ChatGPT Deep Research vs. Claude Research: A Professional
Research Tool Comparison (2026)

Executive Summary

For serious professional research work in 2026, ChatGPT Deep Research (OpenAl) and
Claude Research (Anthropic) are the two strongest general-purpose "deep research"
agents, but they optimize for different things and the right choice depends on the job.
ChatGPT Deep Research wins on breadth, source volume, exhaustive coverage, and
executive-ready structured output; Claude Research wins on synthesis quality, nuanced
reasoning, readability of the final report, and integration into technical/enterprise
workflows via MCP. On the leading independent academic benchmark (DeepResearch
Bench, RACE framework), OpenAl Deep Research scores 46.98 overall versus Claude
Research's 45.00 — a narrow gap, with both trailing the leader, Gemini-2.5-Pro Deep
Research, at 48.88. Neither tool is trustworthy enough to publish unverified: independent
testing shows both fabricate a meaningful fraction of citation URLS, and every serious
reviewer stresses that load-bearing citations must be manually checked.

The pragmatic verdict for most professionals: use ChatGPT Deep Research for exhaustive
discovery and unfamiliar technical/scientific topics, use Claude Research when the
deliverable is an analytical narrative for a human decision-maker, and run both in parallel
for high-stakes work — the places they agree are probably reliable, and the places they
disagree flag where you need to read the primary sources yourself.

Key Findings

o Release timeline: OpenAl launched Deep Research on February 3, 2025 (originally on
a specialized version of 03); (Seeking Alpha) Anthropic launched its Research feature
on April 15,2025, and upgraded it on May 2, 2025 to run up to 45 minutes with Google
Workspace integration. As of February 2026, ChatGPT Deep Research runs on GPT-
5.2; OpenAlis retiring the legacy 03-based mode on March 26, 2026.

» Architecture difference: Claude Research uses a distinctive multi-agent,
orchestrator-worker design — a lead agent spawns 3-5 parallel subagents. Per
Anthropic's engineering post on its multi-agent research system, a system "with
Claude Opus 4 as the lead agent and Claude Sonnet 4 subagents outperformed single-
agent Claude Opus 4 by 90.2% on our internal research eval," with "token usage
explain[ing] 80% of performance variance" and the architecture consuming ~15x
more tokens than standard chat. ChatGPT Deep Research is a single-agent,
reinforcement-learning-trained browsing agent.

« Benchmarks are close at the top: On DeepResearch Bench (100 PhD-level tasks),
OpenAl Deep Research scores 46.98 RACE overall (highest instruction-following at
49.27); (Deepresearch-bench) Claude Research 45.00; Gemini-2.5-Pro Deep Research
leads at 48.88. The whole flagship tier sits within ~4 points.



https://seekingalpha.com/news/4401815-openai-launches-new-ai-agent-deep-research
https://deepresearch-bench.github.io/

» Citation reliability is a shared weakness: An independent April 2026 University of
Pennsylvania arXiv study found OpenAI Deep Research fabricates ~3.5% of citation
URLSs and 10.1% are non-resolving overall; Claude search agents fabricate ~3.0-3.2%.
No major deep-research tool exceeds ~85% factual accuracy even on its best tasks per
DeepResearch Bench's FACT framework.

o Speed: Claude Research and ChatGPT Deep Research are broadly comparable
(roughly 5-30 minutes depending on task); Perplexity and Grok are meaningfully
faster but shallower. Anthropic markets Claude Research's parallel subagents as
faster on complex breadth-first queries.

« Professional fit: ChatGPT offers polished PDF export with clickable citations (added
May 2025) and broad app connectors; Claude offers deep MCP integration, Google
Workspace, and better prose, plus enterprise data connectivity as of February 2026.

Details
1. Research depth and exploration

The two tools embody a genuine architectural philosophy split. Claude Research uses a
multi-agent orchestrator-worker pattern: a lead ("Lead Researcher") agent analyzes the
query, records a plan to memory, and spawns 3-5 specialized subagents that explore
independent threads in parallel, each with its own context window, before a
separate citation pass reconciles findings. Per Anthropic's engineering post, this multi-
agent system (Claude Opus 4 lead + Claude Sonnet 4 subagents) "outperformed single-
agent Claude Opus 4 by 90.2%" on its internal research evaluation, and "token usage
explains 80% of performance variance" — with the architecture consuming roughly 15x
more tokens than a standard chat. The design is explicitly optimized for breadth-first
queries (e.g., "identify all board members of Information Technology S&P 500 companies"),
where a single agent fails but decomposition succeeds.

ChatGPT Deep Research is a single agent trained end-to-end with reinforcement learning
to browse, backtrack, and pivot. OpenAl describes it as able to "find, analyze, and
synthesize hundreds of online sources to create a comprehensive report at the level of a
research analyst," running 5-30 minutes. Independent reviewers consistently
characterize ChatGPT Deep Research as optimized for depth and completeness — it "casts
a wide net, reads many sources, synthesises with a bias toward covering the full question,"
per Al Tool Radar's April 2026 comparison, which notes the downside that "long runs
sometimes stray into material that did not need to be there."

For breadth vs. depth: reviewers broadly agree ChatGPT covers more ground and is more
exhaustive, while Claude "leans into depth" and structured reasoning,
producing output "organised like an analyst report, with visible reasoning chains and well-
argued claims" (AI Tool Radar). Emergent.sh's month-long 2026 head-to-head
concluded "Claude is better at turning a pile of information into a clear point of view, while
ChatGPT is better at laying everything out in a clean, scannable structure."


https://aitoolradar.io/blog/deep-research-showdown
https://blog.bytebytego.com/p/how-anthropic-built-a-multi-agent
https://medium.com/@reliabledataengineering/how-anthropic-built-an-ai-that-outperforms-itself-by-90-142d27e7d06a
https://openai.com/index/introducing-deep-research/
https://aitoolradar.io/blog/deep-research-showdown
https://emergent.sh/learn/claude-vs-chatgpt
https://aitoolradar.io/blog/deep-research-showdown
https://emergent.sh/learn/claude-vs-chatgpt

2. Number and quality of sources

ChatGPT Deep Research generally fetches the larger raw volume of sources — reviewers
cite typical ranges of 50-200 sources per report. On DeepResearch Bench's FACT
framework, OpenAl Deep Research averaged 40.79 effective citations, versus Gemini's
category-leading 111.21; Claude Research's exact effective-citation figure is not
published on the public leaderboard, but reviewers consistently note Claude "cites more
sparingly." In AIMultiple's April 2026 hands-on test, Claude "researched 261 sources in over
6 minutes," demonstrating high source throughput when running in agentic
mode.

On source quality, both tools draw heavily on open web content and can be pulled toward
SEO-optimized or secondary material. AI Tool Radar documents shared failure modes
across all deep-research tools, including "blind spots tied to training data" (English-
language Western sources get better treatment than non-English/non-Western ones).
Claude Research's Google Workspace and MCP connectors, and OpenAl's
connectors (Dropbox, GitHub, Gmail, Google Calendar) plus a February 2026 ability to
"restrict web searches to trusted sites," let professional users steer both toward authoritative
primary sources.

3. Citation quality and traceability

This is the single most important area for professional users, and the evidence is sobering
for both tools. An independent University of Pennsylvania arXiv study (April 2026,
"Detecting and Correcting Reference Hallucinations in Commercial LLMs and Deep
Research Agents") found that across deep-research agents, "3-13% of citation URLSs are
hallucinated" and "5-18% are non-resolving overall," and that "deep research agents
generate substantially more citations per query than search-augmented LLMSs but
hallucinate URLs at higher rates." Specifically, OpenAlI Deep Research fabricated
3.5% of citation URLSs (10.1% non-resolving overall), which the authors attribute to
"tighter coupling between retrieval and generation." Claude appears in that study
only as search-augmented models (Claude-3.5/3.7-Sonnet w/Search), which fabricated 3.0-
3.2% of URLs — the lowest hallucination rates measured.

On DeepResearch Bench's FACT framework, OpenAl Deep Research scored 77.96%
citation accuracy; Perplexity led at 90.24%; Claude-3.7-Sonnet w/Search scored 93.68%
among search-augmented LLMs. ReportBench (academic survey tasks) found
OpenAlI Deep Research achieved a 78.87% citation match rate and 95.83% factual accuracy
on cited statements — far above its base 03 model — indicating the agent's
writing/citation pipeline meaningfully improves grounding.

Traceability differs by product. ChatGPT Deep Research provides inline citations and,
since May 12, 2025, PDF export with citations "preserved as clickable links," which
VentureBeat called the fix for its "most annoying business problem." A documented
weakness: T-Minus Al notes "you cannot see which pages it visited during the research
process, and the citations sometimes link to paywalled or unavailable pages."


https://deepresearch-bench.github.io/
https://aimultiple.com/ai-deep-research
https://aitoolradar.io/blog/deep-research-showdown
https://arxiv.org/html/2604.03173
https://arxiv.org/html/2604.03173
https://arxiv.org/html/2604.03173
https://arxiv.org/html/2604.03173
https://deepresearch-bench.github.io/
https://liner.com/review/reportbench-evaluating-deep-research-agents-via-academic-survey-tasks
https://www.vice.com/en/article/chatgpt-deep-research-finally-got-the-ability-to-export-pdfs/
https://www.tminusai.com/blog/deep-research-ai-showdown-2026

Claude cites URLs inline, but one documented gap (Suprmind) is that "within a single
response, the interface does not mark which claims came from web search versus

parametric knowledge."

4. Factual accuracy

On the headline reasoning benchmark, OpenAlI's 03-based Deep Research scored 26.6% on
Humanity's Last Exam at launch — a then-record, confirmed by OpenAlI's "Introducing
deep research" announcement ("the model powering deep research scores a new high at
26.6% accuracy") — versus DeepSeek R1's 9.4% and GPT-40's 3.3%. OpenAl itself cautions
that Deep Research "occasionally makes factual errors" and can struggle to distinguish
authoritative information from rumor.

In AIMultiple's April 2026 five-task, 33-checkpoint benchmark (targeting post-training-
cutoff facts), the agentic tools were strongest: Claude Code (Opus 4.6) and Parallel Ultra
tied at 97.0% accuracy, Codex at 93.9%, while OpenAl's deep-research models scored 75.8%
(03) to 81.8% (04-mini) "despite running 27-125 web searches per task and costing 2-6x
more." (Caveat: this pits Claude Code the agent against OpenAl's deep-research models,
not the consumer Claude Research vs. ChatGPT Deep Research features directly.) The
general pattern across independent tests: agentic, retrieval-coupled approaches make
fewer factual errors than free-generating models, but no tool is error-free, and all reviewers
insist on human verification.

5. Synthesizing conflicting information

This is Claude's clearest edge. Multiple 2026 reviewers converge on the view that Claude
Research is best when the deliverable is an analytical judgment. Presenc Al's May 2026
comparison states plainly that "Claude Research wins on synthesis of contradictory
sources," and AI Tool Radar recommends Claude for "producing an analytical
report for a human reader." ProofreaderPro's academic-research testing found
Claude Opus 5 superior on "hedge preservation," noting GPT-5.4 Sol "occasionally converts
'may suggest' to 'demonstrates" (Proofreaderpro) — precisely the kind of nuance-flattening
that damages balanced synthesis. Al Tool Radar also flags a failure mode common to both:
"overconfident synthesis on contested claims," where tools "average across their sources
and report an apparent consensus that does not exist in the field." (Aitoolradar) (aitoolradar)

6. Speed

Both tools sit in the same broad band. Reviewers report ChatGPT Deep Research typically
runs 5-30 minutes (Presenc AI: 10-30 min, 50-200 sources); Claude Research
runs roughly 5-20 minutes and up to 45 minutes for its deepest mode. When Anthropic
upgraded Claude Research in May 2025, it pitched speed as a differentiator, contrasting
with tools that "take up to 30 minutes." In practice, Claude's parallel subagents can
reduce wall-clock time on complex breadth-first queries (Anthropic cites up to 90%
reduction in research time versus serial execution). Both are meaningfully slower
than Perplexity (2-5 min) and Grok, which trade depth for speed.
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https://presenc.ai/research/deep-research-mode-comparison-2026
https://aitoolradar.io/blog/deep-research-showdown
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https://aitoolradar.io/blog/deep-research-showdown
https://presenc.ai/research/deep-research-mode-comparison-2026
https://www.bgr.com/tech/claudes-big-upgrade-supposedly-does-deep-research-faster-than-chatgpt/
https://medium.com/@reliabledataengineering/how-anthropic-built-an-ai-that-outperforms-itself-by-90-142d27e7d06a
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7. Usefulness for professional users

ChatGPT Deep Research strengths for professionals: broadest ecosystem (connectors for
Dropbox, GitHub, Gmail, Google Calendar; (OpenAl Help Center) MCP support), polished
one-click PDF export with clickable citations and preserved tables/images, and the most
"executive-ready" structured output. Weaknesses: opaque browsing trail, and reports can
be padded.

Claude Research strengths: superior prose and analytical framing ("reads like a sharp
briefing that tells you what matters"), deep MCP integration (any MCP server as
of February 2026), Google Workspace connectivity, and a strong
developer/enterprise story (Claude Code, Claude for Life Sciences in October 2025,

(MIT Technology Review) and Claude Science in June 2026 for scientific workflows).
Weaknesses: sparser citations, product-velocity criticism earlier in 2025, and the
interface not distinguishing web-sourced vs. parametric claims.

By discipline (synthesizing reviewer consensus):

« Academic/ literature review: Claude for synthesis and writing; ChatGPT for
exhaustive coverage and technical/obscure topics. ProofreaderPro recommends a
hybrid: "Claude primary for synthesis and writing, ChatGPT secondary for agentic
and visual tasks." (Proofreaderpro)

» Business/market research: ChatGPT for comprehensive, executive-ready reports;
Claude for the analytical "so what."

« Journalism / current events: Neither is ideal for breaking news (Perplexity/Grok are
faster and more current); Claude for the written analysis, ChatGPT for depth on
complex stories.

e Quick fact-finding: Neither — use a faster search tool; deep-research modes are
overKkill.

« Coding/technical research: Both strong; Claude Code and OpenAI Codex are the
more relevant agentic tools here, (AIMultiple) with Claude often preferred for careful,
production-quality reasoning.

o Legalresearch: Use neither as a primary source-of-truth. General Al tools hallucinate
citations at rates that have produced documented court sanctions — legal researcher
Damien Charlotin's public AI Hallucination Cases database logged 1,227 cases by
early April 2026 (rising to 1,397 by May 6, 2026), each a court decision where a party
relied on Al-hallucinated material, typically fake citations. Even purpose-built legal
tools hallucinate: per the Stanford/Yale study "Hallucination-Free? Assessing the
Reliability of Leading AI Legal Research Tools," LexisNexis's Lexis+ Al and Thomson
Reuters' Westlaw AI-Assisted Research "each hallucinate between 17% and 33% of the
time" (Lexis+ Al 17%, Westlaw 33%, versus GPT-4 at 43%). Verification is mandatory.


https://help.openai.com/en/articles/11391654-chatgpt-business-release-notes
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https://aimultiple.com/ai-deep-research

Summary Comparison Table

Dimension ChatGPT Deep Research (OpenAl) Claude Research (Anthropic)

Launch Feb 3, 2025 (03); now GPT-5.2 (Feb Apr 15,2025; 45-min mode May 2,
2026) 2025

Architecture Single RL-trained browsing agent Multi-agent orchestrator + 3-5

parallel subagents

DeepResearch Bench ~ 46.98 (best instruction-following, 45.00

RACE 49.27)

Citation accuracy 77.96% Not published; Claude-search LLMs

(FACT) ~93.7%

URL fabrication rate ~3.5% (10.1% non-resolving) ~3.0-3.2% (search agents)

Humanity's Last 26.6% (03-based, at launch) Not directly reported for Research

Exam feature

Typical runtime 10-30 min, 50-200 sources 5-20 min (up to 45 min); 261

sources/6 min observed

Depth vs. breadth

Breadth, exhaustive coverage

Depth, structured reasoning

Synthesis of conflict Good; can over-flatten hedges Best-in-class; preserves nuance

Output & export Executive-ready; PDF w/ clickable Analyst-briefing prose; strong
citations MCP/Workspace

Best for Exhaustive discovery, Analytical reports for human
technical/scientific topics decision-makers

Recommendations

1. Default routing: Use ChatGPT Deep Research for source discovery, unfamiliar
technical/scientific topics, and when you need an exhaustive, structured report to
hand to a team. Use Claude Research when the output is an analytical narrative or
decision memo where nuance and prose matter.

2. High-stakes work — run both: For anything you will publish or make decisions on,
run the same prompt through both and compare. Agreement signals reliability;
disagreement flags where you must read primary sources. This roughly doubles
cost/time but materially improves reliability.

3. Always verify load-bearing citations. Click through every citation you will rely on.

Assume ~3-13% of URLs may be fabricated or non-resolving. This is non-


https://aitoolradar.io/blog/deep-research-showdown
https://aitoolradar.io/blog/deep-research-showdown

negotiable in legal, medical, and financial contexts.

4. Match the tool to workflow integrations: Choose ChatGPT if you need polished PDF

export and its connector ecosystem; choose Claude if you need MCP/enterprise-data
connectivity and superior writing.

5. Don't use either for breaking news or quick lookups — use Perplexity or a standard

search instead.

Benchmarks that would change this advice: If DeepResearch Bench FACT citation-
accuracy scores rise materially (above ~90%) for one tool, the verification burden drops and
that tool becomes the clear default. If Anthropic publishes Claude Research's FACT scores
and they lead, Claude's synthesis edge plus citation reliability would tip the overall verdict.
If OpenAlI's GPT-5.2 upgrade closes the synthesis/nuance gap in independent testing,
ChatGPT becomes the stronger all-round default.

Caveats

Fast-moving target: Both products changed repeatedly in 2025-2026 (model swaps,
new connectors, legacy-mode retirement on March 26, 2026). Benchmark numbers
reflect specific model versions and may already be dated.

Benchmark labeling confusion: Independent tests often test "Claude Code" (an
agent) or "Claude-Sonnet w/Search" (a search-augmented LLM) rather than the
consumer "Claude Research" feature, and OpenAl's "deep-research models" (03/04-
mini) rather than the current GPT-5.2 experience. Cross-tool comparisons are rarely
perfectly like-for-like.

Self-reported vendor claims: Anthropic's 90.2% multi-agent improvement and
OpenAl's 26.6% HLE score are vendor-reported internal/launch figures; treat as
directional.

Reviews conflict: Some reviewers call ChatGPT the better all-round research default
(LLM-Stats: "ChatGPT has the current edge for open-web research");

(LLM Leaderboard) others favor Claude for research writing (ProofreaderPro,
Emergent.sh). The disagreement is real and largely reflects different use cases.

Claude Research FACT]/citation-accuracy numbers are not publicly published on
the DeepResearch Bench leaderboard in a form that could be verified, so its citation-
precision ranking relative to OpenAl is inferred from adjacent Claude-search-LLM
data.

Sources | References

OpenAl, "Introducing deep research" (openai.com) — launch, HLE 26.6%, capabilities,
Feb 2026 updates

OpenAlI Help Center, "ChatGPT Business Release Notes" — connectors, legacy deep
research removal March 26, 2026

The Decoder, "OpenAl's Deep Research now runs on GPT-5.2" — Feb 2026 model
upgrade


https://llm-stats.com/blog/research/claude-vs-chatgpt-2026

Anthropic, "How we built our multi-agent research system"
(anthropic.com/engineering) — architecture, 90.2%, token usage

Ars Technica /| Harvard TagTeam, "Claude's Al research mode now runs for up to 45
minutes" — May 2, 2025 upgrade

ZenML LLMOps Database; ByteByteGo; The Al Engineer (Substack) — Claude multi-
agent system analysis

DeepResearch Bench (deepresearch-bench.github.io; GitHub Ayanami0730;
HuggingFace muset-ai leaderboard) — RACE/FACT scores

AlMultiple, "AlI Deep Research: Claude vs ChatGPT vs Grok" — April 2026 hands-on
test

ReportBench (arXiv 2508.15804) — citation match rate, factual accuracy

"Detecting and Correcting Reference Hallucinations in Commercial LLMs and Deep
Research Agents" (arXiv 2604.03173) — URL fabrication rates

Al Tool Radar, "Deep Research Compared" (April 2026); Presenc Al "Deep Research
Mode Comparison 2026"; T-Minus Al "Deep Research Showdown 2026"

Emergent.sh, "Claude vs ChatGPT: I Tested Both for a Month (2026)"; LLM-Stats;
ProofreaderPro, "ChatGPT vs Claude for Academic Research"

VentureBeat /| VICE — ChatGPT Deep Research PDF export (May 2025)
Fortune, TechRadar, Windows Central — Humanity's Last Exam coverage

Damien Charlotin AI Hallucination Cases database; Stanford/Yale "Hallucination-
Free?" (arXiv 2405.20362); Thomson Reuters Institute — legal hallucination data

MIT Technology Review, Bloomberg, Anthropic — Claude Science (June 2026)



