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Abstract
Coding agents increase implementation capacity without automat-
ically making project intent, system structure, or acceptance evi-
dence explicit. As implementation becomes abundant relative to
engineering judgment, the scarce work shifts toward choosing
useful abstractions, producing evidence, and determining which
obligations govern acceptance. Existing workflows address parts
of this gap through larger prompts, repository retrieval, or per-
change review, but still require agents and engineers to reconstruct
consequential properties.

As an alternative, we present Model-Based Agentic Software
Engineering (MAGE). MAGE is a framework and a theory for build-
ing trustworthy autonomy from commodity intelligence. MAGE
addresses a representation problem and an authority problem: it ex-
ternalizes the smallest purposeful representation needed to answer
an engineering question, then gives settled obligations proportion-
ate authority through constraints, sensors, validators, and gates.
It keeps uncertain intent open and turns recurring reconstruction
and judgment into durable engineering structure that later work
can inherit. We developed MAGE from a longitudinal case and
refined it through six independently reported industrial accounts.
Across these sources, MAGE explains how externalized knowledge,
bounded action, independent evaluation, and retained human au-
thority can compose into a governed engineering environment,
and proposes tests of when that environment turns commodity
intelligence into durable engineering progress.

CCS Concepts
• Software and its engineering→ Software developmentmeth-
ods; • Computing methodologies→ Artificial intelligence.

Keywords
agentic software engineering, software models, representation en-
gineering, coding agents, engineering governance

ACM Reference Format:
James C. Davis, Kelechi G. Kalu, Huiyun Peng, and Parth Vinod Patil. 2018.
Model-Based Agentic Software Engineering. In Proceedings of Make sure to
enter the correct conference title from your rights confirmation email (Con-
ference acronym ’XX). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 9 pages. https://doi.org/
XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or
classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed
for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation
on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than the
author(s) must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or
republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission
and/or a fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org.
Conference acronym ’XX, Woodstock, NY
© 2018 Copyright held by the owner/author(s). Publication rights licensed to ACM.
ACM ISBN 978-1-4503-XXXX-X/2018/06
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX

1 Introduction
Coding agents are moving software engineering toward a model in
which developers specify goals while agents plan, implement, test,
and optimize software [12, 22]. This shift raises a central question
of assurance at velocity: how can we trust systems that can act with
limited human intervention? As coding agents increase the rate
at which software changes can be produced, human specification,
understanding, and validation can become the limiting factors in
the development process [6, 18, 23].

Current approaches primarily improve agents’ access to infor-
mation through retrieval [17], memory [11], tools [35], and har-
nesses [30, 31]. However, more context does not necessarily make
engineering properties explicit. An agent asked whether a change
preserves a system boundary may still need to reconstruct that
boundary from source code, tests, configuration, and history. A
human asked to validate the same change may face the same recon-
struction problem. As change volume increases, repeatedly recon-
structing and adjudicating these properties becomes a bottleneck for
both autonomous reasoning and human oversight. The challenge
is therefore not only to provide more context, but to make conse-
quential engineering properties explicit so they can be reasoned
about, evaluated, and governed without repeated reconstruction.

To meet this challenge, we present Model-Based Agentic Soft-
ware Engineering (MAGE), a theory of trustworthy agentic software
engineering centered on the governed engineering environment.1
MAGE addresses two problems: representation and authority. Mod-
eling makes consequential engineering knowledge and intent ex-
plicit so humans and agents can reason about larger properties with-
out repeatedly reconstructing them from code. Alignment gives
important engineering obligations authority through governance
mechanisms (distinguished into constraints, sensors, validators,
and gates). When failures expose missing knowledge or unenforced
obligations, MAGE turns those lessons into durable engineering
structure that later work can inherit. Together, these mechanisms
allow greater agent autonomy while reducing the reconstruction
and repeated human judgment needed to govern it.

We developed MAGE in two stages. First, a longitudinal case
study of a single project, DocAble, identified underlying mech-
anisms and their temporal ordering. This study traced how rep-
resentations, controls, and recurring judgment evolved within a
single system. Second, comparative reconstructions of six indepen-
dently reported approaches in industry examined whether related
structures emerged under different organizational and technical
pressures and identified their scope conditions. Together, these
analyses supported the development and refinement of MAGE as a
theory of how these structures interact to enable reliable agentic
engineering.
1For an expanded treatment of these topics, see our MAGE book at https://davisjam.
github.io/model-based-agentic-software-engineering/book/mage-book.pdf.
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This paper contributes:
• MAGE, a theory of trustworthy agentic software engineering that
explains how explicit engineering knowledge and authoritative
obligations compose into a governed engineering environment.

• empirical grounding and refinement of the theory through a longi-
tudinal case study of DocAble and comparative reconstruction
of six independently reported industrial systems, exposing recur-
ring mechanisms, alternative realizations, and scope conditions.

• A falsifiable research agenda for testing when governed engineer-
ing environments support human judgment and convert agentic
capacity into durable engineering progress.

Relevance to JAWs. We will develop this work into a full TSE
manuscript that clarifies the theory and strengthens its methodolog-
ical and empirical grounding. We will also elaborate MAGE’s rela-
tionship to established traditions in software engineering, systems
engineering, formal methods, and AI. JAWs provides an opportunity
to obtain early community feedback on a theory.

2 Background
MAGE builds on governance in software engineering and two es-
tablished traditions: engineering approaches for making system
knowledge explicit and enforceable, and AI approaches for repre-
senting, retaining, and acting on state. We first define governance
in the operational sense used in this paper, then summarize the two
traditions that MAGE composes.

2.1 Governance in Software Engineering
Governance describes the problem of making consequential engi-
neering decisions hold as a software system changes: what work
may proceed, who may authorize it, what evidence a change must
produce, and what conditions admit it. Conventional software en-
gineering provides many mechanisms that serve these purposes,
including requirements and architecture, ownership and permis-
sions, review and test policies, continuous-integration gates, release
procedures, and incident learning [33]. These mechanisms are dis-
tributed across engineering practice rather than organized around
a common account of how autonomous work should be governed.

Agentic software engineering makes this problem more acute.
Recent work has begun to explore governance mechanisms for au-
tonomous agents, including policies, runtime controls, and human-
agent authority boundaries [1, 13, 15]. Ex ante mechanisms can
encode known obligations before work begins [15], while ex post
governance responds when failures expose missing knowledge or
unstated obligations; governance conversion makes those lessons
durable for later work [6]. As implementation outpaces per-change
review, the unresolved question is how these functions should be
realized in an engineering environment capable of governing au-
tonomous work at scale.

2.2 Engineering Traditions
Software and systems engineering have long addressed the prob-
lem of making consequential knowledge explicit and actionable.
Model-based engineering externalizes structure and behavior [27];

Figure 1: Conceptual foundations of MAGE. The framework com-
bines engineering mechanisms for explicit representation, verifica-
tion, and control with AI mechanisms for external state, structured
reasoning, and tool-mediated action. Modeling and Alignment con-
nect these traditions in the governed engineering environment.

languages and compilers encode properties through types, inter-
faces, and intermediate representations [24]; formal methods con-
nect specifications to verification [4]; and systems and safety engi-
neering establish boundaries, hazards, assurance arguments, and
independent controls. Across these traditions, a representation is a
purposeful reduction: a graph, state machine, contract, or quanti-
tative model preserves what a question needs while suppressing
other detail. It reduces repeated reconstruction and creates a stable
object for reasoning, checking, transformation, and traceability.

2.3 AI Traditions
AI provides complementarymechanisms for representing, retaining,
and acting on state. Knowledge representation captures facts and
rules [21]; memory carries information across episodes [11]; plan-
ning and structured reasoning organize intermediate state [32, 35];
and tools connect reasoning to repositories, tests, simulators, per-
missions, and feedback [26]. In coding agents, context and retrieval
shape what is available [17], while harnesses, workflows, and tools
shape what the agent can do and what evidence it returns [31, 34].
The “Printer” metaphor captures the resulting division of labor:
implementation becomes abundant, while specifying intent, select-
ing abstractions, producing evidence, and determining acceptance
remain engineering responsibilities.

The paper’s central distinction. The operational account above
explains what governance must accomplish; the two traditions
supply means for doing so. MAGE combines them in the Governed
Engineering Environment (GEE): an engineered environment that
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surrounds autonomous implementation with explicit knowledge
and enforceable obligations. Its novelty is their composition, not
any one model or control.Modeling makes consequential intent and
system knowledge explicit in purposeful representations.Alignment
gives selected properties operational authority through constraints,
sensors, validators, and gates. The GEE joins the two so engineering
knowledge can guide, constrain, and evaluate autonomous action.

3 Motivation
Assurance at velocity cannot be inferred from agent capability
alone. Coding agents expand implementation capacity, while the
preceding account of governance shows that explicit knowledge
and enforceable obligations reside in the surrounding engineering
environment. An empirical account of outcomes should therefore
distinguish the agentic capability made available from the engineer-
ing environment through which it is used. An adoption indicator
marks access to the former but can leave the latter unspecified.

For example, He et al. examined the relationship between Cursor
AI adoption, development velocity, and software quality in open-
source projects [10]. Their design captures when the tool enters a
project, but not a common software-engineering method or envi-
ronment through which it is operated. This distinction is familiar
from studies of open-ended technologies, whose effects depend on
how their capabilities are enacted in practice [16, 20]. Generative
AI is especially open-ended: developers may use the same tech-
nology for completion, debugging, review, testing, optimization,
or autonomous implementation, under different task boundaries,
context, oversight, and acceptance criteria. Projects placed in the
same “adopted” condition may therefore receive materially different
interventions, limiting what adoption alone can explain.

We believe that the missing empirical object is the governed en-
gineering environment: the representations, evidence, constraints,
procedures, and authority through which agentic work is reasoned
about, constrained, and admitted. Characterizing this environment
makes it possible to distinguish access to a general-purpose ca-
pability from a reproducible software-engineering intervention.
Before its effects can be tested, however, its constructs and mech-
anisms must be identified. This need motivates the exploratory
theory-building design described next.

4 Methodology
This section describes how we developed MAGE (Figure 2). We
use longitudinal evidence from DocAble to identify mechanisms
and develop provisional constructs, then compare these constructs
with six independently reported industrial systems to examine
alternative realizations.

4.1 Research Design and Evidence
We use an exploratory, interpretive theory-building design with
two sources of evidence: a longitudinal case of DocAble and com-
parative reconstructions of six independently reported industrial
accounts. The DocAble case provides the empirical starting point
and temporal record from which the initial mechanisms and con-
structs were developed. The industrial accounts provide variation
for examining whether related structures recur under different
organizational and technical conditions.

Figure 2: Theory-development design. The longitudinal DocAble case
induces initial MAGE constructs, while comparative reconstruction
across six independent industrial accounts refines their recurring
mechanisms, variation, and scope conditions.

DocAble. DocAble is a document-accessibility system developed
by the lead author in response to recent regulatory changes af-
fecting public universities under Title II of the Americans with
Disabilities Act [29]. DocAble was developed over approximately
20 weeks of full-time work using coding agents as the primary
implementation workforce. The author exhausted 3–4 Claude Max
20x accounts during most weeks of the project. By the end of the ob-
servation period, the system comprised approximately 540,000 lines
of production code and 1.6 million lines of supporting governed-
environment infrastructure. Further details of the system and its
evolution are available in the MAGE book [5].

Our analysis builds on the case study initially reported in [6],
which reconstructed engineering episodes from contemporaneous
field notes and repository history. The present study does not in-
dependently analyze those field notes; it uses that case analysis
together with the subsequent evolution of the DocAble repository
to develop and refine MAGE.

Comparative sample of industry accounts. The comparative sam-
ple is purposive and comprises first-party accounts from Cloudflare,
Spotify, Shopify, Docker, Siemens, and Zenseact. We selected ac-
counts that describe autonomous or agentic software work with
sufficient architectural or organizational detail to reconstruct rele-
vant representations, action boundaries, evaluation mechanisms,
and retained human authority. These accounts provide variation in
engineering pressures, platforms, organizational settings, and ap-
proaches to autonomous work. Table 1 previews the source claims
and MAGE interpretations examined in the comparative stage.

4.2 Analysis and Theory Development
DocAble theory development. The initial analysis of the DocAble

record, reported in the Cheap Code study [6], provides the empir-
ical starting point for MAGE. That analysis reconstructed salient
episodes through their trigger, interpretation, response, immediate
outcome, and effects on later work, and produced the failure-to-
governance process model. Here, that analysis and the subsequent
DocAble record provide an empirical seed rather than a complete
derivation of the theory.
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Table 1: Comparative reconstruction of six independent industrial accounts. “Observed structure” summarizes selective first-party source
claims; “MAGE lens” is our interpretation. The Siemens source describes prototypes rather than production deployment.

Account and pressure Observed structure MAGE lens

Cloudflare [25]
Institutional standards

Structured requirements with stable identities, progressive retrieval, and separation of approved
guidance from enforced obligations.

Modeling institutional knowledge plus local Alignment.

Spotify [28]
Fleet migration

Persistent service and lineage information, fleet targeting, build/test feedback, and managed admis-
sion.

Platform-level knowledge, evaluation, and admission authority.

Shopify [19]
Organizational knowledge

Reproducible repository substrate, on-demand skills, durable sessions, searchable work, and useful
sessions carried into inherited defaults.

Externalized knowledge and governance conversion through platform
defaults.

Docker [7]
Delegated authority

Bounded roles, tools, and sandboxes; separate producing and reviewing agents; human retention of
the merge decision.

Alignment through action boundaries, independent review, and re-
tained authority.

Siemens [2]
Model-first engineering

Task agents operating over persistent engineering models, simulation, and expert-defined work-
flows.

A Modeling-first configuration with an explicit evaluation surface.

Zenseact [8]
Distributed ownership

Centrally governed platform with team-owned agents and domain knowledge, using progressive
disclosure of relevant skills and tools.

Federated authority and task-relevant context delivery.

Over the following two months, the author team developed this
account iteratively. We proposed candidate constructs and relation-
ships, applied them to recurring engineering questions, and revised
them when we encountered contradictions, missing mechanisms,
or scope conditions. This process expanded our earlier emphasis on
ex-post governance [6] to include models that make consequential
knowledge available beforework begins and the role of accumulated
failure knowledge in Alignment. It yielded provisional constructs
for Modeling, Alignment, governance conversion, and engineering
capital.

We also challenged and refined the emerging account through
practitioner conversations, public writing and discussion, and feed-
back on talks at organizations including Argonne National Labora-
tory and IBM Research. These engagements exposed unclear terms,
counterexamples, and alternative realizations. They informed the-
ory development but are not treated as empirical observations or
independent validation.

Comparative analysis. The comparative stage examined recur-
rence, alternative realizations, and scope conditions across the in-
dustrial accounts. Each account was analyzed using a common
frame: engineering pressure; externalized representation; action
boundaries; evidence and evaluation; admission authority; mech-
anisms through which later work inherits prior knowledge; and
scope conditions. We kept direct source claims separate fromMAGE
interpretations and recorded the analysis in a case-by-construct
matrix linking source material to the refined theory. Ambiguous
and negative observations were retained during comparison.

Across the industrial accounts, we observed recurring structures:
knowledge is externalized, action passes through bounded tools or
roles, generation is separated from evaluation, and consequential
authority remains human where the decision is not adequately
mechanized. The accounts arise from different engineering pres-
sures rather than a shared MAGE adoption program, and several
do not establish model correspondence, longitudinal adaptation, or
outcome measures. The comparison therefore supports claims of
recurrence and variation, not causal effectiveness.

4.3 Empirical Grounding and Validity
DocAble grounding. The DocAble record provides quantitative

grounding for the theory-development account above. During the
20-week build, 6–8 agents routinely worked in parallel, sustain-
ing approximately 200 commits per day and 1,000 per week. This

Figure 3: Evolution of DocAble’s support ratio across four repository
snapshots. Support-apparatus source grew from 0.85× production
source after the prototype to approximately 3× in the mature snap-
shots, peaking at 3.68× during hardening.

rate exceeded what one engineer could review directly, and quality
degraded as the system grew. The project responded by shifting in-
creasing amounts of engineering work into durable models, checks,
and controls.

This hardening is visible in the composition of the repository.
Support apparatus—tests, models, orchestration, documentation,
and governance tooling—grew from 0.85× production source after
the prototype to approximately 3× in themature snapshots, peaking
at 3.68× during hardening. Figure 3 shows this trajectory.

Repository measures show several forms of hardening. Project-
specific lint files grew from 0 to 747 and gate scripts from 0 to 102;
208 commits paired a fix with a lint intended to catch recurrence.
Derived checks caught six instances of a previously identified class
of model–code drift, with no observed recurrence of that mechani-
cally decidable class across 56 subsequent feature implementations.
Across a nine-stage modeling sequence, the proportion of unmod-
eled implementation elements decreased from 56% to 7.89%.

Validity. The industrial accounts add variation across organi-
zations and engineering settings, with less visibility into internal
failures and evolution. Together, these sources support theory de-
velopment, comparative refinement, and analytic generalization
within the stated scope conditions. They do not support population
estimates or causal claims about MAGE’s effectiveness.
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5 MAGE Theory
MAGE’s core claim is that durable engineering progress from agen-
tic work depends not only on agentic capacity, but also on the
quality of the engineering environment in which agents operate.
This environment make consequential properties answerable and
give selected obligations sufficient authority. This section defines
MAGE’s explanatory model, introduces its core constructs and rela-
tionships, and shows how they form feedback loops that distinguish
MAGE from a collection of agent tools or governance checks.

5.1 MAGE’s Explanatory Model
Agentic capacity becomes durable engineering progress only when
the environment makes consequential properties answerable and
gives selected obligations authority. Because agentic capacity am-
plifies its environment, a strong environment turns that capacity
into durable throughput, while a weak one produces churn.

MAGE captures these functions through two mechanisms:
• Modeling externalizes consequential engineering knowledge
and intent into explicit, structured models that engineers and
agents can reason through, instead of reconstructing meaning
from implementation for every question.

• Alignment gives selected obligations authority through con-
straints, sensors, validators, and gates that influence agent be-
havior or determine whether work is accepted.
Modeling is the purposeful reduction of system detail around a

specific engineering question. A dependency graph can represent
architectural relationships, a state machine can specify permitted
transitions, a contract can specify interface obligations, and a quan-
titativemodel can characterize relevant system behavior. Alignment
then connects selected properties to mechanisms that can affect
outcomes, such as permission boundaries, tests, admission rules, or
deployment gates. Together, Modeling and Alignment determine
which properties are both formally representable and operationally
consequential within the engineering environment.

Positioning. MAGE operates at the level of the engineered en-
vironment around autonomous implementation. It complements
existing approaches by distinguishing two functions: Modeling rep-
resents consequential properties, while Alignment gives selected
properties force through evaluation and control mechanisms.

Scale and assurance strength are independent choices. An indi-
vidual engineer may apply formal verification to a consequential
protocol, while a large organization relies primarily on documenta-
tion, testing, runtime evidence, and human judgment. Broad orga-
nizational adoption does not require maximal formalization, just
as strong assurance does not require organization-wide adoption.
MAGE therefore spans a range from lightweight representations of
intent and selective checks to formal specifications and trustworthy
derivation. Across these settings, the underlying engineering prob-
lem remains the same: determining what must be represented, what
evidence is sufficient, which obligations should have operational
authority, and where human judgment remains necessary.

The theoretical contribution lies in this composition of represen-
tations and controls over time. Prior knowledge can structure work
before execution; representations and controls can guide work dur-
ing execution; and recurring judgment can be captured as reusable

structure for subsequent work. In this way, MAGE extends the
earlier middle-range theory [6] from reactive governance to an
engineering environment that accumulates and reuses judgment.

5.2 Constructs and Relationships
The theory centers on a simple mediation claim: agentic capacity
affects realized performance through the governed engineering en-
vironment. The environment does more than constrain work. It
determines which properties can be made answerable and which
obligations can be given authority. The constructs below define the
terms of this mechanism.

Agentic capacity is the ability to generate, inspect, and modify
software through autonomous or semi-autonomous work. It ex-
pands the amount and scope of work that can be attempted, but
does not by itself produce durable engineering progress. The task
frontier is the set of tasks and system scopes that can be undertaken
with acceptable risk and human effort. The governed engineering
environment comprises the representations, evidence, constraints,
procedures, and authority through which engineering work is un-
derstood, constrained, and admitted.

Environment quality has multiple dimensions. Representation
quality concerns whether the environment exposes the properties
relevant to the engineering question. Obligation coverage concerns
whether important obligations are stated and evaluated during the
engineering process. Coherence concerns whether representations,
implementation, evidence, and controls remain mutually consistent.
Economy concerns whether the benefits of this structure justify its
construction, delivery, and maintenance costs. More artifacts do not
necessarily produce a higher-quality environment. The relevant
criterion is whether the environment makes the right properties
answerable and the right obligations enforceable at acceptable cost.

A central source of poor environment quality is the semantic gap:
the distance between where an engineering obligation arises and
where the environment has sufficient meaning, evidence, and au-
thority to determine whether it is satisfied. When this gap is large,
engineers must repeatedly reconstruct context, exercise judgment,
or defer decisions to a later boundary where the relevant system
state is observable. Modeling reduces the gap by making missing
properties explicit. Alignment reduces it by giving obligations op-
erational force through constraints, validators, and gates.

Realized performance captures durable throughput and the hu-
man attention required to sustain work, rather than implementation
volume alone.When attemptedwork exceedswhat the environment
can make answerable or enforceable, a mismatch creates governance
pressure. Structural diagnosis identifies the source of this mismatch,
such as a local defect, missing representation, weak authority, stale
correspondence, an unbridged semantic gap, or an uneconomical
mechanism. Governance adaptation responds by modifying the en-
vironment’s models, evidence, procedures, or controls.

Finally, engineering capital is durable structure that reduces the
cost or uncertainty of future work through reuse. Recurring judg-
ment becomes engineering capital when it is converted into amodel,
procedure, or mechanism whose expected future value exceeds the
cost of constructing and maintaining it.
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5.3 Relationships and Propositions
These constructs are linked by a directional logic rather than a single
fitted causal model. Agentic capacity increases the amount of work
that can be attempted, while the governed environment mediates
whether that work becomes durable performance. Modeling con-
tributes representation quality; Alignment contributes authority;
and their combination shapes environment quality. When gover-
nance adaptation converts recurring judgment into economically
durable structure, it builds engineering capital and expands the task
frontier.

The constructs therefore support four directional propositions.
P1: Environment fit moderates capacity. Increasing agentic

capacity should produce more durable throughput when the gov-
erned environment fits the work, and more churn, escaped failure,
or repeated intervention when it does not.

P2: Representation leverage increases with reasoning bur-
den. A task-relevant, faithful representation reduces the recon-
struction needed to answer an engineering question, with larger
gains as system state grows. The claim fails when maintenance and
interpretation costs exceed the reconstruction saved.

P3: Authority expands the consequential surface. Alignment
can make an obligation consequential without a rich system model,
whileModeling canmake additional system-level obligations legible
to Alignment. Their effects are complementary, not interchangeable,
and the semantic gap sets how much authority must be deferred or
reconstructed rather than enforced in place.

P4: Engineering capital amortizes judgment locally. Durable
structure should reduce subsequent reconstruction, repeated judg-
ment, rework, or risk on the engineering surfaces that inherit it.
Its return should diminish when the structure creates conflicts or
costs more to maintain than it saves.

5.4 Dynamics
Figure 4 summarizes the conceptual chain underlying these dy-
namics. Prior engineering knowledge can bootstrap a governed
environment before failures occur. Agentic capacity and attempted
work then operate through this environment and shape realized
performance. When a task exceeds the environment’s ability to
make relevant properties answerable or obligations enforceable,
the semantic gap becomes visible as governance pressure: the obliga-
tion exists, but the environment lacks the representation, evidence,
authority, or decision boundary needed to act on it.

Structural diagnosis distinguishes local defects from the broader
forms of environment weakness defined above. Governance adap-
tation responds by changing the models, procedures, evidence, or
controls available to future work. In this sense, MAGE treats recur-
ring performance problems not only as implementation errors, but
also as potential failures of environment design.

The resulting dynamics contain two distinct feedback paths. The
pressure-and-adaptation path is balancing: governance pressure
prompts changes that reduce the mismatch between attempted
work and the environment. The capability-amplification path is re-
inforcing: a stronger environment supports larger tasks or greater
concurrency, expanding the task frontier and creating new reason-
ing and governance demands. Engineering capital can therefore

Figure 4: Conceptual relationships in MAGE. Scale creates an en-
during reasoning problem, while commodity intelligence makes im-
plementation abundant relative to engineering judgment. Modeling
makes consequential knowledge explicit; Alignment gives selected
obligations authority; and together they form a governed engineer-
ing environment. Governance conversion turns observed failures
into models or controls that later work can inherit. Weak represen-
tation or authority instead produces engineering churn.

expand the task frontier, but it can also depreciate as the system,
obligations, or maintenance costs change.

The model is therefore a directional theory of these relationships.
It predicts that durable gains depend on whether the environment
makes the relevant properties answerable, gives selected obliga-
tions sufficient authority, and does so economically enough for the
resulting structure to persist.

6 Application of MAGE
In this section, we translate the theory into a practical method.
We show how an engineering question determines the appropriate
starting point, how Modeling and Alignment apply across project
states and scales, and how the same mechanisms can bound au-
tonomous work without requiring a fully formal system model.

6.1 Engineering Questions→ Governed Work
MAGE begins with an engineering question: what to learn, change,
preserve, or make true. The engineer externalizes the smallest
model needed to answer that question and assigns proportionate
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Table 2: Starting matrix for applying MAGE. Existing system stock
determines what can be recovered; settled intent determines how
much representation and authority the work can initially support.

Intent uncertain Intent settled

Little implemen-
tation

Explore. Build enough to learn while
preserving known constraints.

Model early. Represent known con-
tracts and consequential boundaries
before realization.

Substantial imple-
mentation

Recover, then explore. Surface only
enough latent structure to test com-
peting interpretations.

Recover, reconcile, govern. Connect
representations to the realized sys-
tem before giving them authority.

authority to settled, consequential obligations. The starting move
depends on two conditions: how much implementation already
exists and how settled the relevant intent is (Table 2).

The matrix is diagnostic rather than sequential. Different subsys-
tems may occupy different cells, and a project may move between
cells as implementation accumulates or intent stabilizes. After the
starting move, the same cycle applies: model the reduction that
makes the question answerable, align settled obligations with appro-
priate evidence and authority, perform the work, convert recurring
reconstruction or judgment into reusable structure when its fu-
ture value justifies the upkeep, and reconcile drift. The cycle does
not require a comprehensive system model; structural, behavioral,
ownership, decision, measurement, and provenance views can be
connected selectively around the engineering question.

6.2 Application Across Project States
Greenfield projects. When little implementation exists and intent

is uncertain, provisional models and inexpensive implementation
support exploration, testing, and refinement. As intent stabilizes,
established contracts and consequential boundaries can be modeled
before realization and used to guide implementation. A written
hypothesis does not create authority on its own; an obligation
becomes authoritative only when its meaning is sufficiently settled
and there is adequate evidence to evaluate compliance.

Brownfield projects. When substantial implementation exists, the
first task is to distinguish what the system does from what the
team believes it should do. Under uncertain intent, recover only
the structure needed to answer the immediate question and test
competing interpretations. Under settled intent, reconcile the model
with the realized system before applying enforcement. A bounded
migration can use Audit→ Drain→ Promote to measure the gap,
reduce the remaining violations, and then authorize the obligation.

Application across engineering scales. The same method can be
applied by an individual, team, product, or organization. An indi-
vidual can model and govern the surface under active change; a
team can connect local models to shared architecture, ownership,
and operational knowledge; a product can connect representations
and obligations across engineering surfaces; and an organization
can carry selected policies, assurance obligations, and engineering
knowledge across products. The scope and ownership of represen-
tations change, but the underlying questions remain: what should
be represented, what evidence is sufficient, which obligations war-
rant authority, and which decisions still require judgment. Stable
identities and explicit correspondence allow models at different

scales to inform and constrain one another without collapsing into
a single organization-wide model [5].

Scale and assurance strength. Adoption scope and assurance
strength are separate choices. An individual may use formal veri-
fication for a consequential protocol, while an organization-wide
deployment may rely primarily on design records, tests, runtime
evidence, and human admission decisions. MAGE spans a range
from lightweight representations of intent and selective checks to
formal specifications and trustworthy derivation. The appropriate
level depends on consequence, decidability, and maintenance cost.

6.3 Illustrations of the Method
Why not just prompt? At low implementation volume, engineers

can compensate for incomplete instructions through review and
explanation. At agentic velocity, this compensation becomes an
assurance bottleneck. Prompts, context, and skills can guide work,
but they do not by themselves establish correspondence, provide
independent acceptance evidence, or make an obligation binding.
A rule remains guidance unless a constraint, validator, gate, or ac-
countable admission decision gives it operational consequence [5].

Partial automation. Spec-driven development (SDD) shows how
parts of this workflow can be proceduralized. Kiro externalizes
requirements, design, and implementations while retaining human
approval at specification boundaries; GitHub Spec Kit provides a
related artifact-centered workflow [9, 14]. These systems combine
forms of Modeling and Alignment, but their specifications require
correspondence with the realized system and evaluation.

As part of DocAble, we developed a Claude skill called “self-
governance” that packages the Modeling–Alignment loop as a pro-
cedure an agent can apply to its own work. A recurring Claude
Code hook prompts the agent to identify modeling opportunities
and missing alignment, allowing it to refine its governed environ-
ment. In our use, it reliably proposes local refinements but rarely
major changes. Thus, partial automation shifts human effort toward
consequential judgment rather than eliminating it.

7 Research Agenda
We present an initial research agenda for empirically testing se-
lected claims of MAGE. We focus here on three hypotheses:

H1—Representation leverage. A task-relevant model will re-
duce reconstruction cost or increase task scale at matched quality
relative to implementation-level context alone; the advantage will
grow with reasoning burden.

H2—Representation integrity. Stale, irrelevant, or poorly cho-
sen models will reduce or reverse H1’s benefit, and correspondence
or obligation-coverage failures will predict later churn or defect
escape beyond implementation-level metrics.

H3—Representation-induced determinization. For selected
system-level obligations, an explicit model will make a repeatable
predicate feasible where evaluation over raw implementation oth-
erwise requires semantic reconstruction.

7.1 Experimental Designs
Environment-by-agent experiment. A first study would compare

reasoning engines across otherwise comparable environments with
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different levels of representation support. Tasks would span local
implementation, cross-component changes, behavioral reconstruc-
tion, and architectural work. Primary outcomes would include task
quality, reconstruction cost, and task scope. The study would test
whether representation quality interacts with reasoning burden
and agent capability, as predicted by H1.

Our preliminary measurements provide initial evidence in sup-
port of this claim. Within DocAble, we conducted a two-week in
situ experiment in which agents were randomly assigned to re-
ceive either explicit instructions for using the models or no such
instructions. Bidirectional linkages between code and models en-
sured that all agents had access to and used the models. Agents
receiving explicit instructions nevertheless required fewer tokens,
turns, and elapsed time to complete their tasks. The effect was more
pronounced for the weaker model (Sonnet).

Representation-integrity intervention. A second study would com-
pare synchronized, stale, irrelevant, and absent representations in
matched tasks or subsystems. The study would measure correspon-
dence, obligation coverage, reconstruction cost, churn, and defect
escape. This design would test H2 and identify the conditions under
which representations cease to provide leverage.

Representation-induced determinization study. A third studywould
select system-level obligations for which evaluation currently re-
quires semantic reconstruction. For each obligation, researchers
would introduce an explicit model and corresponding predicate,
then compare evaluation with and without the model. The pri-
mary outcome would be whether the obligation becomes repeatedly
evaluable without reconstructing its semantics from the implemen-
tation. This study would directly test H3.

7.2 Measures and Falsification
Across these studies, evaluation will focus on engineering outcomes.
Core measures include reconstruction cost, task quality, task scope,
correspondence, obligation coverage, churn, defect escape, and
model maintenance cost.

The hypotheses are explicitly falsifiable. H1 is weakened if trust-
worthy representations do not reduce reconstruction cost or in-
crease task scope. H2 is weakened if representation integrity does
not predict downstream failures or if stale and irrelevant repre-
sentations do not reduce the benefits of H1. H3 is weakened if
explicit models do not enable repeatable predicates or if evaluation
remains equally dependent on semantic reconstruction. Together,
these studies will establish when representations provide durable
engineering leverage, when they become liabilities, and when they
can convert system-level knowledge into repeatable evaluation.

8 Discussion
Effect size and experimentation. Software engineering has long

sought theories that explain how engineering practices affect soft-
ware outcomes. One reason this has been difficult is that, histori-
cally, the implementation substrate (the code) was not easily sepa-
rated from the engineers manipulating it. Differences among devel-
opers, e.g., in expertise and motivation, confounded experiments:
human factors often dominate the observable effects of the engi-
neering mechanisms under study.

MAGE argues that as implementation capacity becomes abun-
dant, the engineered environment becomes increasingly conse-
quential to realized performance. At the same time, commodity
agents make implementation capacity more separable from that
environment than human engineering historically allowed. Hence,
compared to many theories of software engineering, MAGE theory
has more experimentally separable constructs and is thus more
amenable to empirical study.

The same increase in capacity that makes the effect larger also
helps expose its mechanisms. Weak representations, missing con-
straints, inadequate evidence, and expensive human checkpoints
that were tolerable at human implementation rates should increas-
ingly register as bottlenecks as implementation becomes cheap.
Conversely, environments that successfully externalize consequen-
tial knowledge and give obligations effective authority should con-
vert more of that capacity into durable progress. Agentic software
engineering may therefore offer something beyond a new phenom-
enon for software engineering research to explain: it may make
longstanding questions about the contribution of engineering struc-
ture easier to study. MAGE proposes one theory of those relation-
ships; its value will depend on whether its predicted mechanisms
and directional effects survive controlled variation across agents,
environments, tasks, and organizations.

Classical formal methods are one instantiation of MAGE. MAGE
overlaps with formal methods in using explicit representations to
support assurance. MAGE characterizes the broader engineering
pattern, including heterogeneous representations and enforcement
mechanisms. Within this pattern, interactive proof assistants [3]
provide a concretization of Modeling–Alignment at one end of the
spectrum, favoring formal unification and trustworthy derivation.
MAGE’s flexibility is deliberate, accommodating the ambiguity,
rapid change, and evolution of ordinary software engineeringwhere
grounding everything in one formal logic may not be practical.

9 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose Model-Based Agentic Software Engineer-
ing (MAGE), a theory of trustworthy agentic software engineering
centered on the governed engineering environment. MAGE dis-
tinguishes two principles: Modeling makes consequential knowl-
edge and intent explicit in task-relevant representations, while
Alignment gives selected obligations authority through constraints,
sensors, validators, and gates. We developed the theory from the
longitudinal DocAble case and refined it through comparative re-
constructions of six independently reported industrial systems.

MAGE is intended as a theoretical framework and research
agenda for trustworthy agentic software engineering. It advances
the hypothesis that appropriately engineered representations can re-
duce the reconstruction required of autonomous agents and enable
more durable engineering progress, while alignment mechanisms
can translate selected engineering obligations into enforceable ac-
tion boundaries. Testing these claims requires systematic study
of how representations, controls, and human decision boundaries
shape agent behavior across tasks, projects, and environments.
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