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Abstract—Trajectory-based failure predictors for software en-
gineering (SE) agents read the partial trajectory of a run to flag
whether it is going right or wrong. If it is going wrong, the
run can be stopped, retried, or switched to another model. We
ask whether these predictors learn anything about the run itself.
On public SWE-bench Verified trajectories, where each model
attempts each issue once, two run-independent factors dominate
predictor performance. The first is issue difficulty: a reference
score that never looks at the run, only at how hard the issue
is for other models, reaches 0.92 AUROC, whereas trajectory
predictors reach about 0.62. The second is model ability: within
an issue, knowing which model ran predicts failure better than
our predictors do, and the predictors largely reproduce the
overall ability ranking of the models. Beyond difficulty and
ability, what predictors gain from the trajectory is statistically
equivalent to zero. This confusion carries over to the actions
taken after a prediction. Model switching is often motivated by
the gap between the best single model’s resolution rate and an
any-model oracle. This gap is no larger than random variation
alone produces. Per-issue switching gains nothing on held-out
runs. In a repeated-run pilot, the same model often solves an
issue in some runs and fails it in others. Retrying thus has real
room to repair failures, but it rescues only failures caused by
a bad run, not those on an issue beyond the model’s ability.
Current predictors cannot tell the causes apart, as they mostly
predict the issue and the model, not the run. We call for failure
prediction that explains why a run fails, evaluated on repeated-
run benchmarks and in closed-loop, equal-budget settings.

Index Terms—SE agents, failure prediction, trajectory moni-
toring, model routing, evaluation methodology

I. INTRODUCTION

Software engineering (SE) agents resolve repository issues
by inspecting code, editing files, and running tests [1], [2].
Agent runs are usually long and often fail [3], [4]. A growing
line of work therefore predicts failure while a run is still in
progress and acts on the prediction: it stops the run to save
tokens [5], [6], restarts the same model [3], or hands the
issue to another model [7], [8]. We focus on trajectory-based
predictors, which read only what the agent has produced so
far (its reasoning, commands, and tool outputs) and therefore
apply to closed frontier models.

A prediction can guide the choice of action only if it
explains why the current run is likely to fail, using evidence
from that run. A run can fail for three different reasons. The
issue may be hard, so that most models fail it; the model
may be weak, so that it fails many issues; or this particular
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Fig. 1. A toy world in which each outcome depends only on the issue,
the model, and a coin flip; values are probabilities, not empirical results.
(a) Success on easy and hard issues. (b) Success with model A, model B,
either model (Any), and A run twice (AA). (c) Retry success after a failure
that a difficulty score flags (hard issue) or misses (easy issue, a bad run).

attempt may have gone wrong, a bad run, in which case the
same model solves the same issue in other attempts. This
decomposition follows item response theory, which explains
each outcome by the difficulty of the item and the ability of
the respondent [9]-[11], and the run-to-run variation observed
when the same agent repeats a task [12]-[14]. Each reason
calls for a different action: a hard issue for stopping or human
intervention, a weak model for switching to a stronger one,
and only a bad run for retrying.

Existing work, however, rarely tells these three reasons
apart. We trace this to three assumptions that current practice
takes for granted: (i) that a predictor with a high AUROC
has learned run-specific information, that is, it predicts failure
from the state of the current run; (ii) that the oracle gap, the
success rate of any model minus that of the best single model,
reflects issue-specific strengths that switching can exploit [15];
and (iii) that an alarm marks a bad run, so that acting on it,
for example by retrying, pays off [3]. We question whether
these assumptions hold. Standard evaluations cannot test them:
predictors are usually scored with metrics pooled over many
issues, and often over many models [3], [5], [16], [17]. Such a
score mixes issue difficulty and model ability into one number,
so a high value does not show that the predictor has learned
anything from the run. Even with repeated runs, the score
is dominated by comparisons between different issues [14].
That work separates issue difficulty from run-level failure
within each model but does not examine model ability as a
cause of failure or test the evidence for switching. On public
leaderboard trajectories, each model attempts each issue once,
so a bad run cannot be told from a hard issue or a weak model.
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Fig. 1 shows how all three assumptions can fail in a toy
world where each run is a coin flip whose success probability
is set only by the issue and the model. There is thus nothing
run-specific to learn, and no model is better than another on
particular issues, yet the usual evidence for each assumption
still appears. (a) A high pooled AUROC does not require learn-
ing about the run. Suppose a model succeeds with probability
0.9 on easy issues and 0.1 on hard ones, and the two kinds are
equally common. A score that only knows whether an issue
is hard reaches 0.90 pooled AUROC, yet it cannot rank two
runs of the same issue (0.50). (b) An oracle gap does not
require issue-specific strengths. Suppose model A succeeds
with probability 0.7 and model B with 0.6 on every issue.
Taking whichever model succeeds solves 1—(0.3x0.4) = 0.88
of the issues, 18 percentage points (pp) more than A alone,
although A is the better choice on every issue. With the same
two attempts, running A twice does even better (0.91): the gap
comes from a second attempt, not from a better-suited model.
(c) An alarm need not mark a bad run. In the world of (a), 90%
of failures occur on hard issues (0.45 of 0.50), where a retry
succeeds only 10% of the time; failures on easy issues are bad
runs, which a retry fixes 90% of the time. The difficulty score
from (a) raises alarms on hard issues, so it flags the failures
a retry rarely fixes and misses those it usually fixes.

We ask whether real agents behave like this toy world,
turning each assumption into a research question: RQ1: Do
failure predictors learn about the run, beyond issue difficulty
and model ability? RQ2: Does the oracle gap reflect issue-
specific strengths that switching can exploit? RQ3: Do alarms
mark bad runs that a retry can fix? On trajectories of seven
recent models, outcomes of 23 models, and a public corpus
with repeated runs, we find that real agents largely behave
like the toy world, and the data support none of the three
assumptions. Beyond issue difficulty and model ability, what
predictors gain from the trajectory is statistically equivalent
to zero (RQ1). The oracle gap is no larger than chance alone
produces, and choosing a model for each issue from past runs
brings no measurable gain on new runs (RQ2). Bad runs are
common enough for retrying to pay off, but current predictors
can hardly target them (RQ3).

Rather than proposing another predictor, we question what
current predictors predict. Our answer is that they mostly
predict the issue and the model, not the run, and that the
evidence for acting on their alarms, whether by switching or
by retrying, inherits the same confusion. We show how each
assumption can be tested with existing data (Section IV) and
call for failure prediction that explains why a run fails, so that
each failure is met with the action that can fix it.

II. METHODOLOGY

Data. To study predictors where they are usually built, we
use public leaderboard-style trajectories: mini-swe-agent runs
on the 500 issues of SWE-bench Verified, in which each model
attempts each issue once [18], [19]. They include 3,492 runs
with known outcomes from seven models (Claude Haiku 4.5,

Claude Opus 4.5 and 4.6, Gemini 3 Flash, GLM-5, GPT-5-
mini, and MiniMax-M2.5), 994 of which fail. We use the
released resolved labels as failure labels and exclude two GPT-
5.2 sources that contain identical transcripts with conflicting
labels. A companion release covers 25 models on the same
issues [20]. After the same exclusion, it gives the outcomes
of 23 models (the 23-model data), to test whether the findings
hold for a larger, more diverse set of models, and 16 models
outside the seven, used only to estimate issue difficulty.

Predictors. Our predictors mirror the design of Fail-
Fast [3]. A predictor reads a run’s trajectory after ¢{ €
{10,20,40} completed steps, either the last eight steps (R8)
or the full prefix (ALL), and outputs a failure score. Earlier
observation points leave more runs to act on but give less
evidence, and the two windows contrast recent context with
the full history. Unlike Fail-Fast, a predictor in this work sees
neither the issue text nor the name of the model, so whatever it
learns comes from the trajectory alone, which may still reveal
the issue and the model implicitly. We train TF-IDF logistic
regression, a choice also used in [14], with issue-grouped
five-fold cross-validation. To check that the findings are not
specific to a simple text model, we also fine-tune Qwen3-0.6B
with LoRA on one fold, and pair each neural predictor with
a logistic model on the same truncated text. This yields 18
configurations: ten TF-IDF variants, covering the observation
points, the windows, and the run subsets used to compare
observation points, and four neural predictors with their paired
logistic models. All configurations enter the tests, and Table I
shows two representative ones. Unless noted, we report the
2,840 runs still running at step 20 (t20), since a predictor can
act only on such runs.

Run-blind references. To measure how much of a predic-
tor’s performance requires the run at all, we compare it with
scores that ignore what the agent did. Issue difficulty (Deyy) i
the fraction of the 16 outside models that fail the issue, so it
assigns every run of an issue the same score; since it relies on
outcomes unavailable at deployment, it serves as a diagnostic
rather than a practical predictor. Model identity (M) scores a
run by its model’s failure rate on training issues, that is, by
the model’s overall ability. Length + M adds only the prefix
length to M, testing whether a predictor learns more than how
long the run has lasted.

Pairs. To see where a predictor’s AUROC comes from,
we decompose it by pair: AUROC is the fraction of failed—
successful pairs that a predictor ranks correctly, that is, in
which it scores the failed run higher. We split these pairs into
cross-issue pairs and within-issue pairs (same issue, different
models), and call a within-issue pair consistent if the failed
run comes from the overall weaker model and an upset
otherwise. A predictor that tracks the run should rank both
kinds of within-issue pairs above chance, whereas a predictor
that merely follows the ability ranking of the models ranks
consistent pairs correctly and upsets incorrectly.

Tests. Three of the claims rely on dedicated tests. To claim
that a predictor adds nothing beyond D.y and M, we require
the 90% interval of its AUROC gain to lie within a pre-



TABLE I
AUROC BY TYPE OF PAIR, ON 2,840 RUNS STILL RUNNING AT STEP 20.

Within-issue pairs

Pooled All Consistent Upset
Run-blind references
Issue difficulty (Dext) 0.924 0500  0.500  0.500
Model identity (M) 0.567 0.724 1.000  0.000
Dext + M 0.929 0.718  0.869 0.317
Length + M 0.607 0.648  0.756 0.373
Trajectory-based predictors
TF-IDF, last 8 steps (R8) 0.624 0.604  0.678 0.415
TF-IDF, full prefix (ALL) 0.630 0.610  0.687 0.416

specified £0.02 (equivalence test, Holm-corrected over 50
comparisons [21], [22]). To claim that it cannot tell which runs
of an issue failed, we use a conditional logit [23], which holds
issue difficulty fixed and tests whether the score adds to M.
To claim that the oracle gap (issues solved by some model but
not the best one) and the upset rate, often read as evidence of
issue-specific strengths, do not exceed chance, we build a no-
specialization reference. It simulates outcomes in a world that
matches the real models’ abilities and the issues’ difficulties,
but in which every issue ranks the models identically, so that
upsets and the gap arise only by chance. We fit this world with
the Rasch model [9], which gives each model one ability and
each issue one difficulty, and with the two-parameter logistic
(2PL) model [24], which also lets some issues separate the
models more sharply and so leaves less to chance.

Repeated-run pilot. Single-run data cannot tell specializa-
tion from luck, nor show what a retry brings. We therefore
use a public SWE-agent corpus with repeated runs [25]: two
Llama models (70B and 8B), each run at least four times on
each of 522 issues from SWE-bench-extra and SWE-bench
dev. To judge a choice on runs it has not seen, we split the
runs of each model on each issue into two halves: half A is
used to choose a model for each issue or to find upsets, and
half B to measure success or check whether the upsets recur.
Because a single split is arbitrary, we average over 200 random
splits, and we bootstrap issues, repeating the choice in every
resample, to obtain intervals.

ITI. PRELIMINARY FINDINGS
A. Predictors Learn Mostly the Issue and the Model (RQ1)

A high AUROC is taken to mean that a predictor has
learned run-specific information, yet the toy world in Fig. 1(a)
shows that a score can reach a high AUROC without learning
anything about the run. We therefore compare the predictors
with run-blind references for issue difficulty and model ability
(Table I) and test what they add beyond both.

Issue difficulty explains pooled AUROC. Pooled AUROC
is almost entirely a cross-issue measure. Of the 494,109 failed—
successful pairs in the test folds, 99.66% compare different
issues, as also observed on repeated-run benchmarks [14]. A
score that recognizes hard issues can therefore score highly
without seeing the run. The difficulty score Dyt reaches 0.92
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Fig. 2. Observed values (red) versus the no-specialization reference, simulated
with Rasch and 2PL models in which every issue ranks the models identically.
Bars show the middle 95% of 500 simulations. (a) Upset rate, the share of one-
success model pairs won by the weaker model. (b) Oracle gap, the resolution
rate of any model minus that of the best single model.

pooled AUROC, whereas the predictors reach only 0.62-0.63
and are not significantly better than length plus M (all ten
95% intervals of the difference contain 0).

Model ability explains within-issue AUROC. Within an
issue, the question becomes which model’s run failed, and
knowing the model answers it better than the trajectory-based
predictors do. Model identity M reaches 0.72 within-issue
AUROC, above both predictors (0.60-0.61), and 0.82 on the
23-model data. By construction, Dey scores 0.5 within an
issue, and M scores 1 on consistent pairs and O on upsets.
The predictors are never told the model, yet they show
the same pattern in weaker form. They score 0.68-0.69 on
consistent pairs but 0.42 on upsets, and all ten distinct TF-
IDF configurations fall below 0.5 on upsets. A predictor that
follows the run should instead exceed 0.5 on both. Ability
matters more when models differ more, explaining 2.5% of
outcome variance with seven models but about 10% with 23.

The trajectory adds nothing measurable beyond both.
Adding a predictor’s score to Deyy and M changes pooled
AUROC by an amount equivalent to zero in all 18 configura-
tions (e.g., —0.001 for the full-prefix predictor in Table I, 90%
interval [—0.003, 0.000]). Within issues, a conditional logit
that holds issue difficulty fixed shows that adding the score to
M does not help identify which runs of an issue failed in any
configuration (e.g., —0.011 within-issue AUROC for the same
predictor, 95% interval [—0.024, 0.002]).

B. The Oracle Gap Is Not a Gain from Switching (RQ2)

Switching presumes that a model failing an issue can be
rescued by another model that is better on it, and the usual
evidence is the oracle gap. Fig. 1(b) shows that such a gap
can arise without issue-specific strengths; we test whether the
real one does, and whether switching can turn it into a gain.

The oracle gap is not evidence of specialization. The
best single model solves 76.8% of the issues, whereas some
model solves 86.8%, an oracle gap of 10.0 pp (12.4 pp with 23
models). Upsets are also common. When exactly one of two
models solves an issue, the overall weaker model succeeds in
24.6% of cases (17.7% with 23 models). Fig. 2 compares both
quantities with the range that chance alone produces in the
no-specialization reference. For 7 and 23 models, the observed
values lie within the 2PL range, and with 23 models the Rasch
range lies even above them. In none of the eight comparisons



TABLE II
RESOLUTION RATE OF STRATEGY A MINUS THAT OF B (PP).

A vs. B A — B [95% CI]

One attempt: choose a model per issue?
Choice from the issue’s past runs vs. one model +0.09 [—0.36, 0.63]
Router for new issues vs. best single model +0.41 [—1.83, 2.85]

One vs. two attempts: escalate after failure?

Escalation vs. best single model +6.91 [ 4.67, 9.15]

(oracle gap and upset rate, 7 and 23 models, Rasch and 2PL) is
an observed value significantly above its reference after Holm
correction. The gap is therefore no evidence of specialization,
though this does not show that specialization is absent.

The oracle gap is not an attainable gain. For 45% of all
failures (448 of 994) there is no model to switch to, since they
occur on the 64 issues that none of the seven models solves.
Moreover, the oracle picks a model after seeing the outcomes,
whereas a router must pick before. Choosing before the run
gains little, even with the issue’s own history. In the repeated-
run pilot, choosing for each issue the model that did better
on its past runs (half A) gains only 40.09 pp on new runs
(half B) over always using the model that is better overall
(Table II). It gains little on new issues either. A router trained
on other issues predicts each model’s chance of solving a new
issue from the model’s identity and the issue text, before any
run, and picks the most promising model, yet it gains only
+0.41 pp over the best single model, the one with the highest
resolution rate on the training issues.

Specialization is real but sparse. If upsets were pure
chance, an upset found in half A of the runs in the repeated-run
pilot would recur in half B only at the rate the no-specialization
reference predicts (19%). Instead, 44% recur (p = 0.004),
indicating that some models are better on particular issues.
These recurring upsets, however, occur on only about 15
of the 522 issues. We decompose the variation in outcomes
across repeated runs into parts due to the issue, the model,
their combination (specialization), and run-to-run variation.
Specialization accounts for only 4.6%, against 53% for issue
difficulty and 42% for run-to-run variation.

Escalation gains come from the extra attempt. On the
seven-model data, escalating every failure to one fixed second
model gains +6.91 pp (Table II), and no other pair of models
chosen in hindsight does better. Because this policy makes no
issue-specific choice, its gain comes from the second attempt,
not from picking a better-suited model; choosing a model
per issue alone adds only +0.41 pp. The gain also assumes
a perfect failure detector. RQ3 further asks what a second
attempt with the same model can fix.

C. Alarms Miss the Runs a Retry Can Fix (RQ3)

Retrying after an alarm assumes that the failure is a bad run,
that is, that the model can solve the issue and only this attempt
went wrong. If instead the issue is hard or the model is weak,
a second run will likely fail again, and stopping, switching to
a stronger model, or asking a human is the better action. An

alarm can therefore guide a retry only if it tells a bad run from
a hard issue or a weak model. In Fig. 1(c), a difficulty score
flags mostly hard issues; we test whether real alarms do too.

Bad runs are common. If failures came only from hard
issues and weak models, a model would fail an issue on every
run. In the repeated-run pilot, this is not the case. The same
model often solves an issue in some runs and fails it in others;
this run-to-run variation accounts for 42% of the variation in
outcomes, far more than specialization (4.6%; RQ?2). Each
such failure is a bad run, since the same model solves the
issue in other attempts, so a retry has a real chance to fix it.

Alarms cannot tell a bad run from a hard issue or a
weak model. An alarm should not only flag a likely failure but
also indicate whether a retry can fix it. The predictors’ scores,
however, carry nothing measurable beyond issue difficulty and
model identity (RQ1), and 64-82% of the variance of their
scores lies between issues rather than within them. Much like
the difficulty score in Fig. 1(c), a high score thus signals a
hard issue or a weak model, where a retry is less likely to
succeed, and says little about whether this run went wrong.
This is consistent with Fail-Fast [3], in which a cold restart
triggered by its predictor adds only 0.2 pp.

IV. DISCUSSION

Rethinking failure prediction. Our findings challenge
three assumptions that current work on failure prediction for
coding agents takes for granted. A high AUROC, a large oracle
gap, and an alarm can each look like evidence that prediction
helps, yet each can arise from issue difficulty, model ability, or
chance alone. What these assumptions overlook is the cause
of a failure, which decides whether stopping, switching, or
retrying can help. Future work can evaluate predictors more
rigorously with three tests designed in this work that need
only existing data. First, report within-issue AUROC next to
pooled AUROC and compare it with run-blind references for
issue difficulty, model ability, and length. Second, compare
any oracle gap with a no-specialization reference and evaluate
routers on held-out runs. Third, judge an alarm by whether the
action it triggers, such as a retry, fixes the failure, and compare
actions at equal numbers of attempts.

Threats to validity. The evidence comes mainly from re-
leased labels on one benchmark and scaffold, from trajectory-
based predictors only, and partly from the repeated-run pilot
with older models and a router with shallow issue features.
We have not yet measured how much specialization the no-
specialization reference can detect, so non-rejection does not
prove that specialization is absent.

V. FUTURE PLANS

These findings suggest that failure prediction should target
the cause of a failure, not only the failure itself. We plan three
steps toward this goal. First, we will collect repeated runs of
recent models across more benchmarks and scaffolds, so that
run-to-run variation can be separated from issue difficulty and
model ability. Second, we will build predictors that tell why
a run fails, because each cause calls for a different action.



They will separate a hard issue, a weak model, and a bad run,
so that an alarm can trigger stopping, switching, or retrying
accordingly. Third, we will evaluate predictors in a closed
loop at equal budgets, counting false alarms and the cost of
monitoring, and judge each by the decisions it improves rather
than by its pooled AUROC.
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