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Abstract, as extracted: most coding benchmarks judge a solution correct if it passes a
fixed set of unit tests. Those tests often miss required behaviour, so agents can pass
them while failing the task, and benchmark scores may therefore reflect adaptation to
the evaluator rather than problem-solving skill. The authors introduce TestJack, which
generates tests for each trial that target requirements the patch might violate, keeps
only tests the ground-truth patch passes, and produces replayable evidence for each
confirmed failure. A lighter variant audits a sample of trials and reuses the tests across
trials for the same task. Across six frontier model backends and five benchmarks, about
34.4% of trials judged correct violate task requirements, and the overall resolution rate
drops from 50.6% to 33.2%.

Arithmetic check performed in this run: 50.6 x (1 - 0.344) = 33.19, so the 34.4% figure
and the 17.4-point drop are one measurement expressed two ways, not two independent
findings. This is stated in the post rather than left for a reader to assume.
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