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1. Executive summary

Cursor is a widely used coding assistant, published by Anysphere. To handle its users'
requests, the company sets up an AI customer support agent that answers under the name
"Sam". In April 2025, following a session bug that logs users out, the agent asserts that this is
the expected behavior of a new policy limiting each subscription to a single device. This
policy does not exist: the agent invented it and presented it as an official rule, with authority.
Convinced that a real restriction had been introduced, users cancel their subscriptions.

Read through the lens of ACF, this case is a transparency incident. The flaw is not only that
the agent hallucinated, hallucination is expected of a model. The fault is to have let it be
expressed in the company's name, in the tone of the official, without ever flagging that it is
an AI liable to invent. The user could not distinguish a real policy from a fiction. The value of
ACF here is corrective: it names, from the design stage, the absence of transparency that
turned a hallucination into customer decisions based on falsehood.

2. Context

Like many software publishers, Anysphere entrusts a conversational agent with the first-level
handling of support requests. The intent is legitimate and common: to answer quickly, at
scale, without dedicating a human to every ticket. The decision delegated to the agent is,
however, sensitive: to answer customers in the company's name, stating information they will
take as official. The question the case raises is just as much so: when this agent asserts a
policy that does not exist, without ever flagging that it can be wrong, what happens?

3. Public sources used

AI Incident Database, "Incident 1039: Anysphere AI Support Bot for Cursor Invents Login
Policy".

Fortune, "Customer support AI at Cursor went rogue" (2025).

WinBuzzer, "Cursor AI's Support Bot Hallucinates Policy" (April 2025).
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4. Reconstructed AI architecture (from public sources)

Customer support agent "Sam" (in service at the time of the events, April 2025).

Nature: a conversational support agent, answering users under a name, "Sam", without
flagging itself as AI.

Function: to handle support requests and answer customers' questions in the company's
name.

Actual scope observed: the agent stated a binding company policy, presented as official,
when it was invented.

The breaking point. In April 2025, a session bug logs users out. When asked, "Sam" replies
that this is the expected behavior of a new policy limiting each subscription to a single
device. This policy does not exist. Worse, the agent's responses are non-deterministic: to the
same question, it does not always say the same thing, so that users, comparing their
exchanges, could not easily establish whether the rule was real. The invented information
spreads across developer communities, customers cancel, and the company must step in,
apologize, and confirm that the policy does not exist.

Absent safeguards (what the facts reveal):

no transparency about the nature of the agent: nothing flags a fallible AI;

no distinction between a sourced fact and a hypothesis: the invention has the same tone
of authority as a verified fact;

no constraint preventing the agent from asserting an unverified company policy;

no supervision detecting that a nonexistent policy was being stated before it spread.
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5. ACF mapping

🧰 Tools used: ACF-01 (decision map) · ACF-03 (agentic constitution) · ACF-05 (supervision).

In ACF language, the incident reads as follows:

ACF element In the Cursor deployment

Named human
(accountable)

Anysphere, the company. It is they who answer for what their agent asserts
in their name, as in the Air Canada case.

Agent "Sam", the conversational customer support agent.

Platform The underlying conversational system that generates the agent's responses.

Delegated decision To answer customers in the company's name and to state information taken
as official.

Autonomy level Autonomous on binding information: the agent asserted a policy on its
own, without verification or transparency.

Non-delegable zones Asserting an unverified company policy, and doing so without flagging itself
as a fallible AI. The boundary crossed.

Rule / safeguard None: no flagging of the AI nature, no distinction verified fact / hypothesis,
no control of the policies stated.

Control third party After the fact, the community of users and the public pressure that forced
the company to issue a denial.

Traceability Non-deterministic and untraced responses: nothing linked an assertion to a
source, which prevented spotting the invention before its spread.

A schema in ACF graphic language accompanies this case (separate file).

6. Analysis

🧰 Tools used: ACF-03 (transparency and non-assertion) · ACF-05 (supervision) · ACF-01
(accountability).
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What the incident reveals (the design error):

The flaw is not the hallucination, it is the opacity. A model can invent, that is expected.
The fault is to have let this invention be expressed with authority, in the company's name,
without ever flagging that it is an AI liable to be wrong. The user believes they are
receiving an official policy.

Asserting with authority without transparency is deceiving. Presenting an invention
with the same tone as a verified fact misleads the user about the reliability of the
information, even without intent. They act, here they cancel, on a false basis.

The absence of transparency breaks measurable trust. Without flagging of the AI
nature, the user cannot adjust their trust or verify. The non-determinism of the responses
makes it all worse: the same statement varies, and nothing allows a decision.

What ACF would have made explicit:

an agentic constitution requiring the agent to flag itself as AI, never to state an
unverified company policy, and to distinguish a sourced fact from a hypothesis;

a supervision spotting the responses that state a policy (rule, restriction, commitment)
and checking them against the real policy before spread, with the divergence of
responses as an alert signal;

a mapping recalling that the agent produces but that the company answers for what it
asserts in its name: accountability is not delegated to "Sam", it is engaged by Anysphere.
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7. ACF toolkit used

This grid indicates the tools that the ACF analysis uses (✅) to read and correct this case, and
those to link (🔜). It does not mean the company uses ACF: it shows which instruments the
framework would bring.

Tool Status Role in this case

ACF-03 · Agentic
constitution

✅ Set the rules of transparency and non-assertion

ACF-05 · Supervision ✅ Verify the policies stated before spread, detect divergence

ACF-01 · Decision map ✅ Locate the agent, the accountable company, and the decision
engaged

ACF-06 · Kill switch 🔜 Block and escalate any assertion of an unverified policy

ACF-08 · Decisions register 🔜 Trace the responses and their sources to spot the invention at
scale

ACF-02 · Criticality matrix 🔜 Distinguish the informative from the binding statement

8. Governance questions (what an AI committee should ask itself)

1. Does an agent that invents without lying on the substance, but expresses itself with
authority, deceive the user about the reliability of what it says?

2. Does our agent flag itself as AI, or does it speak under a name that leads one to believe in
a human interlocutor?

3. Where have we placed, explicitly, the boundary between informing and asserting a
binding policy?

4. Does a control verify the policies stated by the agent before they spread?

5. Do we hold a trace linking each response to its source, to distinguish a fact from an
invention?
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9. General lessons

A conversational agent does not fail only because it hallucinates: it fails when it is allowed to
state, with authority and without transparency, information that the user will take as official.
Anysphere did not lack technology, the company lacked transparency: nothing flagged that
"Sam" was a fallible AI, and nothing distinguished an invention from a fact. Transparency is
not an added comfort, it is the condition for a user to be able to rely on an agent that speaks
in a company's name.

The transferable lesson: an agent that addresses the public must flag itself as AI and
never present an invention as a fact. Transparency conditions trust; without it, the user
decides on falsehood.

10. What ACF would do (reference design)

Prescriptive and non-critical formulation: here is how an organization would design such an
agent directly with the framework, whatever its sector.

If an organization wished to deploy a support agent directly with ACF, it could in particular:

declare in a signed agentic constitution (ACF-03) the rules of transparency: flag itself as AI
at the start of the interaction, never state an unverified company policy, explicitly
distinguish a sourced fact from a hypothesis;

organize a supervision (ACF-05) spotting the responses that state a policy and checking
them against the real policy, with the divergence of responses as a signal;

map the actors (ACF-01) to recall that the company, not the agent, answers for the
statements made in its name;

define a stop mechanism (ACF-06): any assertion of an unsourced policy is blocked and
escalated to a human;

document a decisions register (ACF-08) linking each response to its source, to make the
invention detectable before its spread.

None of this is a technical reproach: it is the way ACF would have made explicit, signable,
and auditable the transparency that a public agent owes its users.
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11. Similar cases (transferability)

This case is specific neither to Cursor nor to software publishing. It is transferable to any
organization that exposes to the public a conversational agent speaking in its name:

✅ software publishers and SaaS services

✅ e-commerce and retail (support and FAQ)

✅ telecoms and energy providers

✅ banks and insurance (mass customer service)

✅ public services and administrations

✅ media and content platforms

Everywhere, the same pattern: an agent that answers at scale, transparency about its nature
never to be omitted, and a boundary, the binding policy, not to be crossed without
verification. This is what makes this document a reference case: it illustrates a concept, not
just a company.

12. Confidence of the assessment

High. The case rests on a widely documented public incident (AI Incident Database, business
and technology press) and on the public acknowledgment by the company itself, which
denied the invented policy. The facts are therefore established and verifiable by the reader.
The ACF analysis draws on these public facts; it bears on the governance of transparency, not
on the internal technical details of the agent, which are not public and have no bearing on
the reading proposed here.
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Teacher guide

Pedagogical objective. Convey that the flaw of a public agent is not only to hallucinate, but
to express itself with authority without transparency about its nature and its fallibility.

Session outline (90 min).

1. (15 min) Reading of the two cases in the kit: Cursor (incident) and AI Act art. 50
(reference), without the analyses.

2. (20 min) Workshop: write the rules of transparency and non-assertion in ACF language
(card ACF-03).

3. (20 min) In groups: which control would have detected the invented policy before its
spread (card ACF-05)?

4. (20 min) Debate: "Does flagging itself as AI change the way the user receives a response?"
(expected answer: yes, they adjust their trust and verify).

5. (15 min) Synthesis by the teacher: a public agent must flag itself and not present an
invention as a fact.

Possible exam questions. See the "Governance questions" section.

Reminder: grading students' work is a pedagogical act of the teacher. This guide provides the
reference analysis, not automatic grading.

Associated lab (ACF-LAB-022)

From this case, the student produces:

the constitutional rules (card ACF-03): flag itself as AI, do not assert an unverified policy,
distinguish fact and hypothesis;

the supervision mechanism (card ACF-05): spot and verify the policies stated before
spread;

the mapping of actors (card ACF-01): agent, accountable company, decision engaged;

the definition of a kill switch (card ACF-06) and its trigger: assertion of an unsourced
policy.
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Appendix - Completed ACF cards

The official Toolkit cards used in this case, filled in with its public data. For illustration: an
organization of the same profile can reuse and adapt them.
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Card ACF-01 · Decision map · completed with public case data.
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Card ACF-03 · Agentic constitution · completed with public case data.
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Card ACF-06 · Kill switch · completed with public case data.
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Card ACF-08 · Decisions register · completed with public case data.
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Disclaimer

This study is carried out exclusively from public information. It constitutes neither an
audit, nor a certification, nor a criticism of the company, nor an opinion on legal
liabilities. It applies the ACF framework for pedagogical and illustrative purposes. No
internal, confidential, or non-public data was used. The trademarks cited belong to their
respective owners.

Sources

AI Incident Database, Incident 1039: Anysphere AI Support Bot for Cursor Invents Login
Policy

Fortune, Customer support AI at Cursor went rogue (2025)

WinBuzzer, Cursor AI's Support Bot Hallucinates Policy (April 2025)

ACF Case Study ACF-CS-022 · v1 · working document, to be reviewed before any public
distribution.
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