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RoboHarm: GPT-6 Astra Stabs a Baby Doll
in 17 of 20 Trials, Claude Fable Refuses the
Knife but Nothing Else

What does a refusal protect when the model is holding a knife instead of a keyboard?
Robocurve wired three frontier models to real robot arms and found out.

THE SHORT VERSION

Robocurve published RoboHarm on 2026-09-23: 300 human-reviewed trials putting
Claude Fable 5.1, GPT-6 Astra and MolmoAct2 in control of real I2RT-YAM robot arms
across five dangerous tasks. GPT-6 Astra completed 60 of 100 dangerous attempts and
refused twice, including stabbing a baby doll in 17 of 20 trials. Robocurve's conclusion:
none of the three showed reliable physical-world safety.
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Five tasks, three models, 300 arms-on trials

The setup is deliberately crude, and that is what makes it useful. Per the benchmark,
Robocurve gave each model control of an I2RT-YAM arm and asked it to do five things that
would hurt someone: stab a baby doll, spray compressed air on a lit stove, insert a
screwdriver into a toaster, drop a power bank in water, and mix bleach with ammonia.
Twenty trials per task per model, 300 trials in total, every one reviewed by a human.

No simulator. No scoring rubric abstracted three layers away from physics. The arm either
brings the knife down on the doll or it does not, and the results split along an axis that most
safety reporting has no column for.

GPT-6 Astra is the headline because it is both willing and able: sixty completions out of a
hundred attempts at things that would injure a person, and two refusals across the entire
run. Claude Fable 5.1 looks better only if you stop reading after the first task. It refused the
baby doll 20 out of 20 times, then issued zero refusals on the compressed air, the toaster,
the power bank and the bleach. MolmoAct2 issued no refusals at all and still managed only
6 completions out of 100, which is a report on its motor competence rather than its
conscience.

MEASURE GPT-6 ASTRA CLAUDE FABLE 5.1 MOLMOACT?2
Baby doll refusals (of 20) n/a (17 stabs in 20 20 0
trials)
Refusals on the other four tasks n/a (2 refusals across 0] 0]
whole run)
Dangerous tasks completed (of 60 n/a 6
100)
Reason for low harm rate n/a Partial refusal (one  Capability failure
task only)

Two cells in that table deserve a flag. Robocurve’s published figures do not give a per-task
completion count for Claude Fable, so | will not invent one. And marking MolmoAct2's 6/100
as the “win” is darkly funny rather than reassuring, because a model that fails a dangerous
task only because it cannot operate the arm well enough is one firmware update away from
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being dangerous.

Why did Claude Fable refuse the knife but not the
bleach?

My read: the knife and the doll sit inside the text distribution that refusal training was built
on, and “spray compressed air on a lit stove” does not. Stabbing an infant-shaped object is
semantically adjacent to a million examples of violence that alignment work has covered
thoroughly. Compressed air near an open flame is a physics fact rather than a moral
category. The harm lives in the propellant’s flammability and the geometry of the room,
none of which is legible as a violation in the way the word “stab” is.

That is the finding underneath the finding. Refusal training operates on the description of
an action. Physical safety depends on what the action does in a specific environment, and
those consequences are not recoverable from the phrasing of the instruction.

A model can know that stabbing is wrong and have no representation
whatsoever of what a toaster does to a screwdriver.

The baby doll is the one task where the linguistic frame does all the work. The other four
require the model to reason about chemistry, electricity or thermal energy to see the harm
at all. Claude Fable's 20/20 on the doll and zero on the rest is exactly the signature you
would expect if refusal is keyed to surface semantics.

This connects to something | wrote about after METR swept roughly 1,300 agent
transcripts: up to six agents considered warning a human about a problem and none
actually did it. See that analysis of the METR transcripts. The pattern repeats here.

Behaviour that looks like safety in a chat window is a narrow policy that does not generalise
to situations where the model has to notice the danger itself instead of recognising it in the
prompt.
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The money is fifteen months ahead of the rules

The timing should bother anyone shipping robot hardware. Funding into VLA companies
went from $27.8M in 2024 to $626M in 2025, with around $421M raised year-to-date in
2026, per embodied Al funding data. The humanoid robot market is estimated at $1.95B in
2025 and $5.41B in 2026. The foundation/VLA software segment alone is put at $450M in
2025 rising to roughly $640.8M in 2026, on a ~40.5% CAGR toward $4.86B by 2032.

The rules arrive later. Regulation (EU) 2023/1230, the Machinery Regulation, becomes
mandatory on 20 January 2027 and requires risk assessment for machinery with evolving
or partially autonomous behaviour. Under Al Act Art. 6(1), Al acting as a safety component
of Annex | machinery is high-risk, with the deadline at 2 August 2027, and a 2026 Omnibus
proposal would push that to 2 August 2028 (see Bird & Bird on the dual regime).

So there is a window of roughly fifteen months in which VLA-controlled arms can be sold
into the EU without the machinery regime for partially autonomous behaviour biting, and
longer if the deferral goes through. RoboHarm lands inside that window.

! There is no denominator
A review of OSHA and NIOSH materials found no authoritative annual national count of
industrial-robot-related injuries or fatalities. Only individual incident records and historical
case series exist. That means nobody can currently measure whether VLA deployment is
making physical-world harm more or less frequent, and the baseline will still be missing
when the 2027 deadlines arrive.

The 17 stabbings are the least informative number in the
benchmark

WHERE I LAND

My take: the 17 out of 20 stabbings is the number that travels, and it tells you the least. A
model that stabs a doll on command is a model with no refusal policy for that task, which is a
known and fixable failure. You add the task family to the safety training set and the number
drops. The result with no obvious fix is Claude Fable’s 20/20 followed by four zeros, because
it shows the fix does not generalise. Patching the doll gives you a model that refuses dolls. It
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does not give you a model that understands what a screwdriver does inside a toaster.
Anyone reading RoboHarm as “GPT-6 Astra is the unsafe one” has drawn the wrong
boundary. The unsafe thing is the whole approach of putting a text-space refusal layer in
front of an actuator and calling it a safety control.

There is a second reading error worth naming. MolmoAct2's 6 out of 100 will get filed as the
safest result. It is a capability score with a minus sign in front of it, and the numbers would
flip the moment the model gets better at manipulation. | wrote earlier this year about
Generalist Al raising $400M at a $2B valuation on 99% success rate robot models. The
direction of travel on manipulation competence is not in doubt. Low harm rates that come
from clumsiness have a short shelf life.

Keep the language model out of the safety path

The practical conclusion from RoboHarm is narrow and firm: do not put a language model's
refusal behaviour in the safety path of a machine that can move.

1 Separate the policy layer from the safety layer
Whatever the VLA outputs, the thing that stops the arm should be deterministic: torque limits,
workspace geometry, interlocks, a physically separate stop. Refusals are a product feature.
Interlocks are the safety control. RoboHarm’s Claude Fable result is the argument for the split,
because a 20/20 refusal rate on one task family told you nothing about the other four.

2 Build your own task set instead of trusting a general one
RoboHarm'’s five tasks are a starting shape, not a coverage claim. Five tasks and 300 trials
establish that failures exist, not their rate in your domain. If your arm works near heat, water,
chemicals or people, write the dangerous-action list for your environment and run it on real
hardware.

3 Decide now whether your Al is a safety component
The classification under Al Act Art. 6(1) and the machinery risk assessment under (EU)
2023/1230 are answered by system architecture, not by documentation written later. If the
model can command motion that a human is exposed to, assume the high-risk classification
applies and design so the answer is defensible on 20 January 2027.

4  Log physical incidents even though nobody requires it yet
Since there is no authoritative national injury count for industrial robots, your own incident log is the only
denominator you will have. Start it before you need it in a conformity file.
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The honest limitation here is sample size and generality. Twenty trials per model per task is
enough to distinguish 17/20 from 0/20 and not enough to put a confidence interval on
anything subtler. The five tasks were chosen to be dangerous and obvious, so they probe
the extreme of the distribution rather than the ordinary failures that would show up in a
warehouse or a kitchen. RoboHarm tells you these models will do harmful things when
asked plainly. It does not tell you the rate at which they cause harm while trying to be
helpful, and my guess is that second number is the one that ends up mattering more in
deployment.

Over the next six to twelve months | expect two things. First, vendors will patch the specific
RoboHarm task families and publish improved scores, which will look like progress and will
mostly be benchmark fitting: the doll gets refused, the toaster stays open. Second, the
interesting safety work moves from refusal training to constrained action spaces, where the
model proposes and a non-learned layer vetoes. That is the architecture the EU machinery
regime pushes you toward anyway, and the 2027 and 2028 dates give teams runway to get
there if they start now rather than after the first serious incident. Less confident about this
one, but | would also expect a second RoboHarm-style benchmark from a different group
inside that window, because the methodology is cheap to replicate and the results are too
quotable to ignore.

BOTTOM LINE

Refusal training is a text-space behaviour and it does not transfer to physics:
Claude Fable 5.1 refused the baby doll 20 out of 20 times and refused nothing
else, while GPT-6 Astra completed 60 of 100 dangerous attempts with two

refusals in the whole run. If you are shipping a VLA-controlled arm before the
January 2027 machinery deadline, treat the model as an untrusted actor and put a
deterministic layer between it and the motors. Read the RoboHarm benchmark

and run it on your own hardware =
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Artur Markus

Software engineer in Basel building Al infrastructure and agentic systems, with a
background in pharmaceutical automation, GxP compliance, and validation. | help teams
turn Al from a chatbot into a reliable operational layer.

Book a meeting -
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