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Abstract

Memory is essential for enabling large lan-
guage models to support long-horizon reason-
ing, yet existing memory systems remain unre-
liable and difficult to debug. Tracing mem-
ory’s dynamic evolution is crucial to under-
stand how information is synthesized, propa-
gated, or corrupted over time. In this work,
we study the new problem of error tracing and
attribution in LLM memory systems. We pro-
pose a novel framework that transforms mem-
ory pipelines into executable memory evolution
graphs, enabling fine-grained tracing of oper-
ational information flow. We then construct
MemTraceBench, a benchmark collected from
representative memory systems such as Long-
Context, RAG, Mem0, and EverMemOS, to
systematically study memory failure modes.
We further introduce an automatic attribution
method that iteratively traces operation sub-
graphs to pinpoint the root cause of any failed
case. Our analysis reveals that memory failures
are systematic, stemming from operation-level
issues like information loss and retrieval mis-
alignment. Crucially, we leverage these fine-
grained attribution signals to guide downstream
prompt optimization, establishing a closed-loop
system that automatically corrects faults and
boosts end-task performance by up to 7.62%'.

1 Introduction

Memory systems are a core component of large
language model (LLM) agents, enabling them to
evolve from isolated task solvers into stateful sys-
tems capable of long-horizon tasks and continual
learning (Xu et al., 2025; Fang et al., 2025a; Yang
et al., 2026; Cao et al., 2025; Wang and Chen,
2025). By retaining information across interac-
tions, updating state over time, and leveraging past
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Figure 1: Framework for automatic diagnosis of
LLM memory systems. We first execute a memory
system to construct an execution graph. Given a failed
case, MemTrace performs step-by-step tracing over this
graph to locate the faulty operation. This framework is
general across different memory systems and enables
faster failure attribution than human experts.

experience for future decisions, memory has be-
come widely adopted in applications such as per-
sonalized assistants and coding agents (Park et al.,
2023; Li et al., 2024a; Yang et al., 2025; Xiong
et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2025¢,b; Wen et al., 2025).
However, as memory systems become increasingly
complex, a fundamental question remains underex-
plored: when a memory-augmented agent fails,
how can we identify where the error originates?

Compared to prior work on diagnosing stateless
agentic systems (Baker et al., 2025; Zhang
et al., 2025c; Wang et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026),
failure attribution in LLM memory systems
presents a distinct challenge. In stateless agents,
failures are often localized within the current
execution trajectory, such as an incorrect tool
call, retrieval result, or reasoning step. In contrast,
memory-augmented agents maintain persistent
states across interactions, so failures may originate
from earlier memory construction, update, or
deletion operations and only surface much later
during retrieval or response generation. For
example, a user preference may be correctly stored
at first but later overwritten by an incorrect update,
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causing a downstream failure far removed from its
origin. Such failures are difficult to diagnose from
chronological traces alone. A linear execution log
records operations in order, but as a flat sequence
from different parts of the memory pipeline, it
lacks the structure (Jiang et al., 2023) needed to
show how memory variables are created, modified,
overwritten, propagated, and finally used in a failed
prediction. Existing memory benchmarks (Maha-
rana et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025;
Bian et al., 2026) are similarly outcome-oriented:
they can reveal whether a system successfully
stores, retrieves, or uses relevant information, but
they are not designed to recover the causal path by
which a failure is introduced and propagated. This
exposes a key traceability gap in LLM memory
systems: failures are observable, yet the faulty
operations, their introduction time, and their
propagation paths remain difficult to identify.

To address this problem, we propose a novel
framework for error tracing and attribution in LLM
memory systems, as shown in Figure 1. Our key
idea is to expose memory-system execution as
a unified operation-variable graph through a
system-agnostic tracing toolkit. This execution
graph records memory operations and their asso-
ciated variables, and connects variables through
shared operations to reveal information flow dur-
ing memory construction, update, retrieval, and
reasoning. Unlike chronological logs, the graph ex-
plicitly captures which operations consume, mod-
ify, overwrite, or propagate each memory vari-
able, allowing attribution to follow information
dependencies across turns and sessions. Based on
this representation, we introduce three contribu-
tions. First, we define a structured error taxonomy
grounded in execution graph patterns. Second, we
construct MemTraceBench, a diagnostic benchmark
with human-annotated 160 real failure cases from
four memory systems and three public datasets,
each including question-answer (QA) pairs, execu-
tion logs, ground-truth error labels, faulty opera-
tions, and human explanations. Third, we propose
MemTrace, an automatic attribution method that
operates directly on execution graphs: given a fail-
ure case, it retrieves relevant source messages and
then traces information-flow subgraphs to locate
the decisive faulty operation. Extensive experi-
ments on MemTraceBench show that diagnosing
failures in memory systems remains challenging.
Nevertheless, MemTrace can successfully recover
meaningful faulty operations and error types, and

generate coherent explanations for system debug-
ging. Beyond error analysis, its attribution signals
can further guide automatic system optimization,
improving end-task performance by up to 7.62%.

2 Tracing and Attributing Errors in
Memory Systems

Automatic failure attribution consists of two steps:
collecting the system’s execution trace and analyz-
ing it to localize the failure source. In this work,
we use M to denote a non-parametric memory
system that processes a trajectory 7 and answers
question ¢ with a prediction @ and a golden answer
a. Its execution consists of memory updates U,
memory reads R ¢, and answer generation Q. See
Appendix B for the full formalization.

Background. Concretely, we instrument the
source code of the memory system and execute
it on a trajectory 7 and question . Whenever the
system performs a memory update I/, a mem-
ory read R ¢, or an answer generation step Q, we
use a toolkit (Details in Appendix D) to automati-
cally record the involved variables (e.g., the input
question ¢ and the predicted answer a), the opera-
tions applied to them, and the dependency relations
among them. This process produces an execution
graph G = (V, O, ), where G is a directed acyclic
bipartite graph. The node set consists of variables
V and operations O. Variables represent concrete
artifacts produced during execution, such as raw
messages, retrieved memory units, intermediate
summaries, and prompts. Operations represent
computation steps, such as LLM inference, tool
invocation, retrieval, filtering, or parsing functions.
The directed edges £ capture information flow be-
tween variables and operations. Each operation
o € O takes a subset of variables as inputs, denoted
as In(o) C V, and produces a subset of variables
as outputs, denoted as Out(o) C V. Finally, we
define a binary outcome indicator Z(G) € {0, 1},
where Z(G) = 1 indicates that system fails to an-
swer the question, and Z(G) = 0 indicates success.
In practice, this outcome can be obtained by com-
paring the prediction a with the golden answer a
based on an LLM.

Problem Definition. Given a failed execution
graph G for question ¢ together with the golden
answer a, our objective is to identify the earliest
and minimal causal cut-set of faulty operations,
which we call the Decisive Error Set. Let O, C O



be a candidate set of operations. We say that O,
is a valid causal cut-set if it satisfies three con-
ditions. First, every operation in O, is faulty in
its execution. Second, all operations in its strictly
upstream ancestor set, denoted as Ancg(O.), are
functionally correct. Third, we construct a modi-
fied execution graph G(O=*) by replacing the faulty
output variables of operations in O, with their cor-
rect counterparts, while assuming ideal execution
for all strictly downstream descendant operations in
Descg(O.). A candidate set is causally sufficient
if this intervention rescues the failed execution, i.e.,
Z(G©O=*)) = 0. We denote the set of all candidate
operation sets satisfying these conditions as F(G).
The decisive error set O* is then defined by impos-
ing a minimality constraint over this feasible space:
removing any operation from O* breaks causal suf-
ficiency. This is expressed mathematically as:

0* € {0, € F(G) |30" € F(G)
s.t. O C Oc}.

This formulation reduces failure attribution to iden-
tifying a minimal topological frontier of faulty op-
erations that cause the system failure. Note that
this differs from prior failure attribution scenar-
ios for LLM agent systems (Zhang et al., 2025c,a;
Wang et al., 2026) in several important ways. In
prior works, the execution trace is often treated as
a relatively short sequence of logs produced by a
single task run. In contrast, a memory system is
executed over a long historical trajectory 7, so its
trace can grow to tens of megabytes in our setting.
More importantly, the trace is inherently not an
unstructured, flat log. For example, a memory unit
produced by an earlier memory update may later be
retrieved, transformed, or used in answer genera-
tion, creating dependencies that span both different
operations and different time steps.

ey

3 MemTraceBench Construction

Due to the lack of datasets for evaluating auto-
matic failure attribution in stateful agents with non-
parametric memory, we construct a new dataset,
MemTraceBench (MIT Licence). Figure 5 in Ap-
pendix illustrates the overview of construction pro-
cess. Each example in MemTraceBench includes
a question, its corresponding golden answer, the
full execution trace of the system, and annotated
failure information. The annotations include the
unique identifiers of faulty operations, their error
types, and explanations. We construct our bench-
mark using question—answer pairs from LoCoMo

(Maharana et al., 2024), LongMemEval (Wu et al.,
2025), and RealMem (Bian et al., 2026). Four rep-
resentative memory systems are selected, including
long-context memory, RAG (Lewis et al., 2020),
MemO (Chhikara et al., 2025), and EverMemOS
(Hu et al., 2026a). See Appendix C.1 for further
details of data sources and memory systems.
Constructing this benchmark requires collect-
ing fine-grained execution graphs for memory sys-
tems, rather than only the inputs and outputs of
LLM calls. In particular, we need to capture how
messages produce memory units, how memories
evolve over time, and how intermediate variables
depend on one another across memory construc-
tion, retrieval, response generation, and evaluation.
Since existing memory systems use heterogeneous
schemas and code structures, we collect traces
through explicit instrumentation rather than rewrit-
ing them around a unified abstraction. Moreover,
existing instrumentation-based tracing frameworks
are mostly event-centric and do not directly track
variable evolution and dependencies. We therefore
develop smartcomment, a lightweight tracing pack-
age for recording developer-specified operations,
variables, and their dependencies. We instrument
each memory system by adding tracing statements
at key operations and then run the instrumented
systems on sampled trajectories, collecting 1,514
distinct errors across all systems (see Appendix C.2
for more details). We then recruit five annotators
from the author team to identify the faulty oper-
ations, and provide corresponding error types
and explanations. The final benchmark contains
160 system-related failure cases. Appendix C.4
shows the annotation process. We also provide
more details on smartcomment in Appendix D.

4 Methodology

We propose MemTrace to automatically attribute
failures in non-parametric memory systems. It
casts failure attribution as an agentic graph explo-
ration problem. As illustrated in Figure 2, the agent
iteratively inspects local operation subgraphs in G
and updates its exploration state until it identifies
the target decisive error o* or reaches the maxi-
mum number of reasoning steps”. At each iteration,
MemTrace maintains a bounded to-explore list of
size at most IV. The list is implemented as a prior-
ity queue over variable nodes. Each variable v € V

*In this work, we focus on the case where the decisive

error set is a singleton, i.e., O* = {o"}. This assumption
matches our benchmark setting, as discussed in Appendix C.7.
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Figure 2: An illustrative workflow of MemTrace. The initial to-explore list contains v; and v1g. Starting from vy,
the agent inspects the operation subgraph corresponding to the operation o1, and finds that o correctly extracts
the key user facts. The agent then adds v3 to the list to inspect subsequent operations. By continuing this graph
exploration process, the agent identifies the faulty operation o3 in the third iteration.

is associated with its insertion timestamp ¢,, in the
execution graph. Variables with earlier timestamps
are assigned higher priority in the list. This priority
ensures the agent inspects earlier operations first.
The overall method contains three modules: select-
ing starting points, exploring the execution graph,
and managing the agent’s working context.

4.1 Initialization of Starting Point

Before exploring the graph, MemTrace needs to
choose a small set of starting variables. A naive
strategy is to initialize the to-explore list with all
system inputs, including the question ¢ and all raw
input messages {m; }7" ; in the historical trajectory
7. However, this creates a very large search space,
especially when the trajectory spans many sessions.

To reduce the initial branching factor, MemTrace
uses hybrid retrieval to identify source messages
that are most likely to contain the critical informa-
tion needed by the failed question. Specifically,
we construct a retrieval query by concatenating the
question with the golden answer. We then perform
both dense retrieval and sparse retrieval over the
raw message set {m;}?" ; to obtain top-N candi-
date messages from each retriever. The two ranked
lists are fused by Reciprocal Rank Fusion (RRF),
and the top | N/2] messages from the fused rank-
ing are selected. Finally, these messages together
with the question ¢ are used to create the initial to-
explore list L£y. Note that we reserve the remaining

capacity so that the agent can add newly discov-
ered downstream variables during exploration (The
retrieval performance analysis in Appendix H.1).

4.2 Execution Graph Exploration

At the j-th iteration, given the current to-explore
list £;_1, MemTrace selects the variable v; with
the earliest timestamp and marks it as the variable
under exploration. It then retrieves all operations
directly involving this variable:

O(vy) ={0o€ O | v € In(o) UOut(o)}. (2)

For each operation o € O(v;), MemTrace converts
the corresponding operation-level subgraph G, into
a textual representation, including the operation
name, category, comment, input variables, output
variables and dependency relations. This localized
view allows the agent to reason over the part of
the execution graph that is immediately relevant
to the current variable, instead of loading the en-
tire graph into context. The agent judges each in-
spected operation according to the decisive-error
criterion defined in Section 2. If an operation is
locally correct, the agent follows the information
flow downstream by adding relevant downstream
variables of the operation subgraph into the list:

Ly = (Ls—1\ {ve}) U Ay, 3)

where A; C Vs the set of newly selected variables
to explore next. This process encourages MemTrace



to track the lifetime of critical information through
the memory system. The exploration terminates
when the agent identifies 0*, or when the maximum
number of reasoning iterations is reached.

4.3 Working Context Management

Execution graphs for memory systems can be large,
often spanning many operations and long vari-
able values. Therefore, MemTrace explicitly man-
ages the agent’s working context during graph ex-
ploration. From the action space of the agent,
MemTrace supports a lightweight preview mode
for each operation subgraph. In this mode, con-
crete variable values are omitted. The agent can
then selectively inspect only the variables that are
relevant to its current hypothesis. For large variable
values, MemTrace provides targeted access through
pagination and regex search. The textual represen-
tation of operation subgraphs can also be paginated.
These tool-level controls prevent sudden context
expansion. In addition, MemTrace automatically
applies working-context summarization when the
context exceeds a predefined safety threshold 7'

4.4 Search-Based Operation Exploration

The graph-based exploration strategy in MemTrace
requires the agent to move between variables by
following dependency edges, and at each step the
agent can only inspect operations involving the
current variable. This design can be inefficient
when the execution graph is weakly structured or
degenerates into a long chain. To handle such cases,
we introduce MemTrace-0BS.

MemTrace-0BS is based on the observation that
operation names, variable values, and comments of-
ten already reveal the approximate information flow
and functional role of each operation. Concretely,
it converts each operation-level subgraph into a tex-
tual operation block. In this block, dependency
edges and unique variable identifiers are removed,
while the input variables, output variables, interme-
diate variables, and operation attributes such as the
operation name and comment are preserved. This
compressed representation reduces token usage, es-
pecially for operations with many repetitive edges>.
We then sort all operation blocks by timestamp and
concatenate them with separators to form a weakly
structured operation log. Inspired by search mech-

3For example, when retrieving 100 memory units, the
query may be connected to every retrieved memory by edges
with nearly identical attributes. Representing these edges adds
substantial overhead but little additional information.

anisms used by coding agents to navigate large
codebases (Yang et al., 2024b), MemTrace-0BS
equips the agent with a global operation-search
tool. Given a regular expression, the tool returns
operation blocks whose textual contents match the
query, with a configurable limit on the maximum
number of returned blocks.

5 Experiments

5.1 Experimental Setup

Backbones and Hyperparameters. We use
GPT-4.1 mini (OpenAl, 2025) and GPT-5.4 (Ope-
nAl, 2026) as the agent backbones. Unless other-
wise specified, all methods use a working-context
safety threshold of T' = 272,000 tokens and a max-
imum reasoning budget of 200 iterations. The tem-
perature is fixed at 1. The embedding model is
Qwen3-Embedding-4B (Zhang et al., 2025¢). For
MemTrace, the to-explore list size is set to N = 16.

Evaluation Metrics. We evaluate failure attri-
bution quality using two metrics. Error type
prediction accuracy measures whether the agent-
predicted error type matches the annotated error
type in MemTraceBench. Faulty operation identi-
fication accuracy measures whether the operation
identifier predicted by the agent matches the an-
notated faulty operation identifier. In addition to
attribution accuracy, we report the average token
cost and average end-to-end runtime, since prac-
tical deployment of automatic failure attribution
must handle large volumes of execution logs.

5.2 Main Results

Graph-based exploration improves error-type
attribution and is especially beneficial for
smaller LLMs. As shown in Table 1, MemTrace
achieves the best ETA with both backbones.
The gain is particularly large for GPT-4.1 mini,
where MemTrace improves overall error type accu-
racy (ETA) over MemTrace-0BS from 20.00% to
36.46%. We find that, when using MemTrace-0BS,
GPT-4.1 mini often misclassifies retrieval and
response errors as extraction errors.  Since
MemTrace-0BS allows global operation search, the
agent tends to extract keywords from the golden
answer and directly jump to operations near re-
trieval or response. If these operations contain
the corresponding keywords, the agent then checks
whether the same keywords appear during the mem-
ory construction stage. If not, it directly attributes
the failure to extraction errors. This suggests that



Backbone Method Long-Context RAG MemO EverMemOS Overall
ETA OIA ETA OIA ETA OIA ETA OIA ETA OIA
GPT-A.1 mini MemTrace-0BS  9.17 333 2583 175 3333 16.67 11.67 0.0  20.00 9.38
’ MemTrace 20.83 4.17 41.67 26.67 3583 2333 4750 250 36.46 14.17
GPT-5.4 MemTrace-OBS 7.50  7.50 87.50 87.50 60.00 55.00 60.00 3500 53.75 46.25
' MemTrace 20.00 20.00 7250 65.83 70.00 59.17 5500 750 54.38 38.13

Table 1: Failure attribution accuracy on MemTraceBench across memory systems. “ETA” and “OIA” denote
the accuracy of error type prediction and faulty operation identification, respectively. All values are reported as
percentages. “Overall” aggregates results across all memory systems.

Backbone Method Long-Context RAG Mem0 EverMemOS Overall
Tokens Time Tokens Time  Tokens Time  Tokens Time  Tokens  Time
GPT-4.1 mini MemTrace-0BS 692.79 2.45 684.95 1.65 1077.10 2.01 981.82 3.53 859.17 241
’ MemTrace 4,471.10 7.06 839.48 3.84 830.85 456 1126.10 3.82 1816.88 4.82
GPT-5.4 MemTrace-0BS 373.89 0.95 277.32 0.67 210.00 0.64 333.67 0.95 298.72 0.80
’ MemTrace 2,524.81 5.11 1,477.03 3.4l 846.09 2.19 2654.01 563 187549 4.09

Table 2: Average inference cost on MemTraceBench across memory systems. “Tokens” denotes the average token
cost (in thousands) required to run automatic failure attribution for one error case, including both total input and
output tokens. “Time” denotes the average end-to-end runtime (in minutes) for one error case.

smaller model benefit from the constrained inspec-
tion scope of graph-based exploration, which forces
the agent to follow information flow from earlier
operations to later ones. Across settings, operation
identification accuracy (OIA) remains substantially
lower than ETA, with the best overall OIA reach-
ing only 46.25%. This indicates that localizing the
exact faulty operation is considerably harder than
predicting the error type. Among all memory sys-
tems, the long-context subset yields the lowest ETA.
In this setting, we observe that MemTrace often re-
peatedly inspect whether memory states contain
the target source evidence. After several hops, the
agent may shift to the unexplored question-side re-
trieval path and later attribute the missing evidence
to retrieval, even when the decisive information
loss occurs earlier during context updates.

Search-based operation exploration substan-
tially reduces attribution cost, especially on
weakly structured traces. Table 2 shows that
MemTrace-0BS consistently incurs the lowest over-
all inference cost across both backbones. It only
uses 15.25% of the tokens and 27.94% of the run-
time required by MemTrace in average on the long-
context subset. This advantage is expected be-
cause long-context memory performs repeated con-
text updates, producing traces with weak graph
structure. By contrast, on the MemO subset,
MemTrace-0BS uses 76.75% of the tokens and
39.26% of the runtime of MemTrace. RAG and Ev-

Method ETA OIA Tokens Time
GPT-4.1 mini

MemTrace 41.67 17.50 932.14 4.07
+ Source Evidence  40.55 27.22 575.69 1.14
+ Prior Knowledge 46.39 23.89  947.32 3.69
+ Both 4583 2944  521.80 1.43
GPT-5.4

MemTrace 65.83 44.17 1,659.04 3.74
+ Source Evidence  69.17 54.17 1,036.69 2.41
+ Prior Knowledge 64.17 4583 1,837.41 494
+ Both 70.00 5833 147529 3.06

Table 3: Additional analysis of MemTrace on the sub-
set of MemTraceBench. “+ Both” indicates adding both
source evidence and prior knowledge.

erMemOS show larger cost reductions than Mem0,
likely because both systems maintain and update
message buffers before triggering indexing or ex-
traction. This makes parts of their execution graphs
locally resemble the structure of long-context mem-
ory execution graph. Although MemTrace remains
more expensive than MemTrace-0BS, it is still sub-
stantially faster and cheaper than manual attribution
performed by human experts.

5.3 Analysis

LLMe-identified errors are highly reliable. Fig-
ure 3 shows that whenever the LLM judge identifies
an error, the verdict is almost always correct. In-
specting the small set of disagreements between the
LLM judge and our annotators (see Figure 9), we
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Figure 3: Overview of error distribution in MemTraceBench.

find that the judge is overly strict. It penalizes re-
sponses that are essentially correct but either overly
verbose or lacking sufficient specificity.

High-quality annotation is intrinsically difficult
on long-horizon memory benchmarks. Despite
careful human verification, all three datasets con-
tain some annotation errors (see Figures 10 and
11). We find that these errors typically arise from
imprecise questions, insufficient source evidence,
or inconsistencies between the golden answer and
the supporting evidence. In RealMem, the ques-
tions and reference answers are substantially more
open-ended than those in the other two datasets,
which further amplifies annotator subjectivity.

Error distributions reveal distinct bottlenecks
across memory systems. As shown in Figure 3b,
different memory systems exhibit substantially dif-
ferent failure patterns. RAG has no extraction er-
rors because it does not contain an extraction mod-
ule, whereas Mem0 and EverMemOS both rely on
extraction. Notably, EverMemOS produces very
few extraction errors. We find that its extraction
module is more robust, more generalizable across
both human-assistant and multi-party dialogues,
and more effective at handling temporal informa-
tion. For retrieval errors, MemO, EverMemOS, and
RAG all fail frequently, partly because we retrieve
only the top-10 memory units. However, this also
indicates existing retrieval modules still struggle to
recall all target evidence under a limited retrieval
budget. For EverMemOS, some retrieval failures
further originate from the final reranker, which fails
to rerank target memories into the top-10 candi-
dates. Long-context memory, by design, do not
perform retrieval and therefore have no retrieval
errors. We also observe no deletion errors, likely
because deletion is only supported by MemO and
is rarely tested in current benchmarks*. Compared

“After analyzing the execution logs of Mem0, we find
delete operations account for only 1.02% of all add, update,

with other systems, MemO additionally supports
memory updates, which leads to more diverse error
modes. Finally, all systems exhibit response errors,
showing even when related memories are retrieved
successfully, effectively using them to give the final
answer remains an open challenge.

Source evidence and system prior knowledge
improve automatic failure attribution. In real-
istic development settings, practitioners often have
access to two forms of auxiliary information: a
high-level understanding of the memory-system
pipeline, and source evidence provided by the eval-
uation set for debugging and iteration. We therefore
study whether MemTrace can benefit from initial-
izing the to-explore list with source evidence and
from adding a coarse pipeline description to the
task instruction. This analysis is conducted on
a MemTraceBench subset that excludes the long-
context memory category. As shown in Table 3,
source evidence significantly improves OIA as it
provides accurate starting points for graph explo-
ration. It also reduces attribution cost, since each
question-answer pair usually contains only a small
number of golden source-evidence messages, typi-
cally one to four. This keeps the initial to-explore
list small. Adding prior knowledge about the mem-
ory pipeline also improves OIA. However, it in-
creases token cost due to additional system-level
prompts. Combining both sources yields the best
attribution performance with lower token usage and
runtime than the original setting.

6 Application
6.1 Diagnostic Report for Memory Systems

Analyzing memory-system failures is labor-
intensive due to long construction, update, re-
trieval, and response pipelines. MemTrace en-
ables operation-level aggregation of failures, au-
tomatically summarizing where and how systems

and delete operations in MemO.



fail across the pipeline. We apply this analysis to
Mem0 and EverMemOS. Tables 6—8 and Tables 9—
10 present the generated reports for MemO and
EverMemOS, respectively. The report generation
details are presented in Appendix G. The generated
reports reveal different failure patterns in MemO
and EverMemOS. For Mem0, the extraction mod-
ule tends to keep high-level user information while
dropping fine-grained details, consistent with Hu
et al. (2026b). The report further identifies times-
tamp reassignment during updates, where content
remains unchanged but its time is modified. For Ev-
erMemOS, no major extraction errors are observed,
but aggregation and counting failures appear in the
response stage. It also localizes issues to specific
retrieval components, including the reranker, suf-
ficiency checker, and query reformulation module.
Overall, MemTrace enables fine-grained diagnosis
at the level of concrete pipeline components.

6.2 Automatic Optimization of Memories

Non-parametric memory systems rely on many
hand-written prompts, making manual tuning
costly. A natural approach is automatic prompt
optimization, but existing methods fail in multi-
session settings due to long, cross-session exe-
cution traces (see Appendix E.1). We decou-
ple credit assignment from prompt rewriting with
smartcomment and MemTrace. As illustrated in
Figure 4a, smartcomment records the runtime exe-
cution graph of the memory system, and MemTrace
performs credit assignment on this graph to local-
ize the earliest decisive faulty operation. Once
that operation is identified, prompt optimiza-
tion reduces to a local problem: we only need
to invoke an off-the-shelf optimizer on the small
set of prompts participating in that operation.
This sidesteps the difficulties of prior approaches
simultaneously, since we never have to fit the full
trajectory into the optimizer’s context, propagate
textual signals along a long causal chain, or replay
the entire memory pipeline.

To evaluate this closed-loop optimization
pipeline, we implement it on MemO as the target
memory system and LoCoMo as the benchmark,
using an LL.M-as-a-judge score as the evaluation
metric. We randomly sample three users from Lo-
CoMo as the training split and reserve the remain-
ing seven for testing. As shown in Figure 4b, three
rounds of optimization improve MemO’s perfor-
mance by 7.62% on the held-out test split. Notably,
this improvement is achieved despite the fact

=1 Memory System
70 Optimized Memory System
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Configuration Execution Graph
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Figure 4: Automatic optimization of Mem0. (a)
Overview of the optimization pipeline. (b) Performance
comparison of MemO before and after optimization,
showing a 7.62% improvement after three rounds.

that MemTrace is not perfectly accurate (72.5%
operation identification accuracy), suggesting
that even imperfect graph-based credit assign-
ment can provide sufficiently useful optimiza-
tion signals for practical prompt tuning. De-
tailed experimental settings and the optimization
cost breakdown are reported in Appendix E.2.

7 Related Work

Recent LLM memory systems aim to support long-
horizon interactions by dynamically extracting,
updating, forgetting, and maintaining memories
across sessions (Packer et al., 2023; Zhong et al.,
2024; Xu et al., 2025; Chhikara et al., 2025; Cao
et al., 2025; Wang and Chen, 2025; Fang et al.,
2025a; Liu et al., 2026; Hu et al., 2026a; Yang et al.,
2026). These systems introduce complex execu-
tion pipelines, making failures difficult to localize
and attribute. Existing work on diagnosing LLM
agents mainly focuses on identifying faulty steps in
short reasoning traces within a single task instance,
using sampling-based signals, process-level super-
vision, or LLLM-based inspection of intermediate
trajectories (Xiong et al., 2024; Lightman et al.,
2024; Wang et al., 2025a; Zhang et al., 2025a;
Ge et al.,, 2025; Baker et al., 2025; Zhang et al.,
2025¢; Yiiksekgoniil et al., 2025; Lee et al., 2026;
Li et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026). In contrast,
failures in stateful agents with long-term memory
may originate from earlier sessions and must be dis-
tinguished from substantial irrelevant interaction
history (More related work in Appendix A).

8 Conclusion

In this work, we study a new research question:
how to automatically diagnose failures in non-
parametric memory systems. To this end, we con-



struct MemTraceBench, a benchmark built from
publicly available datasets and open-source mem-
ory systems. Based on this benchmark, we propose
MemTrace that attributes memory-system failures
to concrete operations in the execution pipeline.

Limitations

As an initial step toward automatic failure attri-
bution for non-parametric memory systems, this
work leaves several important directions open for
future study. First, although MemTraceBench cov-
ers multiple representative memory systems and
long-horizon memory benchmarks, its scale and
diversity can be further expanded. Future bench-
marks could include broader forms of memory,
such as task memory (Zhao et al., 2024; Wang et al.,
2025d; Fang et al., 2025b; Ouyang et al., 2025) and
multimodal memory (Yang et al., 2025; Liu et al.,
2025; Long et al., 2025). Second, our current for-
mulation and benchmark focus on failures whose
decisive error set is a singleton. This setting is com-
mon in the memory-system failures studied in this
work, but it does not cover all possible failures in
complex agentic systems. In particular, systems
(Wang et al., 2023; Shen et al., 2023; Kim et al.,
2024) that invoke multiple sub-agents in parallel
and then aggregate their outputs may contain multi-
ple independent errors that jointly lead to the final
failure. Extending smartcomment and MemTrace
to identify non-singleton decisive error sets is an
important direction for future work. Third, the
proposed attribution methods still leave substantial
room for improvement. A promising direction is to
combine global operation search with local graph
exploration, allowing the agent to quickly locate rel-
evant regions while still reasoning over structured
dependency neighborhoods. Finally, while this pa-
per focuses on non-parametric memory systems,
the underlying idea of recording execution graphs
and performing agentic failure attribution is more
general. Applying smartcomment and MemTrace
to other compound systems may further test the
generality of graph-based automatic diagnosis.

Ethics Statement

MemTrace is intended to support failure diagnosis
and transparency for non-parametric memory sys-
tems. In this work, MemTraceBench is constructed
from publicly available, fully LLM-synthesized
user trajectories and does not contain real user in-
teractions. However, applying MemTrace to real-

world memory systems may involve execution
traces that contain sensitive user information (Chen
et al., 2026). Such use requires careful data gover-
nance, including informed consent, access control,
anonymization when possible, and secure storage
of logs and generated reports. It is also critical
to acknowledge that the diagnoses produced by
MemTrace may be imperfect. Consequently, they
should be treated as assistive evidence rather than
definitive judgments, with human review required
before drawing reliability conclusions or deploying
system changes.
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A  More Related Work

Non-Parametric Memory Systems for LLMs.
LLMs natively rely on the context window as a
transient memory buffer, while KV caching (Pope
et al., 2023) avoids recomputing repeated prefixes.
However, long-context prompting is fundamentally
bounded by context length, computational cost, and
well-known degradation phenomena such as lost-
in-the-middle (Liu et al., 2024a) and failures in
long multi-turn conversation (Laban et al., 2025).
Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) external-
izes memory into non-parametric stores, typically
by chunking raw content and retrieving relevant
units at inference time (Lewis et al., 2020; Trivedi
et al., 2023; Asai et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024b).
More recent RAG methods further improve re-
trieval by refining or summarizing raw content
with LLMs before indexing (Sarthi et al., 2024;
Gutierrez et al., 2024; Edge et al., 2024). Beyond
long-context prompting and RAG, recent memory
systems focus on dynamically managing memories
during open-ended interactions, including mem-
ory extraction (Li et al., 2025; Fang et al., 2025a;
Hu et al., 2026a; Liu et al., 2026), updating (Xu
et al., 2025; Chhikara et al., 2025; Hu et al., 2026c¢),
forgetting (Zhong et al., 2024; Cao et al., 2025),
and multi-type memory maintenance (Packer et al.,
2023; Wang and Chen, 2025; Yang et al., 2026).
Compared with the previous two paradigms, these
systems involve substantially more complex exe-
cution pipelines, making their failures harder to
localize and attribute.

Automatic Failure Attribution. Automatic fail-
ure attribution is studied in many domains, includ-
ing software debugging (Zeller, 1999, 2002), cloud-
service diagnosis (Yu et al., 2021; Zhang et al.,
2025d), and deep learning analysis (Sundararajan
et al., 2017; Meng et al., 2022). The most related
line of work focuses on localizing failures in LLM
agent systems. Some methods identify faulty steps
through sampling-based or process-level signals
(Wang et al., 2025a; Xiong et al., 2024; Lightman
et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2025a; Ge et al., 2025).
Others use another LLM or agent to inspect inter-
mediate traces and diagnose error locations (Baker
etal., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025¢). Some approaches
further exploit structured trajectories such as trees
(Lee et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026) or graphs (Yiik-
sekgoniil et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2026) for failure
localization. However, prior work mainly targets
short reasoning traces within a single task instance.
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By contrast, in stateful agents with non-parametric
memory, the cause of a failure may be introduced
long before the final answer is produced, poten-
tially in earlier sessions, and must be distinguished
from substantial irrelevant interaction history.

Memory Benchmarks. As memory systems de-
velop rapidly, automatic evaluation for memory
systems becomes increasingly important. LoCoMo
(Maharana et al., 2024) is one of the earliest and
most widely used benchmarks for evaluating long-
term memory in LLMs. Later work improves the
difficulty of user trajectories (Wu et al., 2025; Bian
et al., 2026), increases their diversity (Hu et al.,
2025; Tan et al., 2025), or enriches them with mul-
timodal information (Wang and Chen, 2025; Jiang
et al., 2025; Bei et al., 2026). Other benchmarks
shift the evaluation focus to different scenarios
(Zhao et al., 2025; Du et al., 2025; Hu et al., 2026b;
He et al., 2026). These benchmarks usually con-
struct question-answer pairs to measure the final
performance of memory systems. However, this
evaluation paradigm provides limited fine-grained
diagnostic information. HaluMem (Chen et al.,
2025) offers a more fine-grained automatic eval-
uation by assessing the accuracy of memory ex-
traction and memory updating. However, it mainly
checks whether target memories can be found in
the current memory store through retrieval, which
may not always reflect the true system behavior. It
also cannot reveal when an error is introduced or
which operation causes it. In contrast, our work
only requires the golden answer, rather than manu-
ally provided source evidence or golden memories,
to automatically perform fine-grained diagnosis of
memory-system failures. Therefore, it can serve as
diagnostic infrastructure for memory benchmarks.

B Non-Parametric Memory Systems

Consider a historical observation trajectory of
length n, denoted as 7 = {m;}";, and an as-
sociated question-answer pair (q,a). Here, m;
denotes the ¢-th message in the trajectory, ¢ is a
question whose answer requires certain critical in-
formation from the historical observations, and a is
the corresponding golden answer. We assume that
the timestamp of the question satisfies t; > t,,,,,
meaning that the question is asked after all mes-
sages in the trajectory have been observed. Let
M denote a non-parametric memory system, I\
denote the memory update operation, and R de-
note the memory read operation. During memory
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Figure 5: The overview of dataset construction process. We define seven error types, five of which are specific to
memory systems. We insert smartcomment-related code into each memory system and run these systems on public
datasets to collect execution graphs and failed cases. For each failed case, once our annotators confirm that it is not
caused by annotation errors or LLM-as-a-Judge errors, they identify the erroneous operation in the execution graph

and provide its cause and error type.

construction, the memory system incrementally up-
dates its memory state in a message-by-message
manner:

Sj :Z/{M(ijl,mj), 1<j<n 4)

Given the question g at time ¢4, the system reads
relevant context C from the latest memory state S,
and generates an answer a based on the question-
answering model Q:

a=9(q,C). ©)
Under this formulation, both long-context mod-
els and RAG systems can be viewed as instances of
non-parametric memory systems. For long-context
models, the update operation simply appends each
new message to the context, and the read operation
returns the entire memory state as the input context.
For RAG systems, the update operation typically
stores raw messages in a vector database, while the
read operation performs top-K semantic retrieval.
More advanced memory systems further introduce
large language models into either the memory up-
date operation, the memory read operation, or both.
This increasing complexity introduces many sub-
operations into memory updates and reads, making
it difficult to find the source of errors.

C Dataset Construction

C.1 Data Sources and Memory Systems

To obtain diverse interaction settings, we collect
question-answer pairs from LoCoMo (Maharana
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et al., 2024), LongMemEval (Wu et al., 2025), and
RealMem (Bian et al., 2026). These datasets differ
substantially in their trajectory structure and eval-
uation protocols. In LoCoMo and LongMemEval,
questions are posed after the interaction trajectory
has been completed. LoCoMo provides multi-
ple questions for each trajectory, whereas Long-
MemEval provides a single question per trajectory.
By contrast, RealMem interleaves questions within
the interaction, where each task query corresponds
to a user message and the gold answer is the subse-
quent assistant response.

Accordingly, we use different evaluation proto-
cols for these datasets when collecting execution
graphs. For LoCoMo and LongMemEval, we adopt
an offline protocol, where the full interaction trajec-
tory is first processed by the memory system and all
questions are evaluated afterward. For RealMem,
we follow an online protocol. When a user message
corresponds to a task query, the system answers the
question using only the memory state available at
that point, before the message is incorporated into
memory.

We select four representative memory systems,
namely long-context memory, RAG, Mem0, and
EverMemOS. These systems cover a broad range
of memory construction and retrieval mechanisms.
The long-context baseline maintains the entire inter-
action history as a single memory unit and updates
it with a rule-based procedure. RAG constructs
an external memory store without any information
loss. MemO supports not only memory addition but
also memory update and deletion operations. Ev-



erMemOS uses a more complex retrieval pipeline
involving LLM-based sufficiency judgment and
query refinement.

Together, the heterogeneous source datasets and
diverse memory systems provide a strong basis
for collecting execution graphs that vary in both
structural properties and failure modes.

C.2 Execution Graph Collection Details

To collect each memory system’s execution graphs,
we instrument each memory system’s source code
with smartcomment tracing statements. During in-
strumentation, we carefully choose the granularity
of operations to make failure attribution meaning-
ful and reduce annotation ambiguity. In some cases,
we merge multiple low-level operations into a sin-
gle traced operation when their failures are difficult
to separate reliably. For example, in EverMemOS,
retrieval involves an initial search, an LLM-based
sufficiency judgment, optional query refinement, a
second search, and result aggregation. If the sys-
tem fails because key memory units are missing
while the LLM judges the retrieved evidence as suf-
ficient, it is ambiguous whether the error should be
attributed to the initial retrieval or to the sufficiency
judgment. Merging these tightly coupled steps into
one traced operation avoids such borderline cases.

After instrumentation, we run all four memory
systems on a sampled set of trajectories, including
4 from LoCoMo, 200 from LongMemEval, and 3
from RealMem. Each memory system processes
each interaction trajectory message by message
and produces one execution graph per trajectory.
The detailed system configurations are provided in
Appendix C.3. In total, we collect 1,514 distinct
errors across all systems after filtering out unan-
swerable questions’. Among them, RAG, long-
context, Mem0O, and EverMemOS account for 467,
279, 466, and 302 errors, respectively. The cor-
responding numbers of execution graphs are 138,
132, 87, and 80.

C.3 Experimental Setup for Memory Systems

We standardize the backbone models and evalua-
tion settings across all memory systems to ensure
fair comparison, particularly for subsequent fail-
ure mode analysis. Specifically, both the memory
construction model and the downstream response

SWe currently only consider questions with available
source evidence. Unanswerable questions, by definition, do
not have such evidence.
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generation model are set to GPT-4.1 mini (Ope-
nAl, 2025). For dense retrieval, we use Qwen3-
Embedding-4B (Zhang et al., 2025e) as the em-
bedding model. For EverMemOS, the reranker is
Qwen3-Reranker-4B (Zhang et al., 2025¢). Both
models are deployed using vLLM (Kwon et al.,
2023). The number of retrieved memory units is
fixed to 10 for all systems.

For evaluation, we adopt an LLM-as-a-Judge
protocol (Gu et al., 2024) across all datasets, with
dataset-specific prompts. For LoCoMo, the evalua-
tion prompt is adapted from the MemO paper. For
LongMemEval, we follow the official implementa-
tion. For RealMem, we adapt the official prompt
by converting the original scoring scheme from a
0-3 scale to a binary format. The judge model is
Claude Opus 4.5 (Anthropic, 2025), which helps
mitigate evaluation bias due to architectural differ-
ences from GPT-based models (Zheng et al., 2023;
Liu et al., 2024b).

For the long-context baseline, the context win-
dow is set to 32k tokens. For the RAG baseline,
we adopt an online chunking strategy to construct
memory units. Concretely, we maintain a message
buffer, and when adding a new message would
cause the total token count to exceed 1200, the
existing buffer (if non-empty) is flushed before in-
serting the new message. The flushed messages are
concatenated to form a memory unit, which is then
added in the memory store. For MemO, we use its
open-source implementation without graph-based
extensions, and retain the default prompts and con-
figurations. For EverMemOS, we adapt the official
evaluation pipeline. For boundary detection, the to-
ken limit and message limit are set to 8192 and 50,
respectively. During hybrid retrieval, both sparse
and dense retrievers return top-50 memory units.
After the initial hybrid retrieval and reranking, the
top 10 memory units are used for sufficiency check-
ing. Multiple refined queries may be generated
for the second-stage retrieval. For reciprocal rank
fusion (RRF) in EverMemOS, we set the fusion
constant to 60.

C.4 Annotation Process

We recruit five annotators from the author team
to label failure information. All annotators have
substantial experience with LLM agents and are fa-
miliar with the memory construction and retrieval
mechanisms of the four target memory systems.
Before the annotation process, we define an error
taxonomy (Appendix C.5) and provide detailed an-
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Figure 6: The annotation interface with each thumbnail clickable and linking to its corresponding full-size
visualization. The left panel shows the entry point to the annotation interface, with the full-size visualization shown
in Figure 13. The middle panel presents the annotation submission view, with the full-size visualization shown in
Figure 14. The right panel provides an interface for exploring the execution graph, with the full-size visualization

shown in Figure 15.

notation guidelines spanning more than 10 pages®.
Given that each execution graph may contain thou-
sands of nodes, direct inspection is challenging.
To facilitate efficient and reliable annotation, we
develop an interactive annotation interface (see Ap-
pendix C.6).

The annotation process consists of three stages.
In the first stage, for each memory system, we ran-
domly shuffle the collected erroneous cases and
present them to annotators in a consistent order.
Annotators then review the cases sequentially and
stop once 40 system-related errors have been iden-
tified’. Each memory system is assigned to three
annotators, who work independently without com-
munication during this stage. For each erroneous
case, annotators are required to specify the error
type, identify the earliest faulty operation (see Ap-
pendix C.7 for the justification of this simplifica-
tion to a singleton), and provide a natural-language
explanation of the failure. After the first stage, a
small fraction of cases may still have fewer than
three annotations. In the second stage, we iden-
tify these cases and notify each annotator of the
remaining cases they need to label, ensuring that
every annotated case receives labels from three an-
notators. In the third stage, for cases whose final
label cannot be determined by majority voting, the
annotators discuss the case collectively. During
this discussion, we require annotators to revisit the
execution graph and failure explanation until a con-

8 Annotators are allowed to use their knowledge of each
memory system to simplify annotation. For example, RAG
does not introduce memory-construction errors in our setup,
and long-context memory does not introduce retrieval errors
because all retained context is provided directly to the response
generator.

"Errors arising from annotation mistakes or LLM-as-a-
judge issues are excluded from this quota, as they are not
attributable to the system itself. Nevertheless, such errors are
still recorded without an upper bound.
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sensus label is reached. Ultimately, this process
yields 160 system-related failure cases, along with
67 annotation errors and 3 LL.M-as-a-Judge errors.

C.5 Error Taxonomy

According to the lifecycle of information flow
in stateful agents with non-parametric long-term
memory, we define seven error types as follows.

Annotation Error. The source-evidence set as-
sociated with a QA pair is insufficient to support
the reference answer, or the reference answer itself
is incorrect with respect to the evidence.

LLM-as-a-Judge Error. The system’s answer is
in fact acceptable, but the automatic judge incor-
rectly marks it as wrong.

Extraction Error. The critical information is
never captured into any memory unit during mem-
ory construction, and thus never enters the memory
store.

Update Error. A memory unit initially contains
the critical information, but a subsequent update
operation modifies the unit in a way that removes
or degrades that information.

Deletion Error. A memory unit containing the
critical information exists but is explicitly removed
(e.g., due to memory management), resulting in
irreversible information loss.

Retrieval Error. At retrieval time, the memory
store does contain the required information, but
the retrieval pipeline fails to include it in the final
retrieved context.

Response Error. The retrieved context contains
all necessary evidence, yet the final LLM still pro-
duces an incorrect answer.



C.6 Annotation Interface Design

Figure 6 illustrates our annotation interface. Due
to the large scale of execution graphs (averaging
2,262.65 nodes and 3,613.70 edges), it is impracti-
cal to display the entire graph at once. Therefore,
the interface is designed to present only partial
views tailored to the annotation workflow.

Since memory construction operations occur be-
tween pairs of messages, the entry panel focuses
on explicit interactions between the user and the
Al assistant. The lower-left section displays the
current question-answer pair, including the ques-
tion, golden answer, model response, and associ-
ated source evidence. Several control buttons are
provided. One triggers an auxiliary error attribution
algorithm, while others highlight the positions of
corresponding source evidence within the message
stream. The control panel in the upper-left corner
shows the graph file associated with the current
question-answer pair, along with a shuffled list of
erroneous cases. Annotators are required to follow
this predefined order during annotation.

Upon clicking the “Run Error Attribution” but-
ton, the system executes a preliminary automatic
error attribution algorithm and transitions to the
middle panel of Figure 6, which serves as the anno-
tation submission interface. This panel presents the
predicted error types and the locations of suspected
faulty operations. These results are intended as
guidance rather than definitive labels. In this in-
terface, annotators can inspect multiple subgraphs
to facilitate error localization. Specifically, they
can examine (i) memory construction subgraphs
induced by each source evidence®, (ii) retrieval sub-
graphs, and (iii) response generation subgraphs. If
further inspection is needed, annotators can click
on any variable within these subgraphs to navigate
to the execution graph exploration interface (the
right panel in Figure 6). This interface supports
both backward tracing (identifying the variables
that produce the current variable) and forward trac-
ing (tracking its downstream effects), enabling flex-
ible exploration of the execution graph.

Overall, our annotation interface significantly
improves annotation efficiency by structuring com-
plex execution graphs into manageable, task-
oriented views.

81f a source evidence leads to the creation of a new memory
unit, subsequent updates or deletions of that unit caused by
other source evidence are not shown in the induced subgraph.
Such downstream changes can be inspected in the execution
graph exploration interface.
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C.7 Singleton Decisive Error Sets in
Sequential Memory Systems

The formal definition in Section 2 allows the deci-
sive error set O* to contain multiple faulty opera-
tions, which is necessary for systems with concur-
rent or asynchronous execution. In our benchmark,
however, all four target memory systems execute
operations strictly sequentially. This also holds for
RAG in our implementation, where the chunker op-
erates online and maintains a single message buffer.
Since the execution is strictly sequential, the execu-
tion induces a total order over operations, implying
that there exists a unique earliest faulty operation
whose correction suffices to successfully rescue the
failed trajectory. Therefore, O* degenerates to a
singleton consisting of this operation.

Based on this property, annotators only need to
identify one operation identifier for each labeled
example, together with the error type and a natural-
language explanation.

D Tracing Toolkit

smartcomment is a lightweight tracing package for
recording developer-specified operations and the
variables flowing through them. It is designed to
collect execution graphs from existing Python sys-
tems without requiring developers to rewrite the
original implementation around a new runtime ab-
straction.

D.1 Comparison with Prior Tracing
Frameworks

A wide range of open-source frameworks are de-
veloped for collecting execution traces. Broadly
speaking, these frameworks follow two de-
sign philosophies. = The first philosophy is
instrumentation-based tracing, adopted by systems
such as MLflow (Zaharia et al., 2018), VizTracer’,
PySnooper!?, and Langfuse'!. These frameworks
ask developers to insert decorators, context man-
agers, logging calls, or other hook-like statements
at selected locations in the source code, in order to
capture execution events such as function inputs,
outputs, and auxiliary metadata. A major advan-
tage of this design is that it is largely non-intrusive
to the underlying application logic. Developers
usually do not need to rewrite the data schema
or reorganize the program around a new runtime

*https://github.com/gaogaotiantian/viztracer
https://github.com/cool-RR/pysnooper
https://github.com/langfuse/langfuse



abstraction. However, such frameworks are primar-
ily event-centric. They can record spans, function
calls, and metadata, but they generally do not make
dependencies among intermediate variables first-
class objects. As a result, they are less suitable
for questions that require tracing how a particular
memory unit is produced, how it is later modified,
and which earlier variables causally contributed to
a downstream failure.

The second philosophy is abstraction-native
tracing, where computation is expressed through
framework-specific data containers or operators
that can be automatically intercepted and organized
into graphs. Representative examples include Ten-
sorFlow (Abadi et al., 2016), PyTorch (Paszke et al.,
2019), TextGrad (Yiiksekgoniil et al., 2025), Trace
(Cheng et al., 2024), and DSPy (Khattab et al.,
2023). These frameworks can often capture execu-
tion traces automatically and, in some cases, con-
struct computation or dataflow graphs that encode
dependencies among intermediate variables and op-
erations. Their strength, however, comes from a
strong assumption that the program must be writ-
ten in terms of the framework’s own abstractions.
This is effective when the target domain already
admits a stable computational substrate, such as
tensors, modules, or other framework-defined ob-
jects. It is much less suitable for memory systems,
whose schemas are heterogeneous, whose opera-
tions are highly flexible, and whose key entities
(e.g., memory units, retrieval results, summaries,
updates, and prompts) do not naturally fit into a
single predefined abstraction.

These limitations motivate us to develop
smartcomment.  Conceptually, smartcomment
combines the flexibility of instrumentation-based
tracing with the provenance benefits of graph-based
tracing. It uses explicit instrumentation, but instead
of recording only events or call trees, it allows de-
velopers to trace arbitrary Python variables through
user-defined serializable representations and to ex-
plicitly record dependencies among variables and
operations. Both variables and operations can be
annotated with comments and semantic metadata,
which makes the resulting execution graph easier to
inspect and interpret. In addition, smartcomment
supports in-place updates through versioned vari-
able nodes, allowing us to recover the evolution
trajectory of a memory unit over time rather than
only its final state.

This design is particularly useful for stateful
agents with non-parametric memory, where one
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often needs to inspect not only what operation oc-
curs, but also how a memory artifact is created,
updated, retrieved, and eventually used in produc-
ing an answer. More broadly, smartcomment is
not specific to memory systems. It can also be ap-
plied to other programs with rich evolving state,
such as dynamic task planning or business data
workflows. We view it as a general-purpose toolkit
for collecting execution graphs that can support
future research on automatic failure attribution and
program understanding.

At the same time, smartcomment inherits the
main trade-off of explicit instrumentation. Be-
cause the graph is constructed through developer-
authored tracing statements, its quality depends on
instrumentation coverage and granularity. Unlike
framework-native tracers, it does not automatically
capture all computations by default, and developers
must define suitable representations and identities
for the variables they wish to track. In this sense,
smartcomment prioritizes flexibility and semantic
expressiveness over full automation. This design
choice is motivated by a broader shift in modern Al-
assisted development environments, where the cost
of writing and modifying code is significantly re-
duced. As aresult, the traditional trade-off between
ease-of-use and flexibility is shifting, increasingly
favoring expressivity and composability over rigid,
abstraction-heavy designs.

D.2 Design and Features of smartcomment

smartcomment has the following key features.

Hierarchical Data Model. smartcomment orga-
nizes traces using a hierarchical data model. At
the top level, an execution graph stores the traced
state of a program run. A graph contains sessions,
which can be used to represent different stages
of the system lifecycle, such as memory construc-
tion. Within each session, operations represent
developer-specified computational steps, and vari-
ables represent the intermediate artifacts consumed
or produced by these operations. Dependencies
among variables are represented by edges associ-
ated with the corresponding operation. This design
allows smartcomment to capture not only which
operations are executed, but also how information
flows across variables over time.

Explicit Instrumentation. Execution graphs
are built through lightweight instrumentation in



smartcomment!?. Developers only need to insert

a small number of tracing statements at key loca-
tions to mark operation boundaries, inputs, outputs,
and dependencies. This makes it possible to trace
existing memory-system implementations without
restructuring their code. To recognize the same
variable as it is passed, copied, or updated across
different parts of the program, smartcomment uses
a global tracing context and user-definable identity
functions. They help determine when two runtime
objects should be treated as the same traced vari-
able. This is especially important for memory sys-
tems, where the same memory unit may be passed
through multiple components, updated in place, or
re-created from serialized representations.

Rich Contextual Attributes. smartcomment
supports providing contextual information for ses-
sions, operations, variables, and edges. Developers
can assign category labels, natural-language com-
ments, and custom metadata to each traced object.
For example, for operations involving LLM calls,
the metadata can record the model name, hyper-
parameters for text generation, or error messages
returned by the API. These contextual attributes
provide semantic context beyond raw execution
events, making the resulting graphs easier for both
humans and agents to inspect, interpret, and debug.

Persistence and Visualization. smartcomment
supports graph export and import, enabling execu-
tion graphs to be persisted across program runs and
restored for later analysis. It also provides visual-
ization utilities based on PyVis'® and Graphviz'#,
which allow developers and annotators to inspect
execution graphs interactively or as static diagrams.
These capabilities are useful for validating instru-
mentation quality, and understanding complex sys-
tem behavior.

D.3 Instrumentation Example

Figure 12 shows an instrumentation example in
Mem0'>. We insert two smartcomment state-
ments into the memory-deletion method of the
class Memory to record the deletion of a memory

2In the engineering implementation, the internal graph
stored by smartcomment is not strictly a bipartite graph in
the sense of Section 2. Variables are connected directly by
edges, and each edge stores the identifier of the operation that
induces the dependency.

Bhttps://github.com/westhealth/pyvis

“https://github.com/xflr6/graphviz

15The full instrumentation details for all four memory sys-
tems are available in the released source code.
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unit. Since deletion removes the original mem-
ory unit from the memory store, we introduce a
constant deletion marker and register it as a traced
variable using comment_variable. We then use
comment_link to connect the deleted memory unit
to this marker, explicitly representing the deletion
effect in the execution trace.

The comment_link call is executed within the
current operation context, so the resulting depen-
dency edge is automatically associated with the
corresponding operation identifier. In this example,
the source argument of comment_link is speci-
fied as a Python tuple. The first element is a snap-
shot of the deleted memory unit represented as a
Python dictionary. The second element provides
tracing configurations and contextual attributes of
this memory unit. The identity strategy used here
is registered in smartcomment as mem@-dict.

E Prompt Optimization

E.1 Prior Prompt Optimization Methods

Multi-session memory systems create very long
chains between a prompt and the eventual failure
it causes. For example, a fact extracted incorrectly
in an early session may not lead to a visible mis-
take until hundreds of turns later. Before the error
finally appears, the incorrect information may al-
ready have passed through many operations includ-
ing memory update and memory retrieval. This
property makes existing prompt optimization meth-
ods difficult to apply effectively.

Reflection-based optimizers. Methods such as
ACE (Zhang et al., 2025b), and GEPA (Agrawal
et al., 2025) feed the entire execution trajectory
to an optimizer model. The optimizer is asked to
reflect on the current performance and rewrite the
prompts. In multi-session memory systems, the
resulting trajectory exceeds the optimizer’s context
window. Even when the trajectory fits, optimizer
attention degrades on long inputs, so reasoning
over the relevant operations remains unreliable (Liu
et al., 2024a; Modarressi et al., 2025).

Candidate-and-replay search. Methods such as
OPRO (Yang et al., 2024a) and MIPRO (Opsahl-
Ong et al., 2024) sample N prompt configura-
tion candidates and score each by replaying the
pipeline on a mini-batch of training set. However,
re-running a memory system requires feeding the
entire long interaction trajectory in an online man-
ner, making the computational cost increasingly



prohibitive as the number of prompt candidates
grows.

Textual back-propagation. Methods such as
TextGrad (Yiiksekgoniil et al., 2025) avoid replay-
ing the trajectory by propagating natural-language
feedback backward through the computation graph.
However, because the computation graph is ex-
tremely long and many operations are unrelated to
the failure, it is highly susceptible to signal block-
age, downstream over-correction, and upstream
pollution (Huang et al., 2026).

Common root cause. The three failure modes
share a single root cause: each family attempts to
reason about, propagate signals through, or replay
the entire causal chain end-to-end. Our approach
instead first localizes the faulty operation on the
execution graph, reducing prompt optimization to
a small, well-scoped sub-problem on which any
of the three families above can be applied without
modification.

E.2 Experimental Details

For Mem0, we optimize three prompts: the fact
extraction prompt used during memory construc-
tion, the memory update decision prompt, and the
question-answering prompt used at inference time.
We assume a realistic developer-in-the-loop setting
where the developer understands the memory sys-
tem they design and has access to a dataset for
testing and iteratively improving it. The setup for
running MemO and collecting execution graphs is
the same as that described in Appendix C.3. Ini-
tially, MemO uses its default prompt configuration.

We randomly sample three user trajectories from
LoCoMo as the optimization set, and run the
optimization for three rounds. At round j, we
run the current memory system on the j-th user
trajectory and evaluate it using the correspond-
ing question-answer pairs. Failed cases are then
passed to MemTrace for operation-level credit as-
signment. When running MemTrace, we initialize
the to-explore list with the source evidence associ-
ated with each failed case, and provide the task in-
struction with an overview of the MemO pipeline as
prior knowledge. Both MemTrace and the prompt
optimizer use GPT-5.4 as the base model.

After MemTrace localizes the faulty operation,
the optimization step is restricted to the optimizable
prompts that participate in that operation. Since
the operation-level subgraph is small, we use a
lightweight prompt optimizer. It first generates
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Stage Tokens  Time
MemTrace 49321 1.33
Feedback Generation 17.19 0.23
Feedback Aggregation  16.25 1.23
Prompt Update 12.26 1.13

Table 4: Average cost of the closed-loop prompt opti-
mization pipeline. “Tokens” denotes the average token
cost, in thousands, including both input and output to-
kens. “Time” denotes the average end-to-end runtime
in minutes. For MemTrace and feedback generation,
averages are computed per failed case. For feedback
aggregation and prompt update, averages are computed
per target prompt variable.

Dataset Sparse  Dense  Hybrid
LoCoMo 78.48  79.75  89.87
LongMemEval  70.27  79.73  81.76
RealMem 3485 3182 39.39
Overall 6120 63.77  70.34

Table 5: The performance of different retrieval meth-
ods across datasets. All values are reported as percent-
ages. “Overall” aggregates results across all datasets.

feedback suggestions from the failure information
and the corresponding operation subgraph, then
aggregates these suggestions across failed cases.
Based on the aggregated feedback, it rewrites the
target prompt. Following TextGrad, the optimizer
keeps track of past versions of each prompt vari-
able, with the history size set to one.

After each round, we update the corresponding
MemO prompt configuration with the optimized
prompts and proceed to the next round. After three
rounds, we evaluate the final prompt configuration
on the remaining seven LoCoMo trajectories. Ta-
ble 4 reports the average cost of our closed-loop
optimization pipeline. Overall, the cost is domi-
nated by MemTrace. Nevertheless, its average wall-
clock runtime is only 1.33 minutes per failed case,
making it practical for an offline prompt optimiza-
tion loop. The subsequent optimizer stages are
lightweight because they operate on localized oper-
ation subgraphs and target only the prompts partic-
ipating in the faulty operation.

F Long-Context Baseline for Failure
Attribution

We explore an alternative view that treats the tex-
tualized execution graph as a long document and
casts failure attribution as a long-context question-
answering task, following the idea of MemA-
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Figure 8: The dataset source distribution of system-
related errors for each memory system.

gent (Yu et al., 2025). Specifically, similar to
MemTrace-0BS, we transform the execution graph
into a weakly structured operation log and split
it into chunks. The agent maintains a working
memory state. We feed the log to the agent chunk
by chunk. For each chunk, the agent updates its
working memory according to the current task in-
struction. After reading the entire log, the agent
predicts the earliest decisive faulty operation based
only on the final working memory.

We find this approach to be slow and ineffec-
tive. The high latency mainly comes from repeat-
edly generating memory states through sequen-
tial autoregressive generation. Moreover, unlike
MemTrace-0BS, this approach must scan the entire
log before making an attribution decision. Its poor
performance is mainly caused by information loss
during iterative memory updates. When the agent
encounters a chunk containing the faulty opera-
tion, it may successfully recognize the error. How-
ever, this critical information is difficult to preserve
through many subsequent memory updates. After
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processing all logs, the model often loses track of
the original error source and fails to pinpoint the
decisive faulty operation.

G Report Generation Details

We use GPT-5.4 to synthesize the error attribution
results into a coherent error analysis report. The
attribution results are obtained using different di-
agnostic settings for the two systems. For MemO,
we use the standard MemTrace setting. For Ever-
MemOS, we leverage source evidence and prior
knowledge. Specifically, we feed the model mini-
batches of attribution outputs (with a batch size of
four) and prompt it to iteratively update and refine
the current report. When necessary, the model is
also encouraged to identify finer-grained subtypes
within each major error category. To improve the
clarity and writing quality of the generated analy-
sis, we include an exemplar error analysis section
from the MMMU paper (Yue et al., 2024) in the
prompt as an in-context example.

H Additional Analysis

H.1 Retrieval Performance

We further examine whether concatenating the orig-
inal question with the golden answer can effectively
retrieve source evidence for initializing graph ex-
ploration. We compare three retrieval strategies
including BM25-based sparse retrieval, dense re-
trieval with Qwen-Embedding-4B, and RRF-based



hybrid retrieval used by MemTrace. We report re-
trieval performance using Recall@8. As shown in
Table 5, hybrid retrieval performs best across all
datasets. On LoCoMo and LongMemEval, even
the weakest retrieval method exceeds 70%, sug-
gesting that golden answers provide strong cues for
locating relevant source messages. For RealMem,
dense retrieval underperforms sparse retrieval, pos-
sibly because messages from RealMem are longer,
a setting where sparse retrieval can be more re-
liable (Luan et al., 2021). Overall, these results
show that using golden answers yields high-quality
starting points for MemTrace exploration.

H.2 Additional Dataset Analysis

Memory system execution logs exceed the long-
context window of current popular LLMs. As
presented in Figure 7a, each system produces traces
exceeding one million tokens, with more advanced
systems approaching 107 tokens. Moreover, long-
context memory further increases log size because
each update operation records both the pre- and
post-update context windows. As a result, the scale
of these traces makes it difficult for practitioners to
process directly with long-context LLMs for end-
to-end inspection (see Appendix F).

Data annotation is intrinsically challenging.
We compute pairwise annotator disagreement
based on the first-round annotations. As shown in
Figure 7b, annotators exhibit non-trivial disagree-
ment, with pairwise disagreement rates ranging
from 3% to 46%. This suggests that annotating
failure attribution cases is intrinsically challenging,
especially for MemO and EverMemOS cases.

System-related errors exhibit different dataset-
source distributions across memory systems.
As shown in Figure 8, the errors exhibit two dif-
ferent distribution patterns across memory systems.
For Mem0 and EverMemOS, LoCoMo contributes
the largest share of system-related errors, whereas
for RAG and long-context memory, most errors
come from LongMemEval. One possible reason
is that LongMemEval contains long user trajecto-
ries for each question-answering case, introducing
more distracting context and making direct retrieval
or long-context reasoning more difficult.
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Systematic Error Analysis of Mem0

This analysis examines failure modes in Mem0 across memory construction, maintenance, retrieval, and downstream question
answering, with the goal of understanding why conversationally available information does not reliably reappear as correct
personalized recall. The failures show that robust performance depends not only on storing plausible memories, but on preserving
the exact parts of an utterance that later become answer-bearing keys: temporal anchors, identifying nouns, updated numeric
values, quoted formulations, evaluative wording, conversational next steps, completion states, speaker-specific commitments,
and source details such as where an item was obtained. Across the cases, four recurring weaknesses stand out. Memory updates
can corrupt previously correct facts by rewriting temporal grounding, collapsing repeated but distinct events into a single record,
or stripping away relational and provenance details needed for later comparisons or literal recall. Fact extraction can prevent
critical information from ever entering memory, especially when the decisive content is a relative date, a timing clause, a negative
preference, a short evaluative phrase, a specific emotion, a structured plan, or an assistant-provided list that later becomes the
target of recall. Retrieval based on the raw user question often favors semantically adjacent or person-related memories while
omitting the exact memory whose wording, entity label, recency, completeness, or set membership resolves the query. Finally,
even when relevant evidence is present, the answering model does not consistently use it to perform literal recall, enumerate
all qualifying items, or preserve necessary temporal and state distinctions, and instead drifts toward plausible but unsupported
continuations or incomplete counts.

A first category of failures arises from memory maintenance errors, particularly update operations that preserve surface
topicality while silently overwriting essential event structure or fact specificity. In one pattern, a memory can remain textually
similar yet have its temporal grounding reassigned to a later timestamp, as when an artwork memory about something
created “last week” was rebound from the correct August context to October. In another pattern, repeated events with similar
schemas are wrongly merged instead of stored as separate episodes. Dave’s car-show history illustrates this clearly: an
earlier memory that he went to a car show “last weekend” was updated into “last Friday” after a later message about a different
car-show visit, effectively replacing one attendance event with another. A related subtype is specificity-degrading update. Here
the system starts from a locally correct memory and then rewrites it into a broader, less answerable version, as when
“User has opened their own car maintenance shop” became merely “Opened a shop which was a dream and involved a lot of
hard work”. The newer travel case showed that this degradation can remove relational detail needed for comparative reasoning,
and the tennis-racket case shows an adjacent provenance-loss variant in which an update deletes the exact source field that later
answers a “where from” question. “Has a new tennis racket from a sports store downtow” was rewritten into “Currently focusing
on improving tennis game with a new racket”, preserving topic but erasing the purchase location. This is not just stylistic drift.
Once update decisions treat memories as mutable summaries rather than protected records with answer-bearing fields, the store
loses timestamp integrity, event cardinality, lexical specificity, relational comparability, and source provenance, making later
recall systematically unreliable.

A second major category consists of extraction failures, where decisive information never becomes retrievable because it is
not converted into memory units at all, or is converted only in a weakened form. One subtype is policy-induced omission:
the extractor is explicitly instructed to store only user-message facts, so assistant-provided content such as a previously
given example answer, a detailed plan, an itinerary revision, a recipe ingredient list, a delivered module breakdown, a
venue recommendation list, or the declared next component after a milestone is dropped even though later questions
ask the system to remember exactly what the assistant had said or already provided. The Portland music-venue failure
makes this especially clear: the assistant’s full ordered list ending with “Revolution Hall” was fully present in the conversation
but extraction returned an empty list, so later recall became impossible. A particularly important form of this mismatch is
assistant-originated state/progress omission, where the omitted content is not merely descriptive but records that something has
already been pushed, locked in, delivered, or advanced to the next stage; once that state transition is absent from memory, later
responses regress to outdated planning talk or redundant re-explanation. A second subtype is subtle user-fact omission, where
the extractor returns no facts even though the user states a durable preference, constraint, or evaluative takeaway that is
crucial for future responses. A third subtype is temporal-clause omission: when a message contains both a descriptive
fact and a date-bearing or relative-time phrase, extraction tends to retain the high-level description while dropping
the temporal detail that later becomes the direct target of a “when” question. A fourth subtype is evaluative-detail
omission in socially directed messages, where praise, characterization, or causal attributions are compressed into generic
encouragement or discarded altogether. A fifth and increasingly important subtype is structured-payload omission. In
these cases the source message contains a long but highly answerable payload—such as a workout protocol, a route
update, direct manifestations of a narrative pressure point, a paper breakdown, an ingredient list with exact quantities,
or an ordered venue list—yet extraction returns an empty list because the content is not framed as a simple user profile
fact. A broader extraction pathology is answer-bearing lexical compression. Here the extractor preserves topical gist but
drops the exact word, phrase, or structured item that the later question asks for. Dave’s statement that fixing cars “makes
me proud” was reduced to feeling “great”, and his description of working on cars as “like therapy” was rewritten into a more
generic engine-focused formulation. These are not harmless paraphrases. Because MemO later searches with raw user questions,
losing exact emotion terms, business labels, milestone transitions, module-delivery states, numeric quantities, schedule revisions,
ordered list items, or procedural details weakens both retrieval match quality and answer precision.

Table 6: Full systematic error analysis report automatically generated for Mem0. Red bold text highlights
major recurring failure mechanisms. Since MemTrace is not perfectly accurate, some identified errors may contain
minor inaccuracies.

26



Systematic Error Analysis of Mem(

Retrieval errors remain a major source of failure and reveal several related weaknesses in using the raw question as a direct
search query over fragmented memory units. One recurring pattern is companion-memory omission, where the system
retrieves a memory describing the focal event but not the adjacent fact needed to answer the question fully. Another
is semantic genericity failure, in which broad memories about the same person, topic, or activity outrank the decisive,
more specific memory. Questions about counseling services, maintenance-program follow-up, networking plans, detailed
workout instructions, KudiFlow route updates, and clothing pickup obligations all show that topical overlap alone is insufficient:
generic memories about support, planning, flexibility, wardrobe organization, route changes, or KudiFlow tips can dominate
while the single answer-bearing next step, named entity, actual plan payload, or locked-in revision is absent. A third subtype
is identifying-label omission under dense topical competition. In the Ferrari case, the store already contained the decisive
memory that Calvin had recently gotten a Ferrari and called it a “masterpiece on wheels”, yet retrieval returned only vague
vehicle-related, motivational, and person-specific memories. A fourth subtype is aggregate-set omission. When the question
asks for a list or inventory of activities or obligations, retrieval does not reliably surface the multiple distinct episodic
memories needed to compose the set. In the friend-activities case, the store contained separate memories for park walks, a
countryside road trip, a shop-opening celebration, and card-playing nights, yet the retrieved context consisted of off-target items
such as catch-up plans, generic positive interactions, and self-expression through cars. The clothing-store case shows the same
failure in obligation form: the system retrieved the blazer dry-cleaning pickup but omitted both Zara boots memories, so a
question requiring the total number of items to pick up or return was collapsed to a single item. A fifth subtype is stale-memory
preference despite available updates. In the bird-species case, retrieval surfaced the older count of 27 and a related Northern
Flicker memory, but omitted the later memory explicitly storing the updated total of 32. A sixth subtype, highlighted by the
guide-editing failure, is status-contrast omission. Some questions do not merely ask for a topic but for the current state of
multiple requested edits, such as whether one component has already been added while another has not. In those cases, retrieval
surfaces positive-progress memories around the project but misses the decisive contrasting evidence that distinguishes
completed from not-yet-completed items. Across these cases, direct vector search appears biased toward person identity, broad
topical similarity, and diffuse semantic neighborhoods, while underweighting answer-bearing nouns, updated totals, quoted
aliases, enumerative coverage, revision state, milestone transitions, event-to-consequence links, and the need to retrieve complete
sets of related obligations or events rather than just the most individually similar item.

Question-answering errors show that evidence inclusion alone is not sufficient unless the answering model reliably identifies,
combines, and computes over the memories that directly resolve the question. One subtype is evidential selection failure,
where the model prefers a more elaborate but less relevant narrative over a concise decisive memory, producing answers
that are thematically plausible yet unsupported by the best evidence in context. Another subtype is task-mapping failure:
even when the retrieved context contains the right project state and next-step cues, the model may answer a neighboring
but different question by drifting toward another salient thread. The script-development case is illustrative: the context
already contained “optimizing engagement through pacing” and “ensure efficient data throughput in the story”, yet the answer
shifted to an unrelated Act III resolution task rather than using the retrieved evidence to name pacing as the next priority. A third
subtype is temporal grounding failure: when context contains relative-time expressions paired with message timestamps,
the model may answer with the message date itself or anchor to a different but topically related memory rather than
converting the relative expression into the correct calendar interval. The art-events case highlights a further subtype that
is better characterized as aggregation and counting failure. There, the final context already contained multiple qualifying
art-event memories within the target window, but the model enumerated only one event and concluded the answer was 1 instead
of 4. This shows that even when retrieval succeeds, the QA stage may fail to scan the full context, apply the query’s inclusion
criteria consistently, or aggregate all matching memories into a correct total. The failures also continue to show relative-time
arithmetic and update-tracking weakness even when the needed evidence is partly present, with the model tending to copy
the most salient duration string or stale numeric value rather than perform the small subtraction, filtering, or state resolution
required by the question. More broadly, when the exact memory is absent or degraded, the QA model falls back to semantic
reconstruction. In the maintenance-program case it improvised a plausible checklist rather than recalling the established next
step; in the Ferrari case it inferred only that Calvin got some unspecified vehicle; in the emotion case it reproduced the extractor’s
weakened wording and answered “great” instead of “proud”; and in the workout-plan case it generated a generic seven-day
routine from high-level fitness constraints rather than reproducing the stored three-day protocol. The guide-editing failure reveals
a sharper completion bias: when retrieved context contains evidence that progress has been made on a project but omits the
explicit memory that some requested detail is still missing, the model tends to over-affirm full completion rather than preserve
partial status. These errors are often downstream manifestations of earlier pipeline failures, but they also reveal an independent
weakness: the model does not consistently distinguish literal recall from plausible thematic synthesis, nor does it reliably perform
complete set aggregation or abstain when the retrieved evidence lacks the exact answer.

Table 7: The continued part of Table 6.
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Systematic Error Analysis of Mem(

Overall, the failures point to a pipeline whose reliability depends on aligning memory construction policy with the kinds of
conversational recall it is expected to support, preserving episode identity and timestamp integrity during updates, protecting
answer-bearing specificity during paraphrase, extracting structured and assistant-originated content rather than only high-level
user summaries, retrieving the minimal set of decisive memories rather than semantically adjacent background facts, and
constraining generation to explicit evidence and simple verifiable inference. The most important implication is that errors are
often compositional: a restrictive extraction policy can make later recall impossible, a paraphrastic extraction can preserve
topic while erasing the crucial word, a null extraction on a long structured or enumerated message can prevent any of the
answer-bearing payload from entering memory, an update can silently collapse two distinct experiences into one or strip away the
relational, lexical, or provenance detail that supports comparison and literal recall, a retrieval layer optimized for topical similarity
can still miss the memory that explicitly names the answer, contains the latest value, or completes the relevant set, and a QA
model can still ignore or undercount the correct evidence even when it is present. Effective personalized QA therefore requires
better handling of assistant-originated conversational content when relevant, stronger preservation of temporal expressions,
numeric updates, negative knowledge, evaluative wording, exact emotion terms, ingredient quantities, itinerary revisions, delivery
states, venue lists, purchase sources, and next-step plans, update rules that protect event boundaries as well as lexical, relational,
and provenance specificity, retrieval mechanisms that reward answer-bearing recency, completeness, set coverage, and state
contrast over generic semantic proximity, and more conservative answer synthesis that explicitly acknowledges when the stored
evidence does not support exact recall or when light filtering, counting, or aggregation is required.

Table 8: The continued part of Table 6.

Systematic Error Analysis of EverMemOS

This analysis examines failure modes in EverMemOS across memory construction, retrieval control, sufficiency assessment, and
downstream answer generation, with the aim of identifying the system behaviors that most often break end-to-end factual recall.
The dominant errors do not arise simply because information was never stored. Instead, many failures reflect losses of precision
at stage boundaries: the system may preserve the decisive memory in storage, yet retrieve the wrong stage of the user’s plan,
judge incomplete evidence as sufficient, or pass a misleading context to the answer model. Across the observed cases, the most
consequential weakness is therefore not raw memory coverage but state fidelity. EverMemOS frequently retains enough topical
material to sound plausible, while missing the exact fact, relation, temporal anchor, commitment status, or latest event update
needed to answer correctly.

A major class of errors comes from response-stage evidence misuse, where the retrieved context already contains the key
information but the question-answering model still produces the wrong answer. These failures appear in several recurring forms.
One is competitive salience failure, where the model latches onto a nearby but non-answer-bearing topic and substitutes it
for the requested target. Another is schema mismatch, where the model answers under the wrong counting or comparison
frame, such as converting a question about quantities of items into a count of actions. A third is attribute misbinding,
where the right cluster of candidate facts is present but a distinctive attribute, example, or description is attached to the
wrong entity. A fourth is premature commitment on unresolved states: when memory preserves an open choice or a
not-yet-completed action, the answer model collapses that uncertainty into a falsely finalized plan. These patterns show
that EverMemOS can often deliver enough evidence to support the answer in principle, yet the final generation stage remains
brittle when success depends on preserving exact semantic roles and decision states rather than producing a topically plausible
response.

A second major category involves retrieval steering and evidence-selection failures inside the adaptive retrieval pipeline.
In some cases, relevant memories are stored correctly and even appear in the broader hybrid candidate pool, but the system’s
controller elevates the wrong evidence into the sufficiency-check set or final QA context. One subtype is stale-state exclusion:
the decisive memory is the latest update to a schedule, booking status, or plan state, but reranking favors older, topically
similar memories, causing the system to answer from superseded evidence. This is especially damaging for questions
about what is next, what is already booked, or whether a plan has been confirmed, because older preparatory memories remain
semantically close while differing critically in status. A second subtype is off-target Round-2 query generation. When
Round-1 evidence is judged insufficient, EverMemOS can misdiagnose what is missing and generate follow-up queries that
overfit to salient but irrelevant fragments of the current pool. In the clearest cases, the system imports the wrong retrieval
schema entirely—for example, treating a non-temporal planning query as though it were a temporal-interval reconstruction
problem—and then expands follow-up queries around downloading, scheduling, or setup details instead of the actual revision-
decision episode. These failures reveal that retrieval quality is constrained not only by candidate recall, but by how the system
interprets insufficiency and decides which latent subproblem to search for next.

Table 9: Full systematic error analysis report automatically generated for EverMemOS. Red bold text highlights
major recurring failure mechanisms. Since MemTrace is not perfectly accurate, some identified errors may contain
minor inaccuracies.
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Systematic Error Analysis of EverMemOS

A third recurring category is temporal and state-tracking fragility, which cuts across retrieval, sufficiency checking, and
answer generation. Many questions depend not merely on topical relevance but on recovering the correct event state at the correct
point in time: distinguishing current schedule from prior schedule, confirmed booking from intended booking, or today’s planned
workout from a remembered but misaligned future reference. EverMemOS struggles with several variants of this problem. It
can confuse mention time with event time, fail to privilege the most recent update over earlier planning memories, or
collapse distinctions between intention, recommendation, and completion. In other cases, the sufficiency check itself is
too coarse: it marks evidence as sufficient because the topic domain is covered, while overlooking a missing temporal or
status-bearing fact that is essential to the question. This leads the system to terminate retrieval early and answer from an
incomplete context, as when intent to book campsites is treated as equivalent to campsites already being secured. These failures
suggest that EverMemOS represents topical continuity more robustly than event-state transitions. It often remembers what the
conversation was about, but not whether a key action was proposed, scheduled, postponed, completed, or still pending.

Overall, the error patterns indicate that EverMemOS’s central challenge is not simply retrieving memories, but preserving
the correct event state through retrieval control and answer grounding. The system is most reliable when a question can
be answered by quoting a single salient fact, and least reliable when success depends on selecting the latest state update,
distinguishing intention from completion, keeping unresolved decisions open, or generating follow-up retrieval plans that target
the actual missing information rather than a plausible but irrelevant subtheme. Improving end-to-end performance will therefore
require tighter coupling between retrieval, sufficiency judgment, and answer generation. Retrieval should optimize for evidential
completeness at the level of event states and state transitions, not just topical relevance; the sufficiency checker should be more
explicitly constrained to detect missing status and recency distinctions; and the final answer stage should be forced to ground
claims in the retrieved temporal and decision structure. Without such improvements, the system will continue to fail even when
the decisive memory is already present somewhere in storage or the initial candidate pool.

Table 10: The continued part of Table 9.

Question
How many points do I need to earn to redeem a free skincare product at Sephora?

Source Evidence:

*  User (2023-05-21 12:19:00): I'm looking for some advice on skincare products. I recently bought an eyeshadow palette at Sephora and
earned 50 points, bringing my total to 200 points so far in their loyalty program. Can you recommend some popular skincare products
that would complement my eyeshadow purchases?

*  User (2023-05-29 08:31:00): Do you know if Sephora has any current promotions or discounts on the La Roche-Posay moisturizer or
any other products I might want to purchase with it? By the way, I'm really close to redeeming a free skincare product from Sephora, I
just need a total of 300 points and I'm all set!

Golden Answer

100

Model Prediction

Based on your memories, you need to earn 300 points to redeem a free skincare product at Sephora. You currently have 200 points, so you
are close but need 100 more points to reach the redemption threshold.

Error Type: LLM-as-a-Judge Error

Reason: The query was somewhat ambiguous because it could refer either to the total redemption threshold or to the additional points
needed from the user’s current balance. The evidence showed that the user currently had 200 points and needed 300 total points to be
eligible, meaning 100 more points were required. The golden answer only gave 100, but the prediction included both the total threshold of
300 points and the remaining amount of 100 points. These figures were accurate and supported by the evidence. The judge likely erred by
treating the extra correct context as wrong rather than recognizing that the prediction contained the golden answer.

Figure 9: An LLM-as-a-Judge error case. Due to ambiguity between the total required points and the remaining
points needed, the prediction provides both correct values (“300 total” and “100 remaining”), but the LLM judge
marks it incorrect.
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Question

How many games has John mentioned winning?

Source Evidence:

* John (2023-07-16 16:21:00): Thank you! Scoring those points was an incredible experience. The atmosphere was electric, and my
teammates and I were thrilled. We pulled off a tough win!

* John (2023-08-09 10:29:00): Hi Tim! Nice to hear from you. Glad you could reconnect. As for me, lots of stuff happened since we last
talked. Last week I had a crazy game - crazy intense! We won it by a tight score. Scoring that last basket and hearing the crowd cheer
was awesome

* John (2023-12-08 19:42:00): That frog looks yummy! I haven't had one in ages. Been having some wild games lately, we played a top
team and it was tough, but we fought hard and got the win! It's awesome having my team to push us all.

* John (2023-12-11 20:28:00): I've had some thrilling games in my career. My favorite was when we were down 10 in the 4th and I hit
the buzzer-beater shot to win. The atmosphere was incredible and it was such a thrilling experience. Those moments make me love
basketball so much.

* John (2023-12-16 15:37:00): Hey Tim! Nice to talk again. The b-ball games have been crazy. We had a real battle against another team
last week. It was close until the final buzzer but we got the win.

[ |

Error Type: Annotation Error
Reason: The listed source evidence does not support the golden answer of 6 wins. It contains five distinct evidence entries, each describing
one John win, for a total of five supported wins. Even if all listed evidence were retrieved correctly, it would only justify an answer of 5.

The sixth win required by the golden answer is not present in the annotated evidence. Therefore, this is an annotation error rather than a
memory-system operation error.

Figure 10: An Annotation case from LoCoMo. The evidence contains only five supported wins, but the golden
answer expects Six.

Question

I mentioned an investment for a competition four weeks ago? What did I buy?

Source Evidence:

»  User (2023-03-04 13:12:00): I actually got my own set of sculpting tools, including a modeling tool set, a wire cutter, and a sculpting
mat today. I'm excited to experiment with these new tools and techniques. Can you suggest some specific ways I can incorporate eco-
friendly materials and techniques into my sculpting process, considering the tools I already have?

Golden Answer

’ 1 got my own set of sculpting tools. ‘

Error Type: Annotation Error
Reason: The evidence supports that the user bought or got their own set of sculpting tools. However, it does not mention that this purchase
was an investment for a competition. The query requires a link between the purchase and a competition-related investment, but that

context is absent from the source evidence. Therefore, the annotation is flawed because the gold answer is only partially supported by the
evidence.

Figure 11: An Annotation case from LongMemEval. The evidence confirms that the user obtains sculpting tools,
but does not support the claim that the purchase is a competition-related investment. The question should instead
remove the investment-related wording and ask a simpler supported query such as “What did I buy four weeks ago”.
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mem@/memory/main.py

delete_marker = comment_variable(
"DELETED",
to_runtime=True,
comment="It marks the memory unit is deleted successfully.",
class_name="delete_marker",
category="marker",
)
comment_link(
source=(
{
"id": memory_id,
"memory": prev_value,
"timestamp": existing_memory.payload.get("timestamp"),

"id_strategy": "memO-dict",
"category": "memory_entry",
"encoding_fn": partial(
json.dumps,
ensure_ascii=False,
indent=4,
sort_keys=True,
),
"decoding_fn": json.loads,
"comment": "A memory unit in the memory system.",
}
),
target=delete_marker,
comment=(
f"The memory unit '{memory_id}' is deleted successfully."
),

Figure 12: An instrumentation example. We insert two smartcomment statements, highlighted in green, into the
method _delete_memory of the class Memory in the MemO source code to record the deletion of a memory unit.
The method is extracted for presentation, with surrounding code omitted and indentation adjusted for readability.

31



Back to Overview |

LLM Agent Memory Flow Visualizer

Expl level , memory d QA evidence links

Variables

o User e Assistant o System e Query s Memory o intemal
Controls Node Color Filter
Graph Node Type

locomo_locomo-10.json

@ query:gpta_ss185che
query:07741c44.
query:gpta_Sdccoaab

Q/ Edge & Variable Subgraph

querylocomo-a-10-62

Atter clickingt arow the corresponding edge and edge subgraph will be displayed

Fite
querylocomo-qa-10-138

— here.

query:facsfash,

i

T

1

QF auerviscbsias

SelectQA

ot ] —

9. queryilocomo-ga-10-62 v

He mentioned that e found the Mustang i bad shape and
was restorin it hoping to ave it al fxed up by the end of
the next month after he started working on it

Golden Answer

4
El

nearty two months

Evidence
L.{"content”:"Speaker Dave (role: user)says:Veah, the
project s going great! Here's  pc o the car I'm restoring.
1t pretty ool seeing it go from a beatup mess to a eal
beauty\nTimestamp: 2023.08-14T00:35:00, “name"”
“Dave’,"role":"user’,"imestamp

)
2.1"content”:"Speaker Dave (rle: user) says: Hey Calvin,

T

{ondtoctch s Had g i o ) — ———
project. Worked on the engine of the vintage Mustang, <l —
thought d fixed it, but when | started it up, heard a weird
. So deappinn et pting a chwokin o bo—
okt e e\ Tmesay 0730051205700, =8 S
ramer o e st ey 27505
amostor') )ot—
B — =% S
{rt ook g orking ncar el s merlo,
s thrapesi o e cae bk e e en

o

in bad shape, but | knew it had potenial \nTimestamp:

2023-10.04T14:44:00", "name’ “Dave’,“role”: "user’,
"limestamp': "2023-10.04T14:4400° |

Run Error Attribution

Figure 13: Full-size visualization of the annotation interface entry point. This figure corresponds to the left
thumbnail in the overview shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 14: Full-size visualization of the annotation submission view. This figure corresponds to the middle
thumbnail in the overview shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 15: Full-size visualization of the execution graph exploration interface. This figure corresponds to the
right thumbnail in the overview shown in Figure 6.
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