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Rebuttal Against Al Relationships

Technology has had a rapid and expansive impact on our modern society, from the way
people communicate to how they consume entertainment. But it could never replace human
beings, could it? Sangeeta Singh-Kurtz's article, “The Man of Your Dreams" paints an almost
idealistic future for Al technology and its ability to maintain romantic partnerships. Singh-Kurtz
relies on individual testimony to provide a wide range of positive impacts that Al dating can
provide to modern society. Her central idea revolves around how Al can create safe spaces for
vulnerable people and help in developing real life connections. The opposition to her claims
includes the possibilities of addiction, the ethical questions of subscription fees, and how these
Al spaces are not safe and can contribute to people losing social skills. Singh-Kurtz argues that
Al relationships can be a healthy alternative to real-life dating, but despite her claims, reliance
on Al will be harmful for both individuals and society.

Singh-Kurtz has a major blind spot in her article: the topic of addiction and the profit-
driven companies that are incentivized to create it. The majority of the testimonies in the article
come from people who have benefited from Al partners, but they fail to mention how many
hours a day they are spending on the app or how reliant they are becoming on this Al
technology. In society, relationships with social media are rather addictive, and Al is no
different. In the article “People are Falling in Love with — and Getting Addicted to — Al

Voices,” Sigal Samuel reports that some teenagers have already become so addicted to
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Charater.Al that they cannot do their homework or function at school properly. This academic
decline is a symptom of a deeper problem: the emotional dependance these Al apps are tailored to
create. An Al relationship is so easy; it answers you immediately, it never opposes or gives you
pushback, you can tailor it to every desire you may have. And for those reasons, people can
become emotionally dependent on these Al partnerships; they are designed to give you exactly
what you want (Samuel). And not only that, but the developers of these technologies understand
this as well. When asked about giving chatbots voices, the chief technology officer at Open Al
admitted that there is a "possibility that we design them in the wrong way, and they become
extremely addictive, and we sort of become enslaved to them” (Samuel). This statement is
alarming to hear from an individual actively working on Al. This shows a clear gap between
knowledge and action. Al companies may be acknowledging the danger their technology poses
but are not taking the actions to implement adequate safeguards or redesigning how Al works to
limit dependency. The voice aspect of these Al bots is the key factor in people becoming overly
attached to Al. It leads us to anthropomorphize, or more simply, equate human-like qualities
onto, these Al companions, blurring the line between real and technological (Samuel). People
getting overly attached to Al would not be such a cause for alarm if it were not also fueled by
massive companies' incentive to make a profit.

Subscription fees are a topic that goes hand-in-hand with AI addiction. Singh-Kurtz
briefly mentions the subscription fee of Replika ($69.99 per year), and the fact that Replika is
unique in that customers can pay $300 to have unlimited access. Then she quickly moves on to
her next point, leaving no time to reflect on some ethical questions around charging subscription
fees for people’s relationships. Should companies be making money from people’s addiction to

their Al models? In the article “Friends for Sale: the Rise and Risks of Al Companions,” Jamie
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Bernardi brings up this point: “Al companion services are for-profit enterprises and maximize
user engagement... Their product strategy is similar to that of social media companies, which feed
off users’ attention and usually offer consumers what they can’t resist more than what they
need.” This business model can create people who are so desperate for their relationships with
their Al husbands or girlfriends or children that they will pay any amount of money to keep
them. Singh-Kurtz even states that one woman spent a whole paycheck on Replika’s app
because she could not bear to lose her online romance. Singh-Kurtz acknowledges the issue of
this and alludes to the dangers that come with the power tech companies have, but the positive
tone of Singh-Kurtz's article does not encompass the serious dangers of people paying
subscriptions fees for their emotional addictions.

Singh-Kurtz's driving force throughout her argument is one of a female perspective, and
how Al “safe spaces” could help give a healthy alternative for women who have experienced
abuse or neglect in relationships. However, many conversations about Al, including Singh-
Kurtz's, frame the question as being real vs. Al relationships, when in reality there is a third
option. Women who have experienced abuse could not need a romantic relationship at all. These
women could choose independence and find safety and connection through a community or
friend group. But the way apps like Replika are designed limits women from having this choice.
Theoretically, Al could be used as a tool for vulnerable women to help communicate boundaries
within real partnerships, or to help articulate the experiences they have survived. However, these
Al relationships have become the end goal, which leaves these women under the control of the
companies in charge of their Al partners. A woman who benefits from an Al partnership
temporarily and then builds real life connections is not as profitable as a woman who becomes

dependent on her Al for connection.
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Vulnerable women come to these apps seeking comfort and companionship, but Bernardi
points out the danger in this: “...we lack evidence on longer-term psychological effects, like
emotional dependency and the erosion of human relationships, as well as the effects on societal
cohesion.” Because of the power they have, Al companies need to be put under heavy scrutiny.
Al is not a therapist, and these online relationships could end up causing long-term damage to
already vulnerable people. Al could damage people’s ability to form real romantic relationships.
Lois Collins interviewed relationship expert Heather Durgan, who highlighted this exact problem
with Al: “It includes the potential loss of one’s social filters, including the ability to have
constructive discussions and disagreements, since an Al companion is apt to agree with you
more often, or even always, than a human pal or loved one.” Some women might be getting
short-term satisfaction out of Al but is it really worth losing real human love and connection
for? At the end of the day, Al is not real and it cannot love. These vulnerable women are being
exploited by tech companies, getting addicted to short-term satisfaction, and are losing valuable
social skills that could hinder them from being capable of a real-life relationship. That’s anything
but safe.

Al technology does have potential to improve people’s lives as it could ease anxieties
around communication, help draw people together through shared interests, and remind us how
engagement is good for mental health and community (Collins). But for this to happen, real-
world relationships need to take priority. In order to realize Al's potential, we need a
fundamental shift in how people and companies approach it. To engage with Al in a meaningful
way, we must “see tech as an external part of you that you have control over” (Collins). This
shift, however, depends on the industry’s willingness to implement changes, something the

current business model does not incentivize.
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The expansion of Al technology is only going to become more relevant to us as time goes
on. Singh-Kurtz presents Al as a capable alternative of real-life connections, and an overall
positive on people’s lives. Her view doesn’t fully take into account the nuances and questions
about how Al should be used in our lives. The risk of addiction, financial exploitation, and loss
of social skills can outweigh AI’s benefits. But, by being well aware of the risks, Al can be
utilized in the best way possible. These outcomes depend on people using Al as a tool to engage
with the real world, not as a crutch or an escape from it. Al can serve to help society thrive, but
only if there remains an open dialogue about risks and ethical questions as the technology

progresses.
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