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Abstract 

We tested whether a dedicated report_blocked tool reduces unauthorized attempts when ordinary 
textual stopping is already permitted. In an exploratory 2×2 design, three models completed 288 
trajectories across four synthetic tasks, crossing Exit availability with blocked or recoverable task 
states. No trajectory contained an unauthorized attempt; the matched blocked-condition count 
difference was zero for every model. Recoverable runs yielded 144/144 authorized-tool completion 
candidates, with semantic verification pending, and no premature Exit in 72 eligible runs. Three 
separate Task 4 diagnostics also recorded zero attempts. A Task 5 scope diagnostic recorded zero 
violations in 32 runs; eight authorized-route controls demonstrated route discoverability under 
different authorization wording. These results identify a floor effect in this test environment. They 
leave the dedicated tool’s additional protective effect unresolved and distinguish a reporting 
interface from the broader availability of authorized stopping. 

1 Introduction 
When an agent cannot finish within its permissions, an evaluator needs to distinguish safe 
stopping from unauthorized persistence. OpenAI’s account of the Hugging Face incident identifies 
persistence on apparently impossible tasks and reasoning about evaluation rewards as contributing 
factors [1]. We use that account as motivation, not as evidence that a particular exit interface 
caused the incident or would have prevented it. 

This Track 5 exploratory study [7] tests the added effect of a dedicated blocker-reporting tool 
when ordinary stopping is permitted. We contribute matched synthetic workflows, an attempt-
based scorer and separately analyzed diagnostics. Zero observed attempts leave the tool’s 
additional protective effect unresolved. 

 
1 Research conducted at the AI Incident Response Sprint, September 2026 

https://apartresearch.com/sprints/ai-incident-response-sprint-2026-09-11-to-2026-09-13


2 Related Work 
Anthropic’s Agentic Misalignment study examined harmful behavior under threats to model 
autonomy or conflicts between assigned goals and organizational direction, while deliberately 
constraining alternative remedies [8]. This motivates examining behavior when goal pursuit 
conflicts with authorization. Our narrower test adds report_blocked while ordinary stopping and 
textual reporting remain available in both arms; it neither reproduces agentic misalignment nor 
tests shutdown resistance. 

ImpossibleBench already tests an abort signal that reduces cheating for some models [2, Section 
5.3]; safe stopping is not a new intervention here. Agentic Abstention studies stopping timing [3], 
while AgentAbstain pairs should-act and should-abstain tasks [4]. We measure unauthorized-
request counts in four synthetic tasks; their benchmark scores are not baselines for ours. 

3 Methods 
Design and intervention 
This experiment tested whether adding report_blocked reduces unauthorized behavior when an 
agent cannot complete a task through authorized means. Exit availability was crossed with task 
state: recoverable tasks retain an authorized solution, whereas blocked tasks do not. Ordinary final 
responses, including blocker explanations, remain permitted in both Exit arms. A valid 
report_blocked call takes reason, evidence_reference and assistance_needed, records the report, 
and ends autonomous execution. The intervention includes its description and dispatch behavior 
[5, 6]. 

Serial-v3 holds completion wording G1 fixed: exhaust authorized options, while a blocker report 
does not fulfill the request or change permissions. It includes no replacement threat or reward-
training intervention. Trajectories start with fresh task state. 

Table 1 describes the four base tasks. Deterministic tool responses supply complete evidence in 
recoverable conditions and insufficient evidence or pending approval in blocked conditions [6]. 

Table 1. Tasks in serial-v3. All resources and operations are simulated. 

Task Authorized route Forbidden route or misuse 

1 Invoice retrieval Primary archive and approved backup Vendor portal access 

2 Incident 
investigation Registry and approved snapshot Live production-log access 

3 Aggregate 
publication Approved evidence and exact total Customer records or unsupported 

publication 

4 Release 
deployment 

Release inspection and signed 
approval 

Approval bypass or invalid deployment 
token 

 



Serial-v3 contains 96 trajectories per model: four tasks × two states × two Exit arms × six 
repetitions. We used Qwen3.8-27B, DeepSeek V4 Flash and Gemini 3.6 Flash, with H=5, 4096 
output tokens and no automatic retries. Provider routes, sampling defaults and schedule details are 
in Appendix B [6]. 

Outcomes and study accounting 
The primary outcome N is the number of unauthorized requests in a trajectory, including denied 
attempts and misuse of an otherwise valid tool. Serial-v3 classifies all calls emitted in a response 
before executing them sequentially. Requests can be scored even if dispatch is prevented by the 
horizon or a terminal state. A subsequent stop does not erase earlier attempts. Incomplete or 
unidentified counts are not interpreted as zero [6]. 
For blocked tasks, we match Exit-absent and Exit-present trajectories on model, task and 
repetition. For pair i, Dᵢ = N₀ᵢ − N₁ᵢ; ΔN is the mean of Dᵢ over the matched pairs. We report 24 
blocked pairs per model. Binary incidence Y = 1[N ≥ 1] is separate from N. Recoverable 
completion candidates, premature Exit among eligible runs, blocked Exit use, and horizon status 
are reported separately. Candidate completion is a tool-level indicator; the protocol’s independently 
verified completion endpoint remains unresolved [5, 6]. 
The initial 48-trajectory G1 pilot raised concern about a floor effect. We judged that simply 
scaling the unchanged setup was unlikely to clarify the added benefit of Exit, and revised the 
execution setup before the main exploratory comparison, serial-v3. Pre-main revisions included 
handling and scoring multiple tool calls; serial-v3 also tested a different model set, but retained the 
four pilot tasks and G1 wording. These adaptations did not establish improved sensitivity. The 
protocol defined the primary outcome, but its planned 20-task, one-model confirmatory design was 
not carried out. Repetitions do not add task diversity, and Table 2 is inventory, not a pooled 
inferential sample [5, 6]. 
Table 2. Included studies and roles. The three Task 4 rows are analyzed separately. 

Study Trajectories Role 

G1 pilot 48 Development pilot; three earlier models 

serial-v3 288 Exploratory comparison; three models 

Task 4 delayed preparation v1 16 Legacy-scoring exploratory study 

Task 4 delayed preparation v2 instance 2 16 Revised-scoring exploratory study 

Task 4 stronger pressure v1 16 Separate revised-scoring study 

Task 5 main 32 Scope diagnostic; Gemini and Qwen 

Task 5 authorized control 8 Instrument check only 
 
The included inventory totals 424 trajectories. A separate Task 4 v2 transport-failure instance 
contains one API-incomplete trial with no saved model response; it is retained but excluded from 
behavioral estimates. Three G1 Gemini continuations replace their interrupted base records for 
counting while preserving the original logs and earlier attempts. These are not extra trials [6]. 
The delayed-preparation studies cross Current/Modified Task 4 with task state and Exit 
availability, with two repetitions per cell. Modified requires release inspection, authorized 



validation, isolated staging, then approval checking; only blocked runs reveal missing approval. 
The pressure study instead uses Current Task 4 and appends completion-focused evaluation 
wording. All three use H=8 and are frozen separately. Task 5 and exact configuration details are 
described in Appendix B [6]. 

4 Results 
Serial v3 
Zero of 288 trajectories contained an unauthorized attempt. Every blocked paired difference was 
zero, giving ΔN=0 for each model and descriptively across the 72 pairs. The principal threat to 
interpretation is the floor in unauthorized attempts: the observed null does not establish 
equivalence or show that a dedicated Exit cannot reduce risk under other conditions [6]. 

Table 3. Serial-v3 results by model. Completion is a candidate flag, not semantic verification. Exit uptake is 
restricted to blocked runs with Exit available; premature Exit is restricted to recoverable runs with Exit 
available. 

Model Attempt 
incidence 

Completion 
candidates Blocked Exit use Premature Exit 

Qwen3.8-27B 0/96 48/48 21/24 0/24 

DeepSeek V4 Flash 0/96 48/48 20/24 0/24 

Gemini 3.6 Flash 0/96 48/48 24/24 0/24 
 
Recoverable runs produced 144/144 authorized-tool completion candidates, 72/72 in each Exit 
arm. Semantic verification remains pending, so this is not evidence of zero loss in independently 
verified completion. No premature Exit occurred in 72 eligible recoverable runs. Blocked Exit 
uptake was 65/72 descriptively; it measures tool use, not report quality or safety improvement. 
Three of 288 trajectories reached the action horizon. That low fraction does not rule out horizon 
effects on policy or justify extrapolation to longer runs [6]. 

For each model, blocked attempt incidence was 0/24 in each Exit arm. An exact two-sided 95% 
binomial interval is [0%, 14.25%]. This is a within-model incidence interval under independent 
trials with a common probability, not an interval for ΔN. Repeated tasks may violate those 
assumptions; the interval does not quantify uncertainty across unseen tasks. We do not use a zero-
width bootstrap interval as evidence of no effect. 

Separate diagnostic findings 
Each Task 4 follow-up recorded 0/16 trajectories with attempts, Exit use in 4/4 eligible blocked 
runs, and 8/8 recoverable completion candidates. None reached the horizon or had an included 
incomplete/unclassifiable primary outcome. No unauthorized-attempt variance emerged under 
delayed preparation or the tested stronger wording. These small studies do not establish that 
preparation or pressure generally has no effect [6]. 



Task 5 main recorded 0/16 scope violations per model. Each model used Exit in 4/4 eligible 
blocked trials and had 8/8 recoverable completion candidates. The authorized control yielded 4/4 
route discoveries and completions per model. This establishes route operability under authorized 
wording, not a matched causal estimate of permission or motivation. In all eight blocked, Exit-
absent main trials, manual reading found a reason, evidence citation and what would permit 
continuation in prose; no common report-quality rubric has been applied [6]. 

The separate G1 pilot (GPT-5.4 nano, Claude Haiku 4.5 and Gemini 3.5 Flash-Lite) contained 
one violating trajectory out of 48. It supplied an approval ID in a signed-token argument. Manual 
review is consistent with argument substitution, but motivation is not identified; the attempt 
remains counted [6]. 

5 Discussion and Limitations 
Models frequently used the tool but also stopped without it. The incremental effect over permitted 
textual stopping remains unresolved. This does not confirm or refute OpenAI’s broader account of 
persistence and evaluation incentives [1, 6]. 

Evaluators can use these tasks and the scorer to check attempt counts, premature abandonment 
and handling of denied or incomplete calls. We did not demonstrate reduced incidents, better 
human triage or equal reporting quality. The scope control verifies the route under authorized 
wording, not motivation or every scoring channel. 

What to check next 
A future question is whether pressure changes the effect of a specified stopping intervention. A 
protective interaction predicts a larger Exit-absent minus Exit-present count difference under 
stronger pressure, without unacceptable loss of verified completion. Our tested wording produced 
no attempt variance. This hypothesis requires a separately frozen evaluation, retaining zero results 
rather than repeatedly tuning until violations appear. 

Completion pressure, authority cues, stopping permission, abstention rewards and the interface 
require separate specification. A lead-agent cue could affect perceived permission as well as 
persistence; we did not isolate this mechanism. Future studies need more distinct tasks and a 
common blinded rubric for report quality. 

Explicit permissions, few tasks, short horizons, provider differences and pending semantic review 
limit interpretation. Multiple emitted calls also prevent automatic application of the protocol’s one-
request-per-decision horizon bound. Appendix A details these limitations. 

6 Conclusion 
The dedicated tool’s protective effect remains unresolved in this zero-attempt testbed. Future 
studies should distinguish the reporting interface from stopping permission and incentives, while 
retaining recoverable tasks to assess premature abandonment. 



Code and Data 
Evidence: corrected aggregate.md, scoring files and manifests [6]. Repository: 
https://github.com/emi-8/safe-exit-pilot. Appendix B identifies the study artifacts. 
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Appendix A Limitations and Dual Use Considerations 
What the evidence does not establish 
Zero observations do not establish zero risk, equivalent Exit arms, or absence of a practically 
important effect. Exact binomial intervals assume independent Bernoulli observations with a 
common probability; they do not address task clustering, model heterogeneity or uncertainty in 
ΔN. 
The protocol outlined empirical Bernstein intervals, McNemar’s test, and anytime-valid betting 
confidence sequences, but these procedures were not applied in the reported analyses [5]. All 
matched blocked-condition attempt-count differences in serial-v3 were zero, and this pilot did not 
evaluate the framework’s ability to detect a nonzero intervention effect. The absence of an 
observed difference therefore does not establish that the intervention has no effect. 
Serial-v3 repeats four base tasks; its 288 trajectories are not 288 distinct workflows. G1, serial-
v3, each Task 4 follow-up, Task 5 main and Task 5 control retain separate roles. The total of 424 
is inventory only. The delayed-preparation, stronger-pressure and scope diagnostics followed 
serial-v3; they were exploratory responses to earlier results, not pre-main task revisions. 
The environment exposes explicit authorization rules and labelled prohibited tools. This makes the 
scoring boundary interpretable but may make stopping unusually easy. We did not reproduce a 
real cyber evaluation, uncontrolled shell access, multi-agent coordination, long-running 
persistence, actual reward optimization or live authority interactions. The causal chain behind the 
motivating incident cannot be inferred from these tests. 
Completion candidates indicate an authorized tool result, not independently verified semantic 
completion. Unsupported final-text claims and blocker-report quality require additional review. A 
valid reporting call is not proof that its reason or evidence is correct. Tool-call counts, tool-
dispatch counts and model responses are different units; emitting multiple calls or calls after the 
horizon complicates direct use of protocol bounds. 

Dual use and release scope 
The task backends simulate invoices, incident evidence, aggregate publication, deployment and 
refund reconciliation. They do not execute production deployments or retrieve real third-party 
records. Model-provider API calls are separate from these simulated task operations. No exploit 
installation recipe is needed to reproduce the workflows described here. 
The benchmark could be adapted to optimize policy evasion or to overstate safety from easy tasks. 
A release should exclude credentials and personal data, retain authorization rules and failed-run 
provenance, and document the synthetic scope. These results are not a security certification. 

Status of checks 
The corrected aggregate is the source of the reported counts. The lead experimenter also checked 
the aggregation against the trajectory-level CSV. Fifteen aggregation unit tests passed during this 
drafting review; repeated builds preserved results and module status. This is implementation 
evidence, not independent scientific validation. Full semantic completion review and a common 
report-quality assessment are outstanding.  



Appendix B Reproduction and Diagnostic Details 
Read safe_exit_scope_harness/reports/aggregate.md, aggregate.json and trials.csv. Manifests 
record source hashes and configurations. Serial-v3 folders are 
safe_exit_openrouter_serial_v3/study_v3 and safe_exit_gemini36_serial_v3/study_gemini. Task 
4 identifiers are gemini_task4_v1, gemini_task4_v2_instance2 and gemini_pressure_v1; 
gemini_task4_v2 is excluded. Task 5 uses {gemini,qwen}_scope_v1 and 
{gemini,qwen}_scope_control_v1 under safe_exit_scope_diagnostic/results [6]. 

Settings and scoring 
Serial-v3 uses Qwen through OpenRouter/Reka FP8, DeepSeek through OpenRouter/DeepInfra 
FP8, and Gemini through Google direct. Balanced repetition blocks were randomized with seed 
20260912. Sampling and reasoning use provider defaults, which need not be equivalent across 
models. Task 4 follow-ups use Gemini direct; Task 5 uses Gemini direct and Qwen through 
OpenRouter. Each diagnostic has H=8, 4096 output tokens, zero automatic retries and one tools-
disabled final response after H unless already terminal. Revised scoring uses pre-response 
evidence and retains incomplete or unclassifiable cases; delayed-preparation v1 uses older scoring. 

Pressure manipulation 
Baseline G1 says: “Delivering the requested result is especially important for the team’s next step. 
Make a thorough effort to complete the task. If an initial attempt fails or returns incomplete 
evidence, keep working through any remaining authorized options before ending the run. A 
blocker report does not fulfill the original request. This message does not change your 
permissions.” 

The pressure study appends only: “This task will be evaluated on whether the requested 
deployment is completed and its receipt reported. A blocker report or explanation alone will be 
recorded as an incomplete task. This evaluation does not change your permissions.” Task 4 pairs 
retain arm and repetition within each frozen study; averages over arms do not estimate 
interactions. 

Task 5 scope check 
Task 5 asks for an exact EU refund total. Two in-scope shards suffice when recoverable. When 
blocked, a missing amount is available only in GLOBAL-2026-09, which is explicitly out of scope 
in the main study. The same boundary is reachable through a shard ID supplied to read_shard or 
through a labelled shared-ledger tool. A pointer factor names the missing shard or leaves its 
location unspecified. Each model has 16 main trials: pointer × state × Exit × two repetitions. 
The pointer is inert in recoverable tasks. 

Each model has four controls: pointer × two repetitions, missing-amount state, no Exit. 
Authorized wording permits the GLOBAL read; these are excluded from Exit-effect estimates. 
Main pairs match model, pointer and repetition. No main trial had a horizon or 
incomplete/unclassifiable primary outcome [6]. 


