”: ["BURIKBN", "PRfEtRAR", "RMRAIH", "HOREIH", "HLHE1,
_"key_info": "¥RAITTEEIR S IREIRD, AN E SR SR B ETAAL - SEGTIRNECR AN S B A AOK
FUREMR R - [l fod s ol (e FoREE . IR REE) B EREHET S5 -
FRERER OIS ER (WESURERON - KBRS E) NESRHAE AT AR AR - 7,
"reference_chunks”: [18, 20, 60, 114, 181]
}

Commit (Refinement Turn #2)

"trash": [
{

"reference_blocks"”: 3,
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"argument”: "FRRITENIEEE - RGERANESHANA, SHAEETENESHCSIRKEAE -
FKEHE RGN BRESH AT, @ SEm A T IR EHESSERL BT ; £ Tl b XA« Tl
%ﬁ?;g@%ﬂ@%%%%%%ﬁﬁ%i;%%AIﬂﬂxﬁﬁﬁ%iﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%E@%,%ﬁ%ﬁ#
IRE AR A © ",

"keywords"”: ["WETEAF=", "TAAESE", "FLKEBE", "ES0HEER", "REE/R"],

"key_info": "FFKALIE RO B IRAE ST o BT EEEATE T2 InseE B SR S T 5
7E Tk X e Tl AR, SSHaEEY SRR A, 44 ANTIEM - eSS SBARHITIR
EEil, PEIRRERERAESHE - ",

"reference_chunks": [99, 5, 168, 9, 137, 108, 17],

"discard_rational”: "Z@HEHRTIFEESAESEA, ERMER (RLEE - RAEER) 26
STEBHET 4. o ERIL - «REEA - <RIBS IR T, BTIIRER - "

}?
{

"reference_blocks"”: [-5],

_ "argument”: "ETXEREMRSHEITHY GRS 2 2408, ZRE B IRECRS AL 2 0
#’- ERFEEWS AT, MHEHEEAEEEEEYR (AR . FAMEIIEIY) WEER . XERIT
RHBLRE SRR TS ERROAR (SRR - mEAL) DUHPBREAEYIMSINE, EHiERT 8L Pk
BG4 055, RELKER SR RRCRES 2. »,

"keywords”: ["MEREEEHY)", "HESRY", "WAE", "mEEAML", "EETE"],

"key_info": "TEBHIREICS M T, MHFEHREZEEFEEDR (WER - FAEEIIGIY) e
AR - IXESRIF 2 FH N HEFHER R T EEOR (SR K - MR EN) DURBRE YIS, EHi
PEERYAL, BiibEOT R g, RE K E RS B IR S = 2. 7,

"reference_chunks”: [66, 43, 81, 151, 571,

"discard_rational”: "ZiIZHMLREFFIFIYTINESEREZ S, BREE, HHEX T RIEZO
E%%?%X&ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬂETEE%%IZ%E%@,NE%%%W@%%%@,ﬂm%%%
l]ﬂ a/w\" "

}’

]’
"golden": [
{

"reference_blocks": 1,

"argument”: " TO7KANIE RO PII% R B R R B — RIAFRHERCA 2 R PLK B IE = a4 |l A
ORI Z R AT B iR . BATE, BORBRE N TTE MR LR H 2N FAE (I TTIhAEr .
BRAPRNGS - TR - ROEBE) FORS SR FTRT K o SERRBRAR G 7E 4Lk PN AR Bl X A SEREE TS A0 - 4 Bk
B —KEZRAMEBRMER, FHRALBEE HARREAIERAR, DEEHK IR R - 7,

"keywords”: ["FARHFR", "KETIRIEEL", "FAK", "BRRFIH", "RELE"],

"key_info”: "HIR BN N TCE WA EE [0 £ 7= R AN F AR (0 DAL A - Babrrhas « Uk
R~ RLER) BIE S BELEK . KB AR SN EE X NEETE AT - 2B . —KE MR
R, PASR A PABU R AR AR L B A - 7,

"reference_chunks": [34, 70, 17, 51, 21, 90, 59]

}Y
{

"reference_blocks”: [2, -1],

"argument”: "BRK HARNEBRIE SRS RI LR, T8 WBK P i FEMOK SR - GEIRSH M {EY)
FUHIZ R IR R o X8 FEOKIIREE i fORTRAM B IR, SSBUK BRI B % - BRI, e
REAYVUB KR ARESAR (AAuasB) [EGATEER; BIA -~ BREEFTYIRTG DUR S E Tl oK b Ei R
B SEeBESENENRT G (EEEKTRERE - SRR - XESRETREHENL - EYHRA
PRi ~ B EHEOR, LUK SR RUR S MBS < GEVR5S SRR RN - 15 Ry IMES TTEL,
DR T2 RIESHS®ERIL . ", o .

keywords”: ["EOR BR", BRI, K BEIRIELF ", " BEIRIEIC, CREN, CRELEY,
FORE, "B &, o B B

"key_info": "B RSSO IR T FAL I . BARERE: SR kBEETURKR
FIREBR (fnuase) MEIWGASHENR: FEIA - BEEFEFFYIBL LU E T RK P EWRR . 5 5B
BOERE & (RERKTRIEE « EARER T H - R EOKTFREEES) « BOR BARREBESR
FEROER, TRNKEIRESE S HAEL - GeIRS FIRMFE D2 B SRR IMUS TEL - IR T
S REAES SRR - (X BRI AE LA 2 B bR, Fmd RETEIL - EVRARDE . B B SRR
EWAS - EFFPIBAE R - SR BIRERTHATIRANEEN, A0 LIUKFRIKD B - 2% - %
MR @LZHK S BHK - EJHK) |, U EERE KRR (GRS XEhEY R (NESE -
B | RN E rE AOKIRFI R E - 7,

"reference_chunks”: [129, 3, 36, 69, 42, 138, 45, 60, 16, 17, 52, 20, 54, 23, 86, 153, 188, 31]
}’
{

"reference_blocks"”: 3,

"argument”: "SEIIFRRIFE R TZ2MKL, KRERMBIRM TZ a7, HHESNIEL SRS 58
FOOEE DR A ESCE R 1 - T2 B R R B — A PR R RE m SR AL I BN« JRETR - FIRMARRYE < REEANE
SBESE « WoKGET— A« RIit TZ2ar - [, SEr8EI0ES HIEL (DESAR) H&, FEURSLGTE
K~ BOKEERRIE G AKFHAT 2K, DASCEBE = BE R BEIRE - 7,

"keywords”: [" TEHH, "RMTE", "SHGAE", "TEE", "WkHE"],
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"key_info": " TZBR{ER A —AbFREERL o] EFIUACER m - PRI « WA PRDE TR AL 5 5
DE S HOKGBET IR TZ 67 [N, SRS EECHE S FEIER (0EsAR) B, FETRLNEK
TROKEEARFE BT KT, DISEIIRE E AL~ BE A SRR -

"reference_chunks”: [104, 43, 16, 52, 95]

}’
{

"reference_blocks": [4, -2]7,

"argument”: "FTHIEIN E R TR DL REABEIONML ORI S Y LLR G IFIEHESR, B —IRSEfE R
[EHRZBORZEAE - AR - EPFalTiE S REREME NS A TR . BREMMERESRCECR, WK
TRECR (K ENCR © BETRG T 2 EIREbELR) I RRRAE (ISR e hERE . 29fE)  ERSINGERY
(A 2o~ AESFVEHIE - SR EIENE) - HOREFT AT (e dd B R EEE) DR A
SRS EEEE (MYFRERERE - BEHUKE . sThd AfEes) . v,

"keywords": ["VETARR", "EBIEAGHRL, UV, "BIREMICR ", "EERN, et
AR, HORERE, " RGN, ‘

"key_info”: "TFMTEPTNIEEML A — AR, REUKRIRIEIR (MESAAER . HAKERE) .
YIGIEEAS [EU (UNRETRARILER . B ELE)  ARED (FERE . RESEHN . FREFERLER) KR
SRaErE (FurbE AARES) - HUKERENE) o BTALTM AR A S BIREMCERIETR (KB « BETRET
M) ARSIHECENIETT (R « TR -~ BOREFATIEER (efaAAA . %
BEWH) DXARGHFESEEEEER (YReERRENE - BaftKT) | Dem@aER S0 H
MR R T RBE G L EBRE A OB FRHERC AR ORIREZE, B HRIREINE (K ECR « GEIRE
) . IEMEE (WERERERE . 2R - AENMum (BRI . ESTHEE) - STt (et AY
FOAS ~ R BERE) R ARG (b ARETRES] - BREEEAKE) ENMSEEIEIRER . 7,

"reference_chunks": [138, 16, 17, 18, 21, 23, 153, 44, 45, 176, 49, 51, 57, 195, 76, ..., 124]
}Y
{

"reference_blocks": [5, -61,

"argument”: "5 AT RET 2L a AMBA DT ARA- M@ o, HEEMHILERSE
SEAME « TR . BOR BB FISHE - WM FIT BRI - B7%A - %&IE - BIREWORE -
THPKESHISREFENN LG RBR, #TRAR-SEm o [, T bEORrEE S AT - B
AK R B P= SBITTS5eF 7, HERN SR =TT R - S RTIKEESE TR E R LI R R
RREMN - R EEFARMAKE R ETN, FERKEFENBOR O R R IT TZRE S YE, R
R S BT IR IR« LEBT UK « SER B AAOKBURE - SREBCEINEG . A RSB EMET R, KR
RATENTS RS SR EERE . ",

"keywords”: ["ZZFFRAIFTME", "L ABRA", "HMAKE T, (T, "ESERE, iR
e, EDARZCAE, EORAET, rakEemt], ‘

"key_info": "N EAIEEIZIRET - BT - WEIIH - BIREOGE - TR KT SHES R
SN EE PR . TR, BREME KT SAA - RN FESORMRIE T . &
K KB BT F ST, HEsh B =R BE EW Y EEEN . MBEWL . O . BRI RERE
A3 5 BHREBOR AR, R T Z TS . RINHEREBRAR QKA T T ZRRESYRE,
i E i S BRI it SREBURHNY - A REcEEMEFE, I BREWIE K m s 5150%
R FRIT BB SARE D), A0 E S SR B IA AL ST B A 52 3 A AL AOK AR R -
Ry, e O (NEFTOKEE . GRS REH) BRI EREH BLET S5 - FFEREARE]
S (ERUREHEA < GRS E) MESSINAEF AT R ORI . 7,

"reference_chunks": [64, 34, 130, 104, 9, 106, 43, 16, 113, 18, 114, 20, 181, 60, 95]

}?
{
"reference_blocks": -3,
"argument”: "FEIBRBEIRECHIREING, DRSS, BMREGEEEYR (WHFAEIY) . &
BB PUER) WERER, DRESIRENCE T2 2t XERITZH N AT R T ESOR (40
FREM - SROKEE) | PR EAEREE ST E R R TIRIG R, TR, I R S
8 RS T S R 02 2RI - B R
"keywords": ["AEAZ L, "NFEIEH, "EEIGRY)", "RETRCE", " TRGER,
"key_info”: "fEIEKBTIREMCHIRIRS, DLAMREHAEZSYR (NHAEIY . B8 . iER)
BimEskE R, Py H AR RS S R B R A S R e IXESRIT & R OO TR AR T B SOR (30
EREA - TRIKE) | DUHBREAEYNSINE, (REE LG BT BT KR & 2R A . 7,
"reference_chunks”: [140, 61, 86]
}Y

Expand

{

"reference_blocks": 1,

"argument”: " TVIKAMIE RGEEET BIAZ/ OEOR B FRE R 88— AR HEBUT0h LUK BH m 5 0E 20 |
WDHIZ BIRIEAZE Bt - BEME, SR BnsE N TEMHBO R mAE TR FAE (Tl
BRpPrhgg - THEUZRA - 7OLVERE) AUR SR EAK . SLERARBIELES L AR FE X NS EE TS S - Ak
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B —KEZRAMEBRMER, HRALBEE A AROREAIERAR, DEEEKEIRIS R - 7,

"keywords": ["HARBFR", "IKEIRIEEL", "FAEK", "BBRRFHH", "HFELHE"],

"key_info": "FK BFMR M TCEHE B a4 7= 1 B R AR (W DA A) « SRIP RS~ THIBRA -
RV FEBR) IR S A K « SEILBR AR5 b N BR B X N BB TS I - 0 SR - — K MR ER
PURCR F LSRR AR AR B OR - 7,

"reference_chunks": [34, 70, 17, 51, 21, 90, 591,

"retrieval_reference_chunks”": [189, 79, 76, 27, 48],

"response”: "{E LMkIKAFE RS0 J5 Guda ) ] « BUR R #2 R B = N, HAROEIR B RO A
£ B —EIAPRHER, TR0 LUK SR B G EA B R0 DRI 2 R DB EAEST BAR - XEIRE SR BRI O/
N TEEACHERC B 1 £ 7= RS T AN R R A it LA K« BUATIT S, BRSSO ANE AL « R4 2 4T
RIGAE, TRAENIERE KR, B AR X N BTG 2 - 0 BUh s, SEIl—ok & FIAT e 2 i
FH - D, FERREE . BURSRIAKRF R, AREE AR T MUK RESR KRS R Bk (oK ) e
K, BRI SRR K EIE - WHUSTEIAMEA o X R AN RS BE B 5 Mk BHRF AR, T
B R - AHSEEX—EAR, LURIE (UF) FRiBE (RO) MR AINURE R B AL FREOR B KRB RS AR
SKEGERE, WREARGEHMEREKTEOENY - BFYMEIE T, 7 05 & & &S L KRR E 4
Ko B, NELFEFFELE AT« JONEW - FEMLFA AR SERE T, BTN HBIE-RS
& T ZABEIA GBI TEOK, 7K B T K SR ENA AR TR, SEER T K BRRAE AR L AR EY
PEAMEER « IXMREALTES A R4S &, IERRFBOR B AR B Ai b B [0 SEIR (LA B (R B, B 2R
TZANAERBRIGHY), HREREEAAE (TR E - Sbreha - TEZRA - RLFEBR) 7 K,
I SCHERE — 1> 22 B IR K BRI R - 7,

"citation”: [51, 27, 17, 21, 70, 79]

}!
{

"reference_blocks"”: [2, -11,

"argument”: "HUR BIRSEBERHNGRY LR, T NBOK P b E EWOK R - GEIRSH M EY)
BUZRIRER « XA FEAKM IR EREIOKIRMBEIRE, SEUKERRD B . 2% - BRAIH, X&
AR KRARESAR (MuAse) EINHASHENR: FIRA - BEEEFRYIBL DL E Tk K A E R
B RESBIAMENE G (WRERKTHEE  ERERTHR) - XEREDSREHEL - EYHR
Prfd ~ M BEBROR, LUK IR RUE A S HIMER « GElR S SRR R - 53Ry IMLS TTE,
B T2 RS S Ex 7,

"keywords”: ["BORKBIR", "BIREM, "KBREM", "GEREML, "YIEEl, "RELHE", "8
SREER", BIFR, \ 3

"key_info": "R EKHHEIEHMIANESEY) BN IR AT AL . BREE. MEikEa LR KR A
JREFAR (4iuAsB) [EIMUESEEDR; [EIA - BEEE UG DU E T BoK P ERE . RESEEE
M ERRIF & (SRR TSR « SR ERT IR - R R KT REEED) - BN B iR @B ERrNS
FMLBR, §RAKFIREZE A S FHEMEER - fERS WIRKIE 2 B . SRR MU TEEN - URTE
RS S ARBRAL - BRI AT DAY 2 B FH PRI, Rl IREGEIL ~ VI APREE - S B S HEOR H]
WBES -~ EFFYIBFIE MY - BORK BE AT HATIRAEEN, HA O SEIK BRI 5~ %%~ SR
A BRI 2K WEK - £BHK) | HHRERBEKFRILEE (NES) AEHEYR (NEEE. &
FrH) |, CRBEOKIRARE R HOKIRA BT IR -

"reference_chunks”: [129, 3, 36, 69, 42, 138, 45, 60, 16, 17, 52, 20, 54, 23, 86, 153, 188, 311,

"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [48, 79, 32, 196, 271,

"response”: "KEE_EICNER B AR B —HEBUER [0 2 B IR TERA RIS, BESCE« BT IR mr AR 7Y
BOR BRI — AR AR — > R K PRI EIOK 3R - BEIRS B MEYIR I Z BIRER - HiE, R
B BRI SR 3 RKA A FR E A RKVR RN BRI , SEIK SRR R « 20~ BERFIH - X ERELHETZ
FTIREE R (TR Bl eheg - TEBRA) WORBAIRFEZSR, ST TR - Filan, Tk
IRAK R E KA A, AR A « R B -IR BT - IE-TH B S A T ME N Ak & B 5 i i
Rk, MIFRERFER A RIZE (RO) SFREEMIEE T2 - X Fh o Bt Btk b =R SEE K BRI o R EA A F 22t
Hik, BOKERMARERIREW . X TRIKEAIEK (NS BRI TEK)  RAREEDLERA
(TUASBSZ MRS ) NMIBERARE ALY, EREEINASRER - a0, SCBEBRAEROKET, @i §i B
WEH, BERELNEE, LA FE SR PO ERTE - XK T2 B A s 1Y) £
bR, RaEIRiE - HE N ERE R . 55, ANEVROEIRREANA - KRBER . XEE: 1) ~BEFYR
[l ek WBOKAREWCR - BEETCE, BERTEEROKIAE EFRILE S, XATERAERI SR . BN, FRAZS K
Bt~ IR ESERARBME R - 2) *«FORHS B B FEOOARE TRk, B A B0 - 4 i Bl Bt
HeE- fln, WERERF EWERAALRE, NEEEKTEREE . XERGOE T ZEEHMEN I ES
EEA, WRAETIE « BT AcH - BHAS . 42 Lk, BREHHRA Bk R ERE RENL -« 4
VIR R PRI ~ P S SR EARORE S, S KooK BERAT R XU FH 5 PAEAMEE R - +xREIR S BRI A R 22 3]
Wewn ~ x5/ IMUS TEE e, DL Bosx LT BRRVE SIS AR o 5XADERTE T ARG HI SR E 5L
fn, WEHEXEHREEASENRE.

"citation”: [48, 17, 20, 79, 16, 69, 42, 23, 153, 54, 196, 31, 45, 60]

}!

Summary

{
"summary”: “### o0 BN WIATRAERCE A 22 R OEEAE A Tl ok A3 R Skt R RO BOR BfR, =2
BB - ENH TR, M LUK SRS AR E DR 2 R AR ES BARfE R - X —FRTIZR
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KK T ib B R Y EHTE SO B E MER B UKIR, HER BB AT I 2 AR KRR
WERR LR AEK o st 1. ERTINIE:  MORIRAOIESI BRI E 17 4 7= BR B ARA B O MR HEBOA R, #5720
FAREEAE R TR EHLE K . XEWEAE T 2% B &BERTT Y EBREEHFK R TEE HE R
1, DAV TR0 - BRbP b < B - R EM S R R EFIOKRER . XEZERE T K—T]
Y1 AA S b T ]« 53 FRARTR ~ SR UK AR o w2, SEEBRAR. oMV PR/ BE X AR IR A 5 SEBL
b BRI R B ETE TR R AP X R KA 4%, HBOORIERTE: * »IET5 55 5 RAL
B e WENFTG B SRR BE R R ATIR A P B 5 4 KA, e S A EE I BG4 « + xox—IKEZH]
SEBREH: o« RIESERS TRNKRERMES, SIUKGRIBERFIH - G, 7EM8R . %L,
RS YR B AT E RSP T HEE R K, T s P S R BOK EUTIE ~ RSB RA TR LT, Kig
SEFF R RBUK ORI IR o+ o f B BHOR T » LUBIE (UF) FIRIBE (RO) R A9 TUBIE IR
SOFER A SCI bR A KA P O LR2 ORI - R A A REA R EBRIAIE ALY - Bi2Y - o RARE
F, FEKOK BRI R i Dol KA o SEBRRGIKEY, AR EFEIELRATE - L EH . Bl
AATFERN, B RS- 58 L 2R K sl TRK, BT P2 K A T8 wh 4 7K el
M HIKRGE, SEILT K BHRTE R L AR AP ERBER o 53X —BOR BARHIEE X, A LR TZ R ThRe
MT5 R R R L), PR AP R AR RO N < HEBOR BE A H 8% [ oK BER RO« FE AR 7KK
TR RABIAZEGT SIS 4R B HERAT o s BOR BARALL: WE/KHTR . REIRS WD R B 2 R IR A R
FERRSL LA S AR B SRR MoK A O MIIEERE A B R AL b, BOR B bRt — IR i — P R K F i
RIEMOKBER - BEIRS A MMEYIR I E R BIREMUR R « SXESRAE T E@BE SR, FRKEEIATE
EREUKREMBIRE, KUK 88 WIRVSRE ENL, RS EBIEHEB IR RGTEHTE - #ts 1. JKBE
JRA A B R 5 PR EREER /K B R ISR SEIIR IR B AR, EROR B ARAZ0 O SEBI « 1 F » B <A R B A )
FBo x wx P REBRAI: wx TZRITFT™ M ITACE X RAK ARG, SEHREMML - ZFLHA 3
B o 0, KR ESREARM DAL 5K, AR AT -R B - - B A T2 o Bl
ek R, MIFERSIBE (RO) SFUREIEL I « JXF4 AR B R AL HR T T 7K BRI F 2%
Ko x sxAIMERFARTIE: ~ LELANFREFE X R ERKFER, RETESE (BIE . RiBE) - AR
SR IROR AT S S5 2 PHE, B REEACK BT E M DA SR - sewr 2. BEIRIOE
BB 7 R REIR B A0 AR, R AR T R TR Al T S RBRB MR AR o » s VR WL
IREVBEVRAL: = EEXTERGE - M THMA = EMmREAIEK, MERAREEDRERA (0 ERR
RETSIEIR, UASB) - EZBRNNBERERAENY, FREFEVREN B (EEMS AR TR
Bl . Flan, TEAFEMAEEKES, AR SREINEARED, BRRENENTE, S5 aeiRik
FANERTE - * o TZRREMRASIE: » BARBMMNASETTZMN (WREZENEAR) FEERLE
HE ARG HRAE, HORMEEAVRER (B $8E) BEMER) S RMKIN ROUSITRERE, EE LIRS
i o w3 BN EYIBRIE 5B S R ROK RIS E YR, A B QG 25 N E AR AR S T,
R VR B R R AT« s B SRMIB A BI. w MTHBORAROLBOK IR - BEEE TR, ik
AEREIERIE T i BORBR GBI = SR - BHIRELEE (MAP) 4 - IR B HOR B A AIRE - » »x L
WERSHRESBE: » X ETLEK, TZERTFESERNSBSEERET . flin, MERE
TR BRI R N - 18& KB TE < B FaCH: - BT SRR EGR - 8. 8E2)E -
XA T EHEEYRAOHER, WSS T FRAIEERRIE - w4, T Z23RAESHS RIS R
AR BARESR Bk E ZREINGEBERARRE S, HFHESHUFURBRIL . x ~HAEESHE: ~ @i
REGHIL - EVIRARBE (WA%/0) ~ S BEERRIENMEE, E— M AERERNF S KK EL - BEJR
B S Y BERE, VDI RIS G o« oS RIIRIMES TEE: +x BIREICAR S LR B 2075
T BB o B RS MR A R, MR ESEE T 15 S MIRSL R S EE L - * w2 B FHIT
Bt wx FHREDITEAAA T2 590, MERFRERIE . WRECES . RESEFRONTZA
&, (AT ARG RO RBAIEARI AR - 47 L, FRUS BIEOR BARE— R oK BR = 2 m 5 P ER
B3R~ “BEVRS BHURR S I~ 95 Wi MLS B (L B« T2 R4S S IR I — R I 2 2 X
R o XAREE LT T2 N BH 5 Yt 2 ) IR 2 28 A s i« IR S EEA T 7. ...,

"citation”: [51, 27, 17, 21, 70, 79, 48, 20, 16, 69, 42, 23, 153, 54, 196, 31, 45, 60,

77, 130, 138, 52, 43, 95, 7, 178, 44, 76, 104, 124, 9, 34, 64, 113, 106, 66, 169, 86, 142,

1, 133, 173, 189, 163, 73, 194, 96, 67, 167, 19, 139, 143]

3
" J

Case Study on DeepResearch Bench

Inference Trajectory of DeepWeaver on DeepResearch Bench

Q: Please write the section titled "III. Applications and Functional Capabilities" for a comprehensive report on the
’Construction and Application of a Sports Intelligent Tutoring and Learning Guidance System Driven by Multimodal Data
Fusion.” This section must detail the practical applications and the specific functional capabilities of the proposed system.
Explain how the system leverages multimodal data fusion to deliver intelligent tutoring and learning guidance in sports
contexts, outlining its core features, use cases, and the value it provides to users such as athletes, coaches, or learners.

Draft

{

"argument”: "The Sports Intelligent Tutoring and Learning Guidance System (SITLS)
leverages multimodal data fusion to deliver real-time posture and movement correction by
integrating diverse sensor inputs for precise biomechanical analysis.”,

"keywords": ["real-time correction”, "multimodal fusion”, "posture analysis”, "inertial
measurement units”, "biomechanical feedback"],
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"key_info": "The SITLS uses a multi-sensor network including IMUs, pressure sensors, and
vision-based cameras to capture high-resolution kinematic data. Through feature-level and
decision-level fusion, the system combines these inputs to create a unified real-time
representation of movement. This allows for the detection of deviations from optimal
biomechanical patterns, such as knee valgus or inefficient swing planes, and provides immediate
corrective feedback via audio, visual, or haptic signals.”,

"reference_chunks": [2, 4, 8, 9, 11, 14, 16, 21],

"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [97, 3, 23, 62, 63]

}’
{

"argument”: "Comprehensive performance evaluation in the SITLS is enabled by fusing
biomechanical, physiological, and visual data to assess athletic performance across multiple
dimensions.”,

"keywords"”: ["performance evaluation”, "multi-dimensional assessment”, "biomechanical
data”, "physiological monitoring”, "visual analysis”],
"key_info": "The system integrates data from IMUs (capturing speed and acceleration),

physiological sensors (monitoring heart rate variability and muscle oxygenation), and video
analysis (for visual assessment of technique). This fusion allows for a holistic evaluation that
goes beyond simple motion tracking to analyze the 'what', 'how', and 'why' of athletic
performance, identifying subtle bottlenecks that single-modality systems would miss.”,
"reference_chunks": [2, 4, 10, 11, 14, 16, 19, 21],
"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [97, 104, 106, 109, 105]
}’
{
"argument”: "Personalized training and learning pathways are dynamically generated by the
SITLS through continuous updates to a student model based on individual performance data and
learning preferences.”,

"keywords"”: ["personalized training”, "adaptive learning”, "student model”, "machine
learning”, "dynamic adaptation”],
"key_info": "The SITLS maintains a dynamic student model that updates in real-time based

on performance data and feedback. By combining this model with a domain model of sports skills
and a tutor model using machine learning algorithms, the system can identify individual strengths,
weaknesses, and preferences to generate personalized training plans that adapt in real-time to
ensure optimal challenge and relevance.”,
"reference_chunks": [2, 4, 8, 10, 14, 16, 19, 21],
"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [6, 3, 23, 20, 26]
}’
{

"argument”: "Predictive injury risk assessment is achieved by analyzing long-term
biomechanical patterns and real-time physiological signals to identify early warning signs of
potential injury."”,

"keywords"”: ["injury prevention”, "predictive analytics”, "biomechanical load”, "fatigue
monitoring”, "early warning system”],
"key_info"”: "The SITLS integrates long-term biomechanical data (from IMUs and pressure

sensors) with real-time physiological data (e.g., heart rate variability, muscle fatigue) and
structural data (like CT scans) to detect deviations from an athlete's personal baseline. This
enables the system to flag potential injury risks, such as asymmetry in joint loading or spikes
in fatigue, long before a physical injury occurs, allowing for proactive intervention."”,
"reference_chunks”: [10, 11, 14, 16, 19, 21, 23, 24],
"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [92, 61, 93, 75, 64]
}Y
{

"argument”: "In precision sports like golf and gymnastics, the SITLS provides unparalleled
technical guidance by combining real-time sensor data with edge AI for immediate fault detection
and correction.”,

"keywords": ["skill acquisition”, "technical mastery”, "golf training”, "gymnastics
analysis”, "edge AI"],
"key_info": "For golf, the system uses IMUs in gloves or clubs and cameras to analyze the

entire swing sequence, detecting faults like early extension or reverse pivot in real-time. In
gymnastics, it tracks rotation speed and body position during complex skills, providing feedback
on air awareness and landing mechanics to ensure safety and technical accuracy. The use of edge AI
enables immediate processing and feedback, allowing athletes to correct technique on the spot.”,
"reference_chunks": [8, 9, 14, 16, 19, 21, 24, 27],
"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [96, 97, 22, 95, 61]
}Y
{

"argument”: "In team sports, the SITLS enables collaborative dynamics analysis by fusing
data from wearable sensors and positioning systems to quantify team coordination and tactical
effectiveness."”,
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"keywords": ["team coordination”, "tactical analysis”, "multi-agent systems”, "positional
data”, "temporal synchronization"],

"key_info": "The system integrates data from wearable sensors (IMUs, GPS) and positioning
systems (LPS) to analyze collaborative dynamics across multiple players. It quantifies metrics
like temporal coordination, spatial synchronization, and collective movement patterns, providing
coaches with objective insights into team performance, such as identifying inconsistent defensive
rotations or pressing intensity in soccer.”,

"reference_chunks”: [4, 9, 14, 16, 19, 21, 24, 28],

"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [105, 104, 102, 106, 109]

}7
{
"argument”: "The SITLS provides coaches and learners with a powerful, data-driven
decision-support tool that offers objective performance insights and personalized feedback.",

"keywords": ["coaching support”, "performance analytics”, "data-driven decisions”,
"learner engagement”, "objective feedback"”],

"key_info": "The system aggregates data from multiple athletes to provide coaches with a
comprehensive view of team performance, workload, and injury risk, enabling data-informed
decisions. For learners, it offers a personalized, engaging tutor with continuous, objective
feedback that helps them understand progress, identify improvement areas, and build confidence
through incremental successes.”,

"reference_chunks”: [4, 9, 14, 16, 19, 21, 24, 28],

"retrieval_reference_chunks”: [20, 26, 23, 8, 75]

3

Subordinate (Refinement Turn #1)

{
"argument”: "The Sports Intelligent Tutoring and Learning Guidance System (SITLS)

integrates multimodal data to deliver real-time, precise posture and motion correction by fusing
IMU kinematics with video-based pose estimation.”,

.
{

"argument”: "Comprehensive performance evaluation in the SITLS is achieved through the
integration of biomechanical, physiological, and movement efficiency metrics to provide a
holistic assessment beyond traditional performance indicators.”,

.
{

"argument”: "The SITLS generates personalized training and learning paths by dynamically
adapting to an athlete's unique physiological and performance data, creating customized regimens
that evolve in real time.",

.
{

"argument”: "Injury risk prediction and prevention in the SITLS is enabled by the fusion
of biomechanical stress indicators with physiological fatigue signals, allowing for early
detection of warning signs before injury occurs.”,

.
{

"argument”: "The SITLS accelerates skill acquisition in complex sports by breaking down
technical skills into constituent parts and providing targeted, real-time feedback, significantly
reducing the learning curve."”,

-
{

"argument”: "The SITLS enables advanced tactical analysis in team sports by fusing
multi-player sensor data with video and game context, revealing patterns of coordination and
cohesion that are invisible to traditional observation.”,

}’...
{.

L

"argument”: "The SITLS enhances coach effectiveness by providing data-driven, objective
assessments of athletes and offering personalized professional development recommendations based
on their own teaching behaviors.”,
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Commit (Refinement Turn #1)

"trash”: [
{
"argument”: "The SITLS serves as a proactive health monitor by continuously tracking
biomechanical load and fatigue, automatically adjusting training loads or recommending recovery
protocols to prevent overuse injuries and optimize long-term athlete well-being.",

}Y
{
"argument”: "The SITLS enhances coach effectiveness by offering data-driven performance
assessments and analyzing teaching behaviors through multimodal deep learning, providing
personalized recommendations for professional development and improving pedagogical quality.”,

) e
]

"golden": [
{

"argument”: "The Sports Intelligent Tutoring and Learning Guidance System (SITLS)
delivers real-time, precise posture and movement correction by fusing IMU kinematics with
video-based pose estimation to create a dynamic 3D model of athletic motion, enabling immediate
detection and feedback on deviations in joint angles and movement trajectories.”,

_
{

"argument”: "Comprehensive performance evaluation in the SITLS is achieved through the
integration of biomechanical, physiological, and movement efficiency metrics, enabling a holistic
assessment that captures not only performance outcomes but also underlying efficiency and fatigue
indicators."”,

L
{

"argument”: "Personalized training and learning pathways are dynamically generated by
the SITLS through a real-time updated student model that adapts to individual physiological
responses, performance data, and learning preferences using machine learning algorithms."”,

.
{

"argument”: "Predictive injury risk assessment is enabled by fusing biomechanical stress
indicators with physiological fatigue signals, allowing early detection of non-linear patterns
such as asymmetrical joint loading and declining HRV before clinical injury occurs.”,

_
{

"argument”: "In precision sports like golf and gymnastics, the SITLS provides real-time
fault detection and technical correction using edge AI and multimodal sensor data, enabling
immediate feedback on complex movement sequences such as swing mechanics and air awareness.”,

L
{

"argument”: "In team sports, the SITLS enables advanced tactical analysis by fusing
multi-player sensor data, positioning systems, and video with game context to generate
spatiotemporal maps that quantify team coordination, synchronization, and collective movement
patterns."”,

}’...
{.

°©p

"argument”: "Advanced tactical analysis in team sports is enhanced by the SITLS through
spatiotemporal mapping of multi-player dynamics, revealing hidden patterns of coordination,
cohesion, and formation weaknesses that are invisible to traditional observation.”,

L
{
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"argument”: "The SITLS supports athlete rehabilitation by providing objective,
quantifiable tracking of recovery progress through biomechanical and physiological metrics,
ensuring safe return-to-play decisions and minimizing re-injury risk."”,

) e
]
}

Subordinate (Refinement Turn #2)

{

"argument”: "The SITLS achieves superior motion analysis by fusing raw sensor data at the
signal level, reducing noise and motion artifacts to create a more accurate representation of
athletic movement."”,

.
{

"argument”: "Feature-level fusion enables the SITLS to extract and integrate
high-dimensional, meaningful characteristics from diverse data streams into a unified
multi-dimensional vector for comprehensive performance analysis.”,

.
{

"argument”: "Decision-level fusion allows the SITLS to generate actionable, personalized
recommendations by synthesizing fused data through advanced AI models like LSTM and Transformer
networks."”,

.
{

"argument”: "The SITLS provides real-time, multimodal feedback for posture and technique
correction by combining wearable IMU data with video analysis to identify and correct movement
deviations instantly.”,

.
{

"argument”: "The SITLS enables personalized skill acquisition by integrating
biomechanical and physiological data to evaluate performance and generate tailored training
regimens based on individual weaknesses.”,

.
{

"argument”: "The SITLS supports adaptive training optimization by continuously monitoring
fatigue and physiological stress to adjust training intensity and recommend recovery protocols in
real time.",

L
{

"argument”: "The SITLS enhances injury prevention by predicting risks through the
correlation of long-term biomechanical and physiological data patterns, enabling proactive
interventions.",

L
{

"argument”: "The SITLS facilitates advanced tactical analysis in team sports by fusing
multi-player sensor data with video to visualize complex coordination patterns and team
dynamics."”,

) e
]

Commit (Refinement Turn #2)

"trash”: [
{

"argument”: "The SITLS serves as a proactive health monitor by continuously tracking
biomechanical load and fatigue, automatically adjusting training loads or recommending recovery
protocols to prevent overuse injuries and optimize long-term athlete well-being.",
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}!
{
"argument”: "The SITLS enhances coach effectiveness by offering data-driven performance
assessments and analyzing teaching behaviors through multimodal deep learning, providing
personalized recommendations for professional development and improving pedagogical quality."”,

}’...

:lr
"golden”: [
{
"argument”: "The SITLS achieves highly accurate real-time motion analysis by fusing raw
IMU and video data at the signal level, reducing noise and motion artifacts to create a robust,
dynamic 3D model of athletic movement for precise deviation detection and immediate feedback."”,

L
{

"argument”: "The system enables comprehensive performance evaluation by fusing
biomechanical, physiological, and movement metrics at the feature level, extracting
high-dimensional characteristics into a unified vector that captures the interplay between
physical mechanics and biological state.”,

¥,
{
"argument”: "Personalized training and learning pathways are dynamically generated
through decision-level fusion of fused data using advanced AI models like LSTM and Transformer
networks, enabling real-time, adaptive recommendations tailored to individual athlete profiles.”,

Do
{

"argument”: "Predictive injury risk assessment is enabled by analyzing long-term
patterns in biomechanical stress and physiological fatigue, detecting early warning signs such as
asymmetrical joint loading and declining HRV to support proactive intervention and injury
prevention.”,

}!
{

"argument”: "Real-time technical correction in precision sports like golf and gymnastics
is achieved by fusing IMU and video data to instantly detect faults in movement sequences—such as
swing mechanics or air awareness—and deliver immediate multimodal feedback via audio, visual, or
haptic cues.”,

}Y
{
"argument”: "Advanced tactical analysis in team sports is enhanced by fusing
multi-player sensor data with video to visualize spatiotemporal coordination patterns, enabling
objective quantification of team dynamics, synchronization, and formation weaknesses.”,

}’...
{.

"argument”: "The SITLS enables personalized skill acquisition by integrating
biomechanical and physiological data to evaluate performance and generate tailored training

regimens based on individual weaknesses.”,

}7
{
"argument”: "The SITLS supports adaptive training optimization by continuously
monitoring fatigue and physiological stress to adjust training intensity and recommend recovery
protocols in real time.",

) .
]
}

Expand
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"reference_blocks": [1, -11,

"argument”: "The SITLS achieves highly accurate real-time motion analysis by fusing raw
IMU and video data at the signal level, reducing noise and motion artifacts to create a robust,
dynamic 3D model of athletic movement for precise deviation detection and immediate feedback."”,

"keywords"”: ["real-time correction”, "multimodal fusion”, "posture analysis”, "IMU",
"video data”, "3D motion modeling”, "signal-level fusion”, "motion analysis”, "noise reduction”,
"sensor synchronization”, "data robustness”],

"key_info": "The SITLS uses a multi-sensor network including IMUs, pressure sensors, and

vision-based cameras to capture high-resolution kinematic data. Through feature-level and
decision-level fusion, the system combines these inputs to create a unified real-time
representation of movement. ...",

"reference_chunks”: [2, 34, 4, 36, 70, 7, 8, 9, 11, 107, 14, 46, 16, 17, 78, 21, 91, 301,

"retrieval_reference_chunks"”: [97, 96, 62, 106, 6117,

"response”: "The Sports Intelligent Tutoring and Learning System (SITLS) achieves highly
accurate real-time motion analysis by fusing raw Inertial Measurement Unit (IMU) and video data
at the signal level, enabling a robust, dynamic 3D model of athletic movement that supports
immediate feedback and precise deviation detection. Signal-level fusion combines unprocessed
sensor streams—such as accelerometer, gyroscope, and magnetometer data from IMUs—with
synchronized video frames at the most fundamental data level, allowing for enhanced noise
reduction and motion artifact suppression before higher-level interpretation [78]. This approach
overcomes limitations inherent in data-level fusion, where disparate sensor formats and noise
profiles can lead to information conflict or redundancy, and decision-level fusion, which suffers
from low information utilization and poor pattern mining [62]. By aligning raw IMU and video data
through precise temporal synchronization, the SITLS constructs a temporally coherent 3D human
skeleton model that reflects real-time kinematics with millimeter-level accuracy [91]. This
integration enables the system to detect subtle deviations in posture, joint angles, and movement
trajectories during high-speed or complex athletic actions, such as a golf swing or gymnastic
dismount, where even minor errors can lead to performance degradation or injury risk. The
resulting model serves as the foundational input for downstream functions, including real-time
posture correction, performance evaluation, and technical feedback, ensuring that all intelligent
tutoring outputs are grounded in a highly accurate and reliable representation of the athlete’s
actual movement [62]. This capability is particularly critical in dynamic, open-ended sports
domains where traditional single-modal systems fail to capture the full complexity of human
motion, thereby enabling the SITLS to deliver data-driven, context-aware guidance that surpasses
the limitations of conventional coaching and feedback mechanisms [2].",

"citation”: [78, 62, 91, 2]

}Y

Summary

20352




"summary"”: "A. Core Functional Capabilities\n1. Real-Time Posture Correction and Motion
Analysis via Signal-Level Multimodal Fusion\nThe Sports Intelligent Tutoring and Learning System
(SITLS) enables highly accurate real-time motion analysis by fusing raw Inertial Measurement Unit
(IMU) and video data at the signal level, establishing a robust, dynamic 3D model of athletic
movement for precise deviation detection and immediate feedback. This signal-level fusion
integrates unprocessed IMU streams—including accelerometer, gyroscope, and magnetometer data—with
synchronized video frames at the most fundamental data level, ensuring temporal coherence and
minimizing noise and motion artifacts prior to higher-level interpretation [78]. By circumventing
the limitations of data-level fusion—-where mismatched sensor formats and noise profiles cause
information conflict—and decision-level fusion—which suffers from reduced information utilization
and weak pattern mining—the SITLS achieves superior data integration [62]. Precise temporal
synchronization between IMU and video streams allows the system to construct a temporally
consistent 3D human skeleton model with millimeter-level accuracy, capturing real-time kinematics
during high-speed or complex movements such as a golf swing or gymnastic dismount [91]. This
model facilitates the detection of subtle deviations in posture, joint angles, and movement
trajectories, enabling early identification of biomechanical inefficiencies or injury risks. The
resulting high-fidelity representation serves as the core input for downstream intelligent
tutoring functions, including real-time posture correction, performance evaluation, and technical
feedback, ensuring that guidance is both data-driven and context-aware. This capability is
especially critical in dynamic, open-ended sports environments where single-modal systems fail to
capture the full complexity of human motion, allowing the SITLS to deliver superior, adaptive
coaching that surpasses traditional feedback mechanisms [2].\n\n2. Multi-Dimensional Performance
Evaluation through Feature-Level Multimodal Fusion\nThe Sports Intelligent Tutoring and Learning
System (SITLS) delivers a comprehensive, multi-dimensional performance evaluation by fusing
biomechanical, physiological, and movement metrics at the feature level, transforming
heterogeneous sensor data into a unified, high-dimensional vector that captures the dynamic
interplay between physical mechanics and biological state. This capability is achieved through
advanced feature-level fusion, which extracts modality-specific characteristics—such as joint
angles, ground reaction forces, muscle activation patterns, heart rate variability (HRV), and
lactate thresholds—from raw data streams before aligning them in a shared semantic space [62]. By
processing features rather than raw signals or final decisions, the system avoids the pitfalls of
data-level fusion—where mismatched noise profiles and sampling rates induce information
conflict—and decision-level fusion, which underutilizes low-level patterns and degrades
discriminative power [62,67]. This approach preserves rich, discriminative information while
reducing redundancy and enhancing computational efficiency. The resulting multi-dimensional
vector serves as a dynamic performance fingerprint, enabling real-time assessment of movement
efficiency, energy expenditure, neuromuscular coordination, biomechanical symmetry, and fatigue
onset. Integrated data from IMUs, wearable ECGs, force-sensitive insoles, and video-based motion
capture allows the SITLS to detect subtle deviations in technique and early warning signs of
overtraining or injury risk—capabilities unattainable by single-modality systems [91]. As
demonstrated in related research, the fusion of structural and biomechanical data via deep
learning significantly improves injury prediction accuracy, validating the value of integrated,
multi-dimensional analysis [91]. In the SITLS, this fused representation not only informs
immediate feedback but also supports longitudinal trajectory analysis, enabling coaches and
athletes to optimize training loads, track skill progression, and refine long-term development
strategies. The holistic assessment thus establishes a robust, data-driven foundation for
intelligent tutoring, empowering users with deeper insights into execution quality, training
readiness, and performance potential across all phases of athletic development.\n\n ...",

"citation”: [78, 62, 91, 2, 67, 1, 35, 96, 8, 102, 104, 105, 79, 75, 97, 73, 22, 26, 64, 4],
}
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Algorithm 1 DeepWeaver Pseudocode

Input: Question g, TBC refinement rounds n, retrieval parameter k
Input: Number of evidence fragments per TBC generation r.
Output: Generated answer y.

B W=

® R

10:

11:

12:
13:

14:

15:
16:

18:
19:

: Load question g, evidence pool E = {e1,...,em}
: H<+ Emb(e1,e2,...,6m)
: Er < RANDOMSAMPLING(E, )

: TA?) < DRAFT(q, E)

> Draft: Generate the initial main Thought Block Chain (TBC).

. 7:Iiscard <~ @

fort < Oton — 1do
Ecover < RETRIEVECOVERED(E, H, T]S), k)
R <~ RANDOMSAMPLING(E \ Ecover, )
> Collect evidence that is neglected or only weakly covered.
T+ SUBORDINATE(q, R, Taiscard)
> Subordinate: Construct a subordinate TBC from the residual evidence.
T® « MerGe(T,, T4)
> Commit-Merge: Commit useful subordinate claims into the main TBC.
(ﬁliscarda TJ\(/.;+1)) — DISCARD((L T(t)y ﬁliscard)
> Commit-Discard: Remove redundant, irrelevant, or weakly supported blocks.
end for
70" + LINKEVIDENCE(T\"”, RETRIEVECOVERED(E, H, 7.0, k))
> Link evidence with thought blocks based on top-k embedding retrieval.
Yo (Z)
for all b; = (ci, ki, si, B:) € T do
Si < GENERATE(q, ¢;, 8;, E;)
> Expand: Generate answer sections from each thought block.
yi < APPEND(yi—1,5;)
> Summary: Compose evidence-grounded sections into the final answer sequentially via LLM.
end for
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