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If you want to be cited in an AI's deep-research report, stop optimizing for the quick answer and
start being the source a careful human would keep open after closing thirty other tabs. Deep

research modes — ChatGPT's, Gemini's, Perplexity's — don't grab the first plausible page. They run a

multi-step investigation: they plan sub-questions, pull dozens of sources, cross-check them against

each other, and then write a report that cites the ones that survived scrutiny. The businesses that win

here aren't the ones with the most keywords. They're the ones making claims specific enough to verify

and consistent enough to trust.

I run AIrecommend.ai, and deep-research citations are the surface I get asked about least and should

get asked about most. A normal AI answer is worth a mention. A deep-research citation is worth a

footnote in a document your prospect is treating as their homework. Let me explain how these systems

actually behave and what it takes to end up in the bibliography.

Deep research is a different game than a normal AI answer
When you ask ChatGPT a quick question, the model does one retrieval pass, skims a handful of

sources, and answers. Deep research is closer to hiring a junior analyst for ten minutes. The system

decomposes your question into sub-questions, searches for each one, reads far more pages than a

normal answer would, notices where sources disagree, goes looking for tie-breakers, and assembles a

structured report with inline citations.

That changes the economics of visibility in three ways. First, breadth: a deep-research run touches

many more sources, so there are more citation slots to win — but they're distributed across many

pages, not concentrated on one. Second, scrutiny: because the system is explicitly comparing sources,

a page that contradicts the consensus or can't be corroborated tends to get dropped rather than

repeated. Third, intent: the person who triggered deep research is doing serious diligence —

evaluating vendors, comparing options, writing something themselves. They are exactly the buyer you

want, and they're reading a document that treats your citation as vetted.



My read, not a guarantee: the bar for a deep-research citation is higher than for a casual answer, but

the payoff per citation is also higher. You're not fighting for attention. You're being entered into

evidence.

How deep research decides what to cite
Nobody outside these companies has the exact retrieval logic, and it changes often. But after watching

a lot of these reports get generated, here is the behavior I consistently see, offered as a working model

rather than gospel.

It rewards sources that answer a specific sub-question directly. Deep research breaks a big

question into small ones. A page that cleanly answers one of those sub-questions — with a number, a

definition, a comparison, a clear yes-or-no — gets pulled in as the citation for that point. Sprawling

pages that touch everything and settle nothing rarely make the cut.

It rewards corroboration. When two or three independent sources say the same thing, the system

treats that claim as established and tends to cite the clearest statement of it. When your page is the

lone voice making a claim, it's more likely to be discarded as unverifiable than repeated as insight. This

is the single most under-appreciated dynamic in AI visibility: being right isn't enough if nothing else on

the web agrees with you yet.

It rewards original, citable material. Deep research is hungry for primary sources — original data,

first-hand methodology, named experts, documented processes. If you publish something that can only

be cited from you (your own study, your own framework, your own numbers gathered honestly), you

become the origin of a claim other sources have to route through. That's the strongest position on the

board.

It penalizes thin authority and identity confusion. If the system can't tell who is behind a claim —

no clear author, no consistent entity, a business that shows up under three different names — it

discounts the source. Deep research is doing the thing a good researcher does: checking whether the

author is credible before trusting the claim.

It rewards recency where recency matters. On questions where the answer changes over time —

pricing, capabilities, "what's the current state of X" — deep research visibly prefers sources that are

dated, current, and clearly maintained. A page that quietly went stale three years ago gets passed over

for one that shows its work and its date. This isn't universal; for evergreen definitions, an older

authoritative source can still win. But if your category moves, keeping your key pages genuinely

current is table stakes for the citation.

Why most businesses lose the deep-research citation



The most common reason isn't that a business is unknown. It's that the business has nothing quotable.

Its site is written to persuade, not to inform: adjectives, promises, calls to action, and almost no

verifiable claims. Deep research doesn't cite persuasion. It cites facts, definitions, data, and clearly-

attributed expert judgment. A page that says "we're the leading provider of exceptional service" gives

the system nothing to enter into evidence. A page that says "here's how this process works, here's

what it costs, here's the data we gathered, here's who ran the analysis" gives it everything.

The second reason is fragmentation. Deep research corroborates across sources, so a business

whose story is told inconsistently — different claims on the website, on directories, in reviews, in press

— reads as noisy and gets down-weighted. Consistency isn't a branding nicety here. It's a machine-

legibility requirement.

The third reason is that everything worth citing is locked in formats the system can't easily extract: a

claim buried in a video with no transcript, a statistic trapped in an image, an insight that lives only in a

gated PDF. If a careful reader would have to work to pull the fact out, the system usually just moves to

a source where the fact is sitting in plain text.

How to become a deep-research source
Start by writing at least some of your content for the researcher, not the browser. Take the real

questions a serious buyer asks in your category and answer each one directly, in prose, with the

specific claim up front. Lead with the answer, then support it. That structure is what lets a system lift a

clean citation for one sub-question.

Publish something only you can be the source of. This is the highest-leverage move I know. Run a

small honest survey of your customers and publish the results. Document your methodology or

process in detail. Put a named expert's judgment on the record with a real byline. Original material

makes you the origin of a claim, and origins get cited even when louder sources don't.

Then earn corroboration. Get the same distinctive, true claims about your business to appear in places

you don't own — credible directories, third-party comparisons, interviews, coverage, the forums where

your customers actually talk. You're not trying to spam a message everywhere. You're trying to make

the true story of your business easy to verify from more than one independent angle, so that when

deep research checks, the claim holds.

Fix your identity so the system knows who you are. One consistent business name, one clear

description of what you do, a real author behind your expert content, and the same story across every

surface. Entity clarity is what turns "some page said this" into "this credible, identifiable source said

this."



Finally, make the facts extractable. Put your key claims in plain text, not just in images or video.

Transcribe your best video content. Keep your numbers and definitions on indexable pages. If a fact

matters, it should be readable without effort.

How to measure whether it's working
Deep-research citations are harder to track than normal mentions because they live inside long

reports, not short answers. The practical approach: build the set of serious research questions your

buyers would actually run — the vendor-evaluation questions, the "compare X approaches" questions,

the "is this worth it" questions — and periodically run deep research on them yourself across ChatGPT,

Gemini and Perplexity. Read the reports. Note where you appear, where a competitor appears instead,

and which specific claim earned the citation. That last part is the gold: it tells you exactly what kind of

content the system is willing to enter into evidence, so you can make more of it.

Don't expect this to move overnight. Corroboration and original material compound slowly, and deep-

research behavior shifts as these products update. But the direction is clear. As more of your buyers

hand their diligence to an AI analyst, the question stops being whether you rank and becomes whether

you'd survive the citation check. Build to survive it.

Key takeaways

Deep research is a multi-step investigation, not a single lookup: it decomposes the question, reads

many sources, cross-checks them, and cites the ones that survive.

✦

The bar is higher than for a casual AI answer, but a deep-research citation lands inside a document

your buyer is treating as vetted diligence.

✦

Corroboration beats being right alone: a claim only you make is more likely to be discarded as

unverifiable than repeated as insight.

✦

Original material — your own honest data, documented process, named expert judgment — makes you

the origin of a claim other sources have to route through.

✦

Most businesses lose because their pages persuade instead of inform: deep research cites facts,

definitions and data, not adjectives and promises.

✦

Measure by running real buyer diligence questions through deep research yourself and noting which

specific claim earned each citation.

✦



Frequently asked questions

Is a deep-research citation worth more than a normal AI mention?
In my experience, yes — for a narrower audience. Far fewer people trigger deep research than ask a quick

question, so the raw reach is smaller. But the person who runs deep research is doing serious diligence:

evaluating vendors, comparing options, or writing something themselves. Your citation lands in a report they're

treating as vetted homework, next to your competitors, at the exact moment they're deciding. That's high-intent

placement, not casual awareness.

Do I need to publish original research to get cited in deep research?
You don't strictly need it, but it's the highest-leverage thing you can do. Deep research is hungry for primary

sources, and original material makes you the origin of a claim — the place other sources route back to. It doesn't

have to be a big study: an honest survey of your own customers, a documented methodology, or a named

expert's judgment on the record all count. The point is to publish something that can only be cited from you.

How is optimizing for deep research different from normal AEO?
The fundamentals overlap — clear claims, entity consistency, extractable facts, earned corroboration. The

difference is intensity. Deep research explicitly compares sources against each other and hunts for tie-breakers,

so weak, uncorroborated, or persuasion-heavy pages get dropped rather than tolerated. If normal AEO rewards

being a clear source, deep research rewards being a source that holds up under a fact-check. Build to survive

scrutiny, not just to be seen.
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