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Abstract—Early stopping promises to reduce the computational
cost of autonomous coding agents by terminating unpromising
runs before completion. Evaluating when to abandon an active run,
however, requires separating the baseline difficulty of a software
issue from the trajectory of an individual attempt. We study
this distinction across 147,002 execution traces from two public
corpora spanning four model-framework settings. Comparing
pre-execution issue context against early execution prefixes,
we evaluate linear count models, initial-turn text embeddings,
task-conditional rankers, and a fine-tuned Qwen3-0.6B monitor.
Although early prefixes modestly improve cross-task outcome
ranking, within-task discrimination remains near chance across
early landmarks (5k-20k tokens): initial-turn embeddings and
20k-token task-conditional models yield AUCs around 0.50, and
three-seed neural evaluations across 32,406 attempts at 20k tokens
achieve a mean within-task AUC of 0.50 [0.48, 0.51] across
tasks of varying solve rates. To evaluate how these predictions
translate into stopping decisions, we replay score-guided and
matched random restarts under shared token budgets alongside
uninterrupted continuation. Under a 75k-token cap, learned
restarting improves resolution over matched random restarting by
up to 1.98 percentage points. An exact algebraic decomposition
resolves this paradox: the gain over random restarting stems
almost entirely from between-task stopping allocation (avoiding
stops on easy issues), whereas attempt-level selection within a task
contributes near zero (-0.11 to +0.24 percentage points). Across all
four settings at the 75k cap (and 216 of 224 tested budget-threshold
configurations overall), uninterrupted continuation achieves higher
solve rates at lower mean token cost than both restart policies.
Practical evaluations of early stopping must therefore establish
attempt-level discrimination and demonstrate net compute savings
relative to continuation.

Index Terms—coding agents, early failure prediction, early
stopping, restart policies, mining execution traces, empirical study

I. INTRODUCTION

Consider a coding agent that has consumed 20,000 (20k)
transcript tokens investigating a repository issue. By this point,
the agent has inspected repository files and invoked initial test or
edit commands, yet whether its trajectory will ultimately resolve
the issue remains unknown. Suppose a failure monitor assigns
the active attempt a low probability of success. Under a 75,000
(75k) token budget, aborting the run to start a fresh attempt
leaves only 55k tokens for the replacement and discards all prior
repository exploration. Whenever an aborted run would have
succeeded within the full budget, or whenever its replacement
exhausts the residual 55k budget before finishing, restarting

degrades overall resolution. Evaluating early stopping therefore
requires determining whether early trajectory signals justify
abandoning an active attempt.

Autonomous coding agents pair language models with
execution scaffolds to navigate codebases, modify source files,
and run verification tests [1]–[3]. Throughout this study, a
task denotes a repository issue, and a run (or attempt) denotes
a single execution trajectory on that task. At any decision
landmark, the prefix comprises the interaction sequence of
assistant turns and tool observations recorded up to that
transcript-token count, prior to final patch evaluation.

Evaluating early failure predictors presents two method-
ological challenges. First, baseline task solvability confounds
attempt-level progress. If an agent consistently resolves one
issue and fails another, a monitor that estimates static task
difficulty will achieve strong corpus-wide ranking even if it
assigns identical scores to every attempt on the same issue. We
therefore separate pooled prediction, which ranks outcomes
across all eligible runs, from within-task discrimination, which
compares successful and failed attempts on the exact same
task using area under the ROC curve (AUCwithin, where 0.50
indicates random ranking).

Second, predictive ranking does not directly establish the
resource efficiency of a stopping policy. Mid-execution interven-
tions can follow two distinct regimes: abort-only termination,
which abandons low-scoring runs without replacement to save
tokens at the expense of forfeiting any late resolutions, and
restart-based stopping, which terminates a stalled attempt to
reallocate the remaining budget to a fresh attempt on the same
issue. If an early monitor captures only static issue difficulty
(AUCwithin ≈ 0.50), abort-only termination at 20k tokens
merely executes a delayed task filter after burning 20k tokens
(which is strictly dominated by pre-execution filtering at zero
token cost), so we focus our policy evaluation on whether
trajectory-based stopping improves resolution via cold restarts.
Aborting an active run to restart improves outcomes only when
a replacement attempt is more likely to solve the task within
the residual budget than the original run is via continuation.
Stopping rules must therefore be evaluated against both matched
random restarting (aborting the same fraction of active runs
without using predictions) and uninterrupted continuation under
a shared token cap.

While prior work proposes monitors based on token prob-

ar
X

iv
:2

61
0.

35
97

1v
1 

 [
cs

.S
E

] 
 2

6 
O

ct
 2

02
6

https://arxiv.org/abs/2610.35971v1


abilities, behavioral states, internal activations, and state-
preserving recovery [4]–[7], recent studies show that task
identity confounds pooled trajectory metrics [8], [9] and that
continuation often outperforms cold restarts in mathematical
reasoning [10]. However, prior work has not tested whether
task-conditional training or end-to-end neural monitors recover
attempt-level signal, nor explained why score-guided policies
still beat random restarts in replay. We mine 147, 002 released
execution traces from Nebius SWE-rebench and NVIDIA
Open-SWE-Traces [11], [12] across four model-framework
combinations (settings). Across landmarks from 5k to 60k
tokens (focusing on 20k, where nearly all runs remain active),
we compare pre-execution issue features against early prefixes
using action-count regressions, frozen text embeddings, task-
conditional rankers, and a fine-tuned Qwen3-0.6B monitor
adapted from prior work [7]. Using recorded-attempt replay
under shared token caps, we answer three research questions:

RQ1. How much does observing an early execution prefix
improve outcome prediction beyond pre-execution task
context?

RQ2. Do early execution prefixes distinguish successful from
failed attempts on the same task?

RQ3. What drives the performance difference between learned
and random restarting, and how do both policies compare
with uninterrupted continuation under a shared token
budget?

Across all four settings, we make three main contributions.
First, we show via unseen-repository cross-validation, permu-
tation controls, and equivalence testing (TOST) that while
static context supports cross-task ranking, early prefixes yield
near-chance within-task discrimination (AUCwithin ≈ 0.50)
across 5k embeddings as well as 20k count models, task-
conditional rankers, and the three-seed neural monitor, even
though 87.51% of primary-corpus runs have already invoked
tests and 32.80% have edited code by 20k tokens. Second,
in budget-constrained replay under a 75k cap, we derive an
exact decomposition proving that learned stopping’s gain over
matched random restarting (up to 1.98 percentage points) stems
from between-task stopping allocation rather than within-task
attempt selection. Third, we show across 224 budget-threshold
configurations that uninterrupted continuation achieves higher
solve rates at lower mean token cost than both restart policies
across the 75k and 100k frontiers (111 of 112 configurations,
and 216 of 224 overall).

II. RELATED WORK

a) Mining coding-agent execution traces: Benchmarks
such as SWE-bench evaluate autonomous agents on real-
world repository issues [1], using execution frameworks like
SWE-agent [2] and OpenHands [3] to orchestrate reposi-
tory exploration and patch verification. Large-scale public
corpora now capture complete execution traces from these
workflows [11], [12]. These datasets extend classical mining
of developer interaction histories [13] to autonomous soft-
ware engineering, recording fine-grained sequences of tool
invocations and environment observations. Recent empirical

studies mining these traces show that issue-level properties
strongly shape trajectory metrics. Mehtiyev and Assunção
demonstrate that the apparent relationship between trajectory
length and failure shifts substantially once task identity is
controlled [8]. Complementary analyses examine how failure
cascades develop during execution [14] and whether behavioral
features carry consistent predictive weights across issues and
repeated trials [15]. These findings motivate mining multi-
attempt corpora to test whether early trajectory observations
capture attempt-specific progress beyond static issue difficulty.

b) Early failure prediction in agent runs: Prior work
proposes diverse signals to anticipate unsuccessful agent runs
before completion. Trajectory-based approaches mine historical
execution experience to terminate unpromising patch genera-
tion [16] or model agent behavior through state transitions and
late-emerging failure indicators [5], [17]. A second line of work
monitors execution sequentially by estimating residual resource
requirements [18] or applying sequential statistical testing to
intermediate verifier scores [19]. A third family extracts signals
directly from the underlying language model, using generated
token probabilities [4] or probing internal representations to
predict edit outcomes and likely failures [6], [20]. Whereas
existing monitors are primarily evaluated on pooled benchmark
accuracy or total token reduction, we evaluate whether early
prefixes rank competing attempts on the exact same software
issue.

c) Restart strategies and state recovery: Restart policies
originate in randomized algorithms, where Luby et al. estab-
lished optimal and universal restart schedules for heavy-tailed
runtime distributions based on elapsed execution time [21]. In
autonomous coding workflows, mid-episode interventions can
either start fresh or transfer accumulated context. Scrouting
uses an initial repository exploration phase to route the issue
and its gathered context to a downstream solver [22]. FailFast–
RestartSmart pairs a 0.6B failure monitor, trained on terminal
outcomes and intermediate test supervision, with a recovery
mechanism that retains code edits from aborted runs [7]. Across
four coding-agent policies, their system reports 14.6–20.4%
execution-token savings at a 5% false-positive target. Notably,
at a 25% false-positive target with Qwen3.6-27B, transferring
saved edits raises resolution from 66.6% to 71.8%, whereas
restarting cold reaches only 66.8%. That sharp gap between
state-preserving recovery and cold restarting highlights the cost
of discarding prior exploration. Building on this insight, we
adapt their 0.6B terminal-outcome monitor to evaluate cold
replacement attempts under shared token budgets and isolate
how sunk exploration tokens affect the restart tradeoff.

d) Disentangling task difficulty from stopping policies:
Two concurrent studies examine the gap between problem
difficulty and attempt-level intervention. Investigating the
Nebius OpenHands corpus [11] alongside additional bench-
marks, EsfandyariDoulabi et al. show that high pooled AUROC
largely reflects cross-task difficulty even when within-task
discrimination remains near chance, concluding that cross-task
budget allocation is more effective than abort-only stopping
in this regime [9]. In mathematical reasoning, Bulut similarly



finds that early prefix predictions offer minimal within-problem
discrimination and that continuing an active trace outperforms
cold restarts under matched token budgets [10].

Our work extends this emerging perspective across four
coding-agent settings by connecting within-task evaluation
directly to the mechanics of restart policies. First, we evaluate
whether task-conditional training or a fine-tuned neural monitor
recovers attempt-level signal that count features and frozen
embeddings miss, including across tasks stratified by empirical
solvability. Second, we explain the apparent paradox in which
a learned stopping rule beats a matched random restart baseline
despite near-chance within-task ranking. By decomposing
replay outcomes into between-task and within-task selection
and accounting for both replacement credit and forfeited
original successes, we show how task selection drives the
gain over random restarting while uninterrupted continuation
dominates both policies across the shared-budget frontier.

III. DATA AND METHOD

Our methodology comprises four stages: curating multi-
attempt execution traces across four model-framework settings,
extracting prefix representations at fixed token landmarks,
evaluating cross-task and within-task predictive discrimination,
and replaying stopping policies under shared token budgets.

A. Released runs and labels

We analyze 147,002 execution traces drawn from two public
corpora of autonomous coding agents solving benchmark
repository issues. Each trace represents a single run (or attempt)
i by an agent assigned to resolve a specific repository issue,
which we term a task t, belonging to a source code repository.
We define a setting as a unique combination of an underlying
large language model and an agent execution framework.

Our primary corpus, released by Nebius [11], executes
OpenHands with Qwen3-Coder-480B-A35B-Instruct [23] on
SWE-rebench tasks [24]. To evaluate generalization across
architectures and scaffolding, we incorporate three slices from
NVIDIA Open-SWE-Traces [12]: SWE-agent with Qwen3.5-
122B-A10B [25], OpenHands with Qwen3.5-122B-A10B, and
OpenHands with MiniMax-M2.5 [26]. Table I summarizes the
corpus statistics across all four settings. Because individual
benchmark issues can appear in multiple corpora, task counts
overlap across settings.

Each completed run terminates with a binary outcome label
Yi ∈ {0, 1} produced by the benchmark evaluation harness,
which applies the agent’s final code patch to the repository and
executes the verification test suite. We set Yi = 1 if the patch
resolves the issue and Yi = 0 if the issue remains unresolved,
excluding unlabelled records from our analysis.

B. Trace representation and decision landmarks

During execution, an agent interacts with its environment
through an alternating sequence of assistant turns and tool
observations. To establish a uniform measure of computational
progress within each setting, we measure trajectory length
in transcript tokens, counted across all recorded messages

TABLE I
SUMMARY OF RELEASED EXECUTION-TRACE SETTINGS. OH: OPENHANDS;
SA: SWE-AGENT. ICC MEASURES WITHIN-TASK OUTCOME CLUSTERING

ON THE BINARY SCALE.

Setting Runs Tasks Repositories ICC

OH / Qwen3-Coder 67,074 6,306 1,823 0.797
SA / Qwen3.5 15,098 7,885 1,815 0.768
OH / Qwen3.5 30,957 14,142 2,234 0.713
OH / MiniMax-M2.5 33,873 14,716 2,275 0.815

using that setting’s native model tokenizer, and denote the total
transcript length of completed run i by Li. We also normalize
raw tool invocations into standard behavioral categories cov-
ering file inspection, codebase search, code editing, and test
execution.

A decision landmark b is a fixed transcript-token threshold
at which a monitor evaluates an ongoing run. At landmark b,
the cohort of eligible (or active) runs consists exclusively of at-
tempts whose total token length exceeds the threshold (Li > b),
ensuring that a stopping intervention remains actionable. For
each eligible run, the predictor observes only the execution
prefix completed up to token b. We evaluate predictions
across seven landmarks (b ∈ {5k, 10k, 15k, 20k, 30k, 40k, 60k}
tokens). Because shorter runs terminate as b increases, we report
the surviving fraction (the proportion of initial runs satisfying
Li > b) at each landmark to characterize the active population.
We designate b = 20k tokens as our primary decision point
because agents have already engaged in substantial environment
interaction by this stage while nearly all runs remain active
(Fig. 1, right). On the primary corpus at 20k tokens, 87.51%
of active runs have already executed a detected test command
and 32.80% have a detected edit action.

C. Evaluation metrics and task clustering

Before assessing individual predictors, we quantify the
degree to which trial outcomes cluster by task using the
intraclass correlation (ICC), computed via an analysis-of-
variance estimator for binary outcomes [27] across tasks with
repeated attempts. Values of ICC approaching 1.0 indicate
that attempts on the same issue predominantly share the same
terminal outcome.

At a given landmark b, a failure monitor assigns each
eligible run i a scalar success score si ∈ [0, 1], where higher
values indicate a higher predicted probability of resolving the
task. We evaluate the calibration and sharpness of probability
estimates using log loss [28] (the mean negative log-likelihood
of the true outcome Yi, where lower values reflect superior
probabilistic accuracy) and evaluate ranking discrimination
using two formulations of the area under the ROC curve
(AUC) [29]:
1) Pooled AUC pairs every successful eligible run with every
failed eligible run across the entire setting, computing the
fraction of pairs in which the successful run receives a higher
score (with half credit for ties, where 0.50 represents random
ranking). Because pooled pairs span different issues, pooled



AUC captures both cross-task difficulty and attempt-level
differences.
2) Within-task AUC (AUCwithin) isolates attempt-level dis-
crimination by restricting comparisons to pairs of runs executed
on the exact same task. We define a mixed-outcome task at
landmark b as a task whose active runs include at least one
success and at least one failure. Let Pt and Ft denote the
sets of successful and failed active runs on task t, respectively.
Aggregating across all mixed-outcome tasks, within-task AUC
is defined as:

AUCwithin =

∑
t

∑
i∈Pt, j∈Ft

[
1(si > sj) +

1
21(si = sj)

]∑
t |Pt| |Ft|

,

(1)
where 1(·) is the indicator function. Each valid within-task
pair carries equal weight in Eq. (1); for instance, a mixed-
outcome task with two active successes and three active failures
contributes |Pt| |Ft| = 6 pairs.

To account for hierarchical dependence in our data during
uncertainty estimation, we compute 95% cluster-bootstrap
confidence intervals that resample whole clustering units
with replacement [30] from saved out-of-fold predictions.
Specifically, pooled and replay metrics resample repositories
(and training seeds for the neural monitor), whereas within-task
AUC resamples tasks.

D. Prediction models for RQ1 and RQ2

To measure how much early execution trajectories improve
outcome prediction over static issue descriptions (RQ1) and
whether they distinguish competing attempts on the same task
(RQ2), we train linear and conditional models using five-fold
unseen-repository cross-validation. In this splitting protocol,
all tasks belonging to a given repository are assigned to the
same fold, ensuring that models are evaluated exclusively on
repositories held out during training.

Our issue baseline extracts eight pre-execution count features
from the problem statement covering text length, code blocks,
error and reproduction indicators, URLs, and referenced file
paths. Our issue-plus-prefix model augments these eight issue
features with 18 behavioral count features extracted from
the observed prefix up to landmark b, capturing distinct files
inspected, repeated shell commands, error outputs, cumulative
text volume, code edits, and test invocations (two fine-grained
test-output features are specific to the primary corpus trace
schema, yielding 16 prefix features for the Open-SWE settings).
Both models use L2-regularized logistic regression fit on
log-transformed, standardized feature counts. Comparing the
issue-plus-prefix model against the issue baseline isolates the
predictive gain contributed by observing execution.

Because pooled logistic regression fits weights to variation
both across tasks and within tasks, we also train a task-
conditional logistic model [31] restricted to mixed-outcome
tasks. By conditioning on task identity, this formulation
eliminates the task-level intercept and estimates feature weights
solely from differences between successful and failed attempts
on the same issue using prefix features. We also evaluate
cross-setting transfer at 20k tokens by applying the 16-feature

conditional model trained on one setting directly to another
after holding out overlapping repositories and tasks. To verify
that our conditional estimation pipeline remains unbiased under
the null, we validate the estimator against a permutation control
that shuffles outcome labels within each task. To quantify how
tightly within-task AUC concentrates around chance (0.50),
we evaluate equivalence bounds of [0.45, 0.55] and [0.47, 0.53]
using two one-sided tests (TOST) at the α = 0.05 level via
90% task-bootstrap confidence intervals [32], [33].

Beyond standard count regressions, we evaluate three sup-
plementary designs to test alternative sources of predictive
signal:

a) Task metadata and solvability stratification: We
test whether augmenting count models with Open-SWE-
Traces task categories (bug fix, enhancement, feature
request, other) [12] and programming language under
unseen-repository cross-validation improves cross-task and
within-task discrimination. To test whether attempt-level dis-
crimination is stronger on easier issues, we also stratify
mixed-outcome tasks at the 20k landmark into low (< 25%),
medium (25–75%), and high (> 75%) empirical solve-rate
tiers (Table III).

b) Frozen text embeddings: To test whether dense lexical
representations capture early trajectory signals missed by
summary counts, we encode the truncated issue description,
the initial assistant turn, and the first tool observation on
the primary corpus using the frozen all-MiniLM-L6-v2
sentence encoder [34], [35], concatenating these embeddings
with initial prompt-context metadata as inputs to a regularized
linear classifier.

c) Task-rate oracle: To establish an upper bound on task-
level predictability and test whether prefix features add value
when baseline task solvability is already known, we construct
a diagnostic task-rate oracle on tasks with at least four active
attempts. Across repeated random splits, we hold out half of
a task’s attempts to compute its empirical solve fraction and
supply that fraction as a feature when scoring the remaining
half, both standalone and combined with prefix counts.

E. Adapted neural monitor

To test whether end-to-end representation learning extracts
fine-grained within-task trajectory cues that count models
and frozen embeddings miss (RQ2), we adapt the neural
failure monitor architecture from FailFast–RestartSmart [7].
Specifically, we fine-tune Qwen3-0.6B [36] using low-rank
adaptation (LoRA) [37] and a linear classification head to
predict terminal task resolution at the 20k-token landmark under
a 4, 096-token input limit. We compare two input configurations
trained and evaluated on identical data splits: an issue-only arm
that receives the problem description, and an issue-plus-prefix
arm that receives the problem description alongside the most
recent transcript messages completed by 20k tokens. When
present in the preceding prefix, the issue-plus-prefix input also
includes the latest earlier message matching an editor-tool
heuristic (which captures editor-tool invocations including file-



viewing and modification operations, and is simply omitted
when no prior message matches).

To prevent static task difficulty from dominating gradient
updates and isolate attempt-level discrimination for RQ2, each
optimization step samples a matched pair consisting of one
successful and one failed attempt from the same mixed-outcome
task, minimizing a composite objective that combines binary
cross-entropy (BCE) loss with a pairwise ranking loss [38]
that rewards assigning a higher score to the successful attempt.
By construction, balanced within-task pair sampling fixes the
training prevalence of every task at 0.50. For the issue-only
arm, where both attempts in a pair share identical input text,
the BCE objective has an analytical minimum at a constant
prediction of 0.50 (yielding a baseline log loss of ln 2 ≈ 0.693
and AUCwithin = 0.500 because all attempts on a task receive
identical scores), providing a null reference for measuring
attempt-level signal in the issue-plus-prefix arm.

We conduct our neural evaluation across all primary-corpus
tasks with at least 11 active attempts at the 20k landmark,
sampling 11 attempts per task uniformly without outcome
stratification to form a cohort of 32,406 attempts across
2,946 tasks. We partition this cohort using three-fold unseen-
repository cross-validation so that every task is scored out-of-
fold, and we train three random seeds per fold with checkpoint
selection governed by validation within-task AUC. Because
the three seeds evaluate on identical held-out repository folds,
we report mean metrics aggregated across seeds and construct
joint repository-and-seed bootstrap intervals.

F. Budget-constrained restart replay for RQ3

To determine how early failure scores translate into oper-
ational stopping decisions and resource consumption (RQ3),
we perform recorded-attempt replay across all tasks with at
least two recorded attempts. In each replay trial, an initial
attempt i executes until landmark b = 20k. If a stopping
policy π terminates run i at landmark b, the system initiates
a cold replacement attempt j selected uniformly at random
from the remaining recorded attempts on the same task, and
we compute expected outcomes over all valid replacement
choices while giving each starting attempt equal weight. Using
out-of-fold success scores si from the pooled issue-plus-prefix
count logistic regression model (which spans all four settings
and reflects the combined task and prefix signal deployed
in standard monitors), we compare three primary policies:
(1) Learned restart (L), which terminates an active run at
landmark b if its out-of-fold success score si falls below a fixed
percentile threshold (evaluated across seven thresholds spanning
the 2nd to 98th score percentiles); (2) Matched random restart
(R), which terminates the exact same overall fraction of active
runs at landmark b as the corresponding learned threshold,
selecting runs uniformly at random without consulting si; and
(3) Continuation, which permits the initial attempt i to proceed
to completion without intervention. (Terminating active runs at
landmark b without replacement, fixed truncation, corresponds
to setting replacement credit Rj ≡ 0, which upper-bounds

solve rate by the pre-landmark completion rate and cannot
improve resolution over continuation.)

We first evaluate policies in an uncapped replay regime
where initial and replacement runs execute until their
recorded completion lengths. To model realistic compute
constraints, we then enforce a shared hard token cap B ∈
{30k, 50k, 75k, 100k} governing the combined token expendi-
ture of the initial run and any subsequent replacement. When
a policy aborts run i at landmark b, the replacement attempt j
(with recorded length Lj and outcome Yj ∈ {0, 1}) receives
a residual token budget of B − b. Its resulting replacement
success credit Rj and combined transcript-token cost Kj are
given by:

Rj = Yj 1(Lj ≤ B − b), (2)
Kj = b+min(Lj , B − b). (3)

Under Eqs. (2)–(3), a replacement attempt earns resolution
credit only if it solves the issue and completes within the
remaining B−b tokens. For example, stopping at b = 20k under
a B = 75k cap leaves 55k tokens: a successful replacement
requiring 50k tokens earns full credit (Rj = 1) at a total cost
of Kj = 70k tokens, whereas a replacement requiring 60k
tokens exhausts the cap at Kj = 75k and earns Rj = 0. A
policy’s overall solve rate V (π) is the mean resolution credit
achieved across all starting attempts and replacement draws.

a) Decomposing learned versus random stopping: When
a learned restart policy achieves a higher solve rate than
matched random restart (V (L) > V (R)), that advantage can
arise from two distinct mechanisms: between-task selection
(concentrating stops on tasks where restarting yields a more
favorable expected return) and within-task selection (prefer-
entially aborting the weaker attempts on a given task). To
isolate how much of the policy difference stems from attempt-
level failure detection [39], we derive an exact algebraic
decomposition of V (L)− V (R).

Under a fixed cap B, let Ci = Yi1(Li ≤ B) indicate whether
continuing starting attempt i resolves the task within budget,
and let Gi denote the expected replacement credit obtained
by averaging Rj in Eq. (2) over all other recorded attempts j
on the same task. Defining vi = Gi − Ci as the net expected
solve-rate gain of restarting attempt i, and letting Sπ

i ∈ [0, 1]
denote policy π’s stopping indicator (or stopping probability
under random restart, with Sπ

i = 0 for runs that finished prior
to b), the replay solve rate across all N starting attempts is:

V (π) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

[Ci + Sπ
i (Gi − Ci)] . (4)

Equation (4) shows that the net effect of stopping attempt
i equals the replacement success credited (Sπ

i Gi) minus the
original continuation success forfeited (Sπ

i Ci). Let Di = SL
i −

SR
i denote the stopping differential between the learned and

matched random policies on attempt i, and let At = {i ∈ t :
Li > b} denote the set of nt = |At| active starting attempts
on task t at landmark b, with D̄t and v̄t denoting the task-



level means of Di and vi over At. The solve-rate differential
V (L)− V (R) decomposes exactly into:

∆between =
∑

t:nt>0

nt

N
D̄tv̄t, (5)

∆within =
1

N

∑
t:nt>0

∑
i∈At

(Di − D̄t)(vi − v̄t). (6)

Here, ∆between quantifies the solve-rate difference attributable
to task-level stopping rates (D̄t), whereas ∆within captures the
covariance between policy stopping decisions and attempt-level
restart value within the same task.

b) Cost-solve efficiency frontier: To evaluate practical
resource efficiency at the 20k landmark, we compare the
mean solve rate and mean transcript-token cost of every
policy across all four settings, four token caps, and seven
stopping thresholds. Within a given setting and token cap B,
a policy configuration is Pareto-dominated if an alternative
policy achieves at least as high a solve rate at less than or
equal mean token cost, with strict improvement on at least
one dimension. Mapping dominance across the complete 224-
configuration grid characterizes the empirical efficiency frontier
of cold restarts relative to uninterrupted continuation.

IV. RESULTS

A. Baseline task clustering across settings

Across all four settings, terminal outcomes cluster strongly
by task, with observed-scale intraclass correlation (ICC)
reaching 0.71 or higher in every corpus (Table I). Consequently,
repeated attempts on the same repository issue predominantly
share the same outcome.

Comparing the two Qwen3.5 settings across their 7, 102
shared tasks further illustrates how intrinsic issue difficulty
persists across agent scaffolding. The empirical task solve
rates of SWE-agent and OpenHands exhibit a Spearman rank
correlation of 0.67, confirming that issues that are more
tractable under one framework remain more tractable under
the other. Weighting each shared task equally, SWE-agent
achieves a mean solve rate of 47.30% compared to 33.24%
for OpenHands, yielding a framework difference of 14.06
percentage points (95% repository-bootstrap CI: [12.26, 15.95]).
Together, high within-task outcome clustering and cross-
framework rank agreement establish that static task properties
account for a substantial share of outcome variation.

B. RQ1: Value of observing an early prefix

To evaluate whether early execution trajectories improve
outcome prediction beyond pre-execution context (RQ1), we
compare pooled performance at early landmarks across models
trained on the empirical task distribution. At 5k tokens on
the primary corpus, augmenting the issue baseline with prefix
action counts increases pooled AUC from 0.56 to 0.58, while
log loss remains nearly unchanged (0.69 in both arms). By
20k tokens, prefix action counts increase pooled AUC from
0.57 to 0.61, reflecting that cumulative early interaction rates
correlate with underlying issue difficulty across tasks. For
frozen text embeddings of the initial turn at 5k tokens, pooled

AUC remains at 0.62 in both the issue-only and issue-plus-
prefix arms (with the paired gain interval spanning zero and
log loss remaining at 0.67).

Supplementary checks confirm that static task context drives
this cross-task ranking while leaving attempt-level discrimina-
tion unchanged. Even when restricting comparisons to pairs
of runs from different tasks within the same repository on the
primary corpus, eliminating repository-level confounding, issue-
plus-prefix scores rank cross-task pairs with an AUC of 0.56
[0.55, 0.59] at 20k tokens (0.62 [0.59, 0.66] at 40k), compared
to 0.49 (0.54 at 40k) for attempts on the exact same task.
Similarly, adding Open-SWE task categories under unseen-
repository cross-validation increases issue-baseline pooled
AUC by approximately 0.02 across landmarks while leaving
within-task AUC unchanged (∆AUCwithin < 0.01, with no
statistically significant gains across task-category or language
subgroups after Holm–Bonferroni multiplicity correction [40]).

Answer to RQ1: Early action counts and static metadata
yield modest gains in cross-task pooled ranking (0.02–0.04
AUC), whereas initial-turn text embeddings provide no
consistent pooled improvement over pre-execution issue
text alone.

C. RQ2: Ranking attempts at the same task

1) Early action counts and frozen embeddings: We next
evaluate whether prefix representations separate successful
from failed attempts on the same issue. At 5k tokens on the
primary corpus, the issue-plus-prefix count model achieves a
within-task AUC of 0.50 [0.49, 0.51], indicating chance-level
attempt discrimination despite the pooled gain observed in
RQ1. At the primary 20k decision point, within-task AUC
remains near 0.49–0.50 across all four settings (Fig. 1, left).
At intermediate landmarks of 30k and 40k tokens, within-task
AUC remains indistinguishable from chance across all three
Open-SWE settings and rises only modestly on the primary
corpus to 0.52 [0.51, 0.53] at 30k (93% of runs active) and
0.54 [0.53, 0.55] at 40k (69% active), a stage at which aborting
a run forfeits 30k–40k sunk tokens and compresses the residual
budget available for a replacement attempt. By 60k tokens,
within-task AUC on the primary corpus reaches 0.56, but
the surviving fraction drops to 23% of initial runs (Fig. 1,
right), reflecting both longer observation horizons and selective
attrition of shorter trajectories.

The diagnostic task-rate oracle demonstrates how near-
perfect pooled discrimination can coexist with chance-level
within-task ranking. Because task solvability is heavily polar-
ized across issues (ICC ≥ 0.71), predicting outcomes solely
from the empirical solve fraction of a task’s reserved attempts at
5k tokens achieves a mean pooled AUC of 0.97 while yielding
a within-task AUC of 0.50 by construction. Combining prefix
action counts with the task-rate oracle leaves pooled AUC at
0.97 and yields a within-task AUC of 0.50 at 5k tokens (rising
to 0.53 at 60k tokens), confirming that early prefix features
add negligible discrimination once baseline task solvability is
known. Figure 2 contrasts pooled and within-task AUC across
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Fig. 1. Prediction across fixed token landmarks. Left: within-task AUC for issue-plus-prefix count models, with 95% task-bootstrap confidence intervals at
each landmark. The dashed line indicates random ranking (0.50). Right: surviving fraction of initial runs still active at each landmark. OH: OpenHands; SA:
SWE-agent.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of pooled AUC and within-task AUC at 5k tokens on
the primary corpus. Each horizontal line connects a predictor’s pooled and
within-task performance. Counts: issue features plus prefix action counts.
Embeddings: frozen sentence embeddings of the issue and initial step. Task
rate: empirical solve fraction computed from a reserved half of each task’s
attempts (evaluated across tasks with at least four attempts and averaged over
three random splits). The dashed line marks random ranking (0.50).

four predictors at 5k tokens: whereas pooled AUC spans 0.58 to
0.97, within-task AUC clusters tightly around 0.50, including
for frozen text embeddings (0.49 [0.48, 0.50]).

2) Task-conditional and cross-setting training: To test
whether removing between-task variance during training uncov-
ers attempt-level signal, we evaluate task-conditional logistic
regression fit directly on mixed-outcome tasks. At 20k tokens
on the primary corpus, the conditional model achieves a within-
task AUC of 0.50 [0.49, 0.51] across 38, 447 successful-failed
pairs drawn from 1, 737 mixed-outcome tasks. The conditional
model’s 90% task-bootstrap interval [0.49, 0.51] falls entirely
inside both the [0.45, 0.55] and [0.47, 0.53] TOST equivalence
bounds, while the within-task label-permutation control remains
centered at chance (0.50 [0.49, 0.51]).

Across the three Open-SWE settings at 20k tokens, con-
ditional within-task AUC is 0.50 [0.48, 0.52] for OpenHand-
s/Qwen3.5, 0.51 [0.49, 0.53] for OpenHands/MiniMax-M2.5,
and 0.48 [0.45, 0.52] for SWE-agent/Qwen3.5, with all three
95% confidence intervals spanning 0.50. Both OpenHands

TABLE II
THREE-SEED LORA-ADAPTED QWEN3-0.6B EVALUATION AT 20K TOKENS

ACROSS THREE REPOSITORY-DISJOINT FOLDS (311, 285, AND 263
MIXED-OUTCOME TASKS). METRICS ARE AVERAGED ACROSS SEEDS

RATHER THAN POOLED ACROSS SEED SCORES; BRACKETS SHOW 95%
REPOSITORY-AND-SEED BOOTSTRAP INTERVALS FOR AUCwithin . LOWER

LOG LOSS IS BETTER.

Fold Input Pooled AUC Within-task AUC Log loss

1 Issue 0.526 0.500 [0.499, 0.501] 0.693
1 Issue + prefix 0.523 0.500 [0.476, 0.526] 1.788
2 Issue 0.513 0.500 [0.499, 0.500] 0.693
2 Issue + prefix 0.504 0.496 [0.475, 0.517] 1.012
3 Issue 0.527 0.500 [0.497, 0.501] 0.693
3 Issue + prefix 0.469 0.490 [0.467, 0.513] 0.879

settings pass the within-task permutation control and have
90% confidence intervals falling strictly within the [0.47, 0.53]
equivalence bound (we refrain from formal TOST equiva-
lence claims on SWE-agent/Qwen3.5 because its permutation
control deviated from 0.50). Evaluating cross-setting transfer
at 20k tokens, with overlapping repositories and task identi-
fiers held out, likewise yields within-task AUCs of at most
0.50 across all three transfer pairs (SWE-agent/Qwen3.5 to
OpenHands/Qwen3.5, and the primary setting to both SWE-
agent/Qwen3.5 and OpenHands/MiniMax-M2.5).

3) Adapted neural monitor: Table II reports the three-
seed evaluation of the LoRA-adapted Qwen3-0.6B monitor
across 32, 406 attempts at the 20k landmark. Across 16, 818
successful-failed pairs from 859 mixed-outcome tasks, the
issue-plus-prefix monitor achieves a mean within-task AUC of
0.50 [0.48, 0.51]. Performance remains near 0.50 within every
individual repository fold and training seed, and weighting
each mixed-outcome task equally produces identical results.
As expected under balanced within-task pair sampling, the
issue-only reference arm converges to the analytical baseline
(AUCwithin = 0.500, log loss = 0.693).

The neural monitor’s 90% repository-and-seed bootstrap
interval [0.48, 0.51] lies strictly within the [0.45, 0.55] equiva-
lence bound.



TABLE III
WITHIN-TASK AUC AT 20K TOKENS STRATIFIED BY EMPIRICAL TASK

SOLVE RATE p: LOW (p < 0.25), MEDIUM (0.25 ≤ p ≤ 0.75), AND HIGH
(p > 0.75). COUNT DENOTES THE PRIMARY-CORPUS ISSUE-PLUS-PREFIX

COUNT MODEL (95% TASK-BOOTSTRAP CIS); NEURAL DENOTES THE
THREE-SEED QWEN3-0.6B MEAN (95% REPOSITORY-AND-SEED CIS). ALL

INTERVALS CONTAIN 0.50. STRATA ARE DESCRIPTIVE POST-HOC TIERS.

Predictor Stratum Tasks Pairs AUC [95% interval]

Count Low-pass 373 5,545 0.513 [0.484, 0.541]
Count Medium-pass 800 23,378 0.488 [0.476, 0.502]
Count High-pass 564 9,524 0.496 [0.475, 0.519]

Neural Low-pass 170 2,188 0.504 [0.464, 0.544]
Neural Medium-pass 405 10,966 0.491 [0.473, 0.509]
Neural High-pass 284 3,664 0.503 [0.475, 0.532]

4) Stratification by task solvability and late-trajectory
signals: To test whether early attempt-level discrimination
emerges on easier issues where failures might reflect avoidable
early missteps, Table III stratifies mixed-outcome tasks at
20k tokens into low (< 25%), medium (25–75%), and high
(> 75%) empirical solve-rate tiers. Across all three tiers, within-
task AUC ranges from 0.49 to 0.51 for the count-based model
and from 0.49 to 0.50 for the three-seed neural monitor, with
every confidence interval containing 0.50. High-solvability
tasks therefore show the same near-chance early ranking as
harder tasks.

To verify that successful and failed trajectories on the same
task do eventually diverge by completion, we compute an
oracle end-of-run diagnostic measuring reference-hunk recall
(the fraction of ground-truth patch diff hunks overlapped by
the agent’s final edits, scored as 0 when no patch is produced).
At run termination, reference-hunk recall achieves a within-
task AUC of 0.62 [0.61, 0.64], confirming that attempt-level
divergence materializes over the full episode even though it
remains undetectable from prefix representations at 20k tokens.

Answer to RQ2: Across initial-turn frozen embeddings
(5k tokens) as well as 20k-token action-count models, task-
conditional rankers, cross-setting transfers, and the three-
seed Qwen3-0.6B neural evaluation (AUCwithin = 0.50
[0.48, 0.51]), early prefixes provide near-chance discrimi-
nation between successful and failed attempts on the same
task across all solvability tiers.

D. RQ3: Evaluating restart policies under shared token budgets

To understand how early failure scores behave when de-
ployed as stopping rules (RQ3), Table IV compares learned
restart (stopping active runs scoring below the median eligible
score at 20k tokens) against matched random restart. In the
uncapped replay regime, solve-rate differences between learned
and random restarting are negligible across all four settings
(within 0.20 percentage points): because unconstrained replace-
ment attempts run to completion without budget truncation
and within-task ranking is near chance, replacing an active
attempt on a given task preserves the task’s expected solve
rate. Under a shared 75k-token cap, however, the solve-rate
differential V (L) − V (R) spans −0.66 to +1.98 percentage
points, favoring learned restart in both Qwen3.5 settings (+1.98

TABLE IV
RESTART REPLAY AT THE 20K-TOKEN LANDMARK USING THE MEDIAN
ELIGIBLE-SCORE THRESHOLD. SOLVE RATES ARE PERCENTAGES; ∆ IS

LEARNED MINUS MATCHED RANDOM RESTART IN PERCENTAGE POINTS,
WITH 95% REPOSITORY-BOOTSTRAP CONFIDENCE INTERVALS.

Setting Continue Learned ∆ [95% interval]

OH / Qwen3-Coder 46.15 41.53 −0.458 [−0.677, −0.219]
SA / Qwen3.5 28.71 20.66 +1.984 [+1.313, +2.600]
OH / Qwen3.5 27.19 20.16 +0.768 [+0.302, +1.221]
OH / MiniMax-M2.5 41.05 35.76 −0.663 [−1.014, −0.333]

Learned − random Learned − continuation
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Solve-rate difference (percentage points)

Fig. 3. Solve-rate difference (in percentage points) between median-threshold
learned restart and matched random restart (blue), and between learned restart
and uninterrupted continuation (red), evaluated at the 20k-token landmark
under a shared 75k-token cap. Error bars indicate 95% repository-bootstrap
confidence intervals (5,000 draws), with positive values favoring learned restart.
While learned restart outperforms random restart in the two Qwen3.5 settings,
uninterrupted continuation outperforms learned restart across all four settings.

and +0.77 percentage points) while favoring random restart
in the primary and MiniMax settings. Figure 3 contrasts
these 75k learned-versus-random differentials (blue) against
the corresponding comparisons with uninterrupted continuation
(red).

1) Between-task selection drives the 75k learned-versus-
random differential: Applying the exact decomposition from
Eqs. (4)–(6) at the median threshold explains how learned
restarting can outperform matched random restarting despite
near-chance within-task AUC. As shown in Table V, the
between-task selection term ∆between (−0.70 to +1.75 per-
centage points) matches the sign of the total differential
V (L)− V (R) and exceeds the magnitude of the within-task
term ∆within in every setting. By contrast, ∆within remains
small across all four corpora (−0.11 to +0.24 percentage
points) and never determines the direction of the overall policy
difference.

The task-level net gain v̄t = Ḡt − C̄t in Eq. (5) clarifies
why ∆between changes sign across settings. Because the learned
policy assigns lower scores to harder tasks, it concentrates stops
on tasks where both the replacement success rate within the
remaining 55k tokens (Ḡt) and the original continuation success
rate (C̄t) are lower than the corpus average. Consequently,
learned stopping yields less replacement credit than random
stopping, but it also forfeits fewer original continuation
successes. In the two Qwen3.5 settings, the reduction in
forfeited continuation successes outweighs the reduction in
replacement credit, producing a net positive ∆between purely
through task-level stopping allocation.



TABLE V
EXACT DECOMPOSITION OF LEARNED MINUS MATCHED RANDOM SOLVE

RATE (IN PERCENTAGE POINTS) AT THE 20K LANDMARK UNDER A
75K-TOKEN CAP. TASK MEANS CENTER OVER ATTEMPTS ACTIVE AT 20K

AND NORMALIZE BY ALL STARTING ATTEMPTS. BETWEEN-TASK
SELECTION (∆between) GOVERNS THE SIGN IN EVERY SETTING;

COMPONENTS ARE ROUNDED INDEPENDENTLY.

Setting Total Between Within

OH / Qwen3-Coder −0.458 −0.494 +0.036
OH / MiniMax-M2.5 −0.663 −0.704 +0.042
OH / Qwen3.5 +0.768 +0.881 −0.113
SA / Qwen3.5 +1.984 +1.749 +0.235

TABLE VI
COST-SOLVE COMPARISONS AGAINST UNINTERRUPTED CONTINUATION AT

THE 20K-TOKEN LANDMARK (56 RESTART CONFIGURATIONS PER CAP
ACROSS SEVEN THRESHOLDS, FOUR SETTINGS, AND LEARNED VS.

MATCHED RANDOM POLICIES). TIES MATCH CONTINUATION IN BOTH COST
AND SOLVE RATE. THE SOLE NON-DOMINATED POINT IS LEARNED RESTART

FOR OH/MINIMAX AT 100K (2ND-PERCENTILE THRESHOLD: +0.0033
PERCENTAGE POINTS AT +376 MEAN TOKENS).

Cap Dominated Tied Distinct trade-offs

30k 49 7 0
50k 56 0 0
75k 56 0 0

100k 55 0 1

2) Uninterrupted continuation dominates the efficiency
frontier: Whereas comparing learned against random restart
evaluates how a fixed stopping quota is distributed across runs,
comparing against uninterrupted continuation tests whether
cold restarting saves compute or improves resolution overall.
Extending replay across all seven score-percentile thresholds,
four settings, and four hard token caps yields 224 learned and
random restart configurations at the 20k decision point (Ta-
ble VI). Under the primary 75k-token cap, where replacement
runs receive 55k residual tokens, uninterrupted continuation
achieves both a strictly higher solve rate and a strictly lower
mean transcript-token cost than every learned and random
restart configuration across all four settings (56 of 56 config-
urations). In SWE-agent/Qwen3.5, for example, continuation
resolves 28.71% of starting attempts within the 75k cap (down
from 47.30% uncapped across shared tasks, as many SWE-
agent runs exceed 75k tokens) at a mean expenditure of 68.10k
tokens, whereas median learned restart resolves 20.66% at a
mean expenditure of 69.93k tokens. This dominance persists at
the 100k-token cap (80k residual tokens), where continuation
Pareto-dominates 55 of 56 configurations, leaving only a
single boundary point for OpenHands/MiniMax (2nd-percentile
threshold, which adds less than 0.01 percentage points in
solve rate at an added cost of 376 mean tokens). Across all
224 tested configurations spanning B ∈ {30k, 50k, 75k, 100k},
continuation Pareto-dominates 216 configurations, with the
other seven non-dominated cases being exact ties at the 30k
cap.

Two coupled budget mechanics explain why cold restarts
simultaneously lower solve rates and increase mean token
consumption under a shared cap B. First, terminating a run
at landmark b = 20k restricts the replacement attempt to a

residual budget of B − b tokens (Rj = Yj1(Lj ≤ B − b)),
whereas continuation permits the initial run to utilize the full
cap B. At tighter caps (B = 30k and 50k, leaving 10k and
30k residual tokens), Fig. 1 (right) shows that 91%–100% of
coding trajectories require more than B − b tokens to finish,
rendering cold replacements nearly guaranteed to truncate prior
to patch submission. Even at B = 75k and 100k, replacement
trajectories that would have succeeded between B − b and B
tokens are forfeited. Second, aborting an active run at b forfeits
the initial 20k tokens invested in repository exploration and
forces the replacement attempt to repeat setup and localization
from scratch, driving combined token expenditure Kj = b+
min(Lj , B − b) above the cost of allowing moderate-length
original attempts to finish naturally.

Answer to RQ3: Under a shared 75k-token cap, learned
stopping outperforms matched random restart by up to 1.98
percentage points through between-task stopping selection,
while attempt-level selection contributes minimally. Against
uninterrupted continuation, however, cold restarts achieve
lower solve rates at higher mean token costs across the
75k and 100k frontiers (111 of 112 configurations, and 216
of 224 configurations across all tested caps), showing that
improvements over random restart do not establish compute
savings.

V. DISCUSSION

Evaluating runtime interventions in autonomous software
engineering requires connecting task-level difficulty with
attempt-level discrimination and budget-constrained policy
mechanics. Our findings explain why strong cross-task ranking
does not translate into effective cold restarts under shared token
budgets.

a) The timing bottleneck of trajectory-level signals:
Comparing early prefixes with later checkpoints clarifies why
attempt-level discrimination is difficult in repository-level
coding. On the primary corpus, 87.51% of active runs have
already executed a detected test command and 32.80% have
a detected edit action by 20k transcript tokens. Thus, the
near-chance within-task discrimination observed at 20k tokens
(AUCwithin ≈ 0.50) cannot be explained simply by an absence
of early test execution. Rather, detecting an early test invocation
or edit action does not establish whether the interaction was
diagnostic or whether its outcome distinguished eventual task
resolution from failure. Measurable within-task separation
emerges only at later landmarks, rising from 0.52 at 30k
tokens and 0.54 at 40k tokens to 0.56 at 60k tokens, and at
run completion, where reference-hunk recall reaches a within-
task AUC of 0.62. By those later stages, however, either a
substantial fraction of the token budget has been spent or
most runs have already terminated. Early failure prediction
therefore faces a fundamental timing tension: at landmarks
early enough to leave ample residual budget for a replacement
attempt, observed prefix signals do not separate competing
runs on the same issue.



b) Why task-level selection confounds stopping baselines:
When a monitor primarily captures static issue difficulty, score
thresholding acts as an implicit task filter. Under a shared
cap, learned stopping concentrates aborts on hard tasks where
continuation rarely succeeds, whereas matched random stopping
aborts easy and hard tasks alike, forfeiting impending successes
on tractable issues (∆between > 0) despite near-chance attempt
ranking (AUCwithin ≈ 0.50). For the same reason, mid-run
abort-only termination wastes 20k tokens executing a task
filter that could be applied pre-execution at zero token cost.
Against uninterrupted continuation, forfeiting initial exploration
while compressing the residual budget causes cold restarts to
underperform across the budget frontier.

c) Designing compute-efficient agent interventions: Sep-
arating task difficulty from attempt progress points to two
compute-management strategies:
1) Pre-execution routing and budgeting: Because static
signals rank difficulty before execution, they naturally support
up-front token provisioning [9] and solver routing [22]. On
shared Qwen3.5 tasks, scaffold choice alone shifts solve rates by
14.06 percentage points (SWE-agent 47.30% vs. OpenHands
33.24%), dwarfing the at most 1.98 percentage-point gain of
mid-run restarts and motivating pre-execution routing across
frameworks.
2) State-preserving recovery: Because cold prefixes lack
attempt-level signal, retaining intermediate edits and test diag-
nostics is essential to avoid repeating exploration, explaining
why state-preserving recovery substantially outperforms cold
restarts [7] and motivating cross-framework context transfer
when runs stall.

d) Evaluation standards for mining agent traces: As
public corpora of agent trajectories grow [11], [12], runtime
monitoring studies should evaluate both attempt-level discrim-
ination and net compute efficiency. Specifically, predictive
evaluations should report within-task AUC (AUCwithin) across
repeated attempts alongside pre-execution issue baselines and
permutation controls. Policy evaluations under shared token
budgets should compare proposed stopping rules against both
matched random stopping and uninterrupted continuation,
decomposing outcomes into between-task and within-task
selection to verify genuine attempt-level value.

VI. THREATS TO VALIDITY

a) Internal validity: Because our study mines public
execution corpora [11], [12], outcome labels and trajectory
contents reflect the original benchmark harnesses and execution
environments. To guard against data-cleaning artifacts or estima-
tion bias, we audited source task identifiers for text consistency
and evaluated within-task label-permutation controls across all
conditional modeling pipelines; permutation controls centered
at chance (0.50) in the primary and OpenHands settings and
identified the calibration deviation in SWE-agent/Qwen3.5,
where we refrained from formal equivalence claims.

b) Construct validity: We measure computational
progress in transcript tokens to standardize comparisons across

corpora; however, transcript length abstracts away provider-
level caching discounts and wall-clock tool execution latency.
Our neural monitor adapts the single-landmark terminal-
outcome classifier from FailFast–RestartSmart [7], omitting
intermediate test supervision and state-preserving edit transfer
to isolate the predictive signal of raw execution prefixes and
the mechanics of cold restarts; additionally, the editor-tool
heuristic used to include an earlier prefix message can match
file-view operations alongside code modifications. Recorded-
attempt replay evaluates binary task resolution under hard
token caps, assigning zero credit to partial edits that exceed
the residual budget, and released task-category labels in Open-
SWE-Traces may reflect post-hoc curation rather than metadata
available at issue creation.

c) External validity: Our findings are scoped to four
open-weight model-framework settings on Python-centric repos-
itory benchmarks evaluated with linear count and embedding
classifiers alongside a 0.6B-parameter neural monitor. Within-
task discrimination requires mixed-outcome tasks by definition.
Monitors that probe internal model representations [6], [20] or
incorporate sequential verifier feedback and state-preserving
recovery [7], [19] may exhibit different discrimination profiles.

d) Conclusion validity: Cluster-bootstrap confidence in-
tervals resample out-of-fold predictions at the cluster level
rather than refitting models per bootstrap draw. Subgroup and
multi-landmark sensitivity checks apply Holm–Bonferroni mul-
tiplicity adjustments [40], whereas confidence intervals at the
primary 20k landmark are reported unadjusted. Finally, Pareto
dominance across the 224 budget-threshold configurations is
evaluated on empirical replay point estimates.

VII. CONCLUSION

Early failure prediction benefits autonomous coding agents
only when it helps decide whether to abandon an active
attempt, rather than merely identifying which software issues
are difficult. Mining 147, 002 execution traces across four
model-framework settings, we find that early execution prefixes
add minimal predictive signal beyond static task context. Across
early decision points, initial-turn frozen embeddings (5k tokens)
as well as 20k-token action-count models, task-conditional
rankers, and a three-seed LoRA-adapted Qwen3-0.6B monitor
(32, 406 attempts) all yield within-task discrimination near
chance (AUCwithin ≈ 0.50), including across high-solvability
tasks.

Evaluating stopping rules through budget-constrained replay
shows why predictive ranking and policy efficiency must be
assessed together. Under a shared 75k-token cap, learned
stopping outperforms matched random restart by up to 1.98
percentage points in two settings, but exact decomposition
reveals that this gain is driven by between-task stopping
allocation rather than within-task failure detection. More
importantly, uninterrupted continuation achieves higher solve
rates at lower mean token cost than cold restarts across the 75k
and 100k frontiers (111 of 112 configurations, and 216 of 224
configurations across all tested caps). Future early-stopping
and recovery methods should therefore evaluate discrimination



within repeated attempts on the same task and demonstrate net
compute savings relative to uninterrupted continuation.
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