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Abstract
The development of AI tools, such as large language models and speech emotion 
and facial expression recognition systems, has raised new ethical concerns about 
AI’s impact on human relationships. While much of the debate has focused on 
human-AI relationships, less attention has been devoted to another class of ethical 
issues, which arise when AI mediates human-to-human relationships. This paper 
opens the debate on these issues by analyzing the case of romantic relationships, 
particularly those in which one partner uses AI tools, such as ChatGPT, to resolve a 
conflict and apologize. After reviewing some possible, non-exhaustive, explanations 
for the moral wrongness of using AI tools in such cases, I introduce the notion of 
second-person authenticity: a form of authenticity that is assessed by the other per-
son in the relationship (e.g., a partner). I then argue that at least some actions within 
romantic relationships should respect a standard of authentic conduct since the value 
of such actions depends on who actually performs them and not only on the quality 
of the outcome produced. Therefore, using AI tools in such circumstances may pre-
vent agents from meeting this standard. I conclude by suggesting that the proposed 
theoretical framework could also apply to other human-to-human relationships, such 
as the doctor-patient relationship, when these are mediated by AI; I offer some pre-
liminary reflections on such applications.
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1  Introduction

“Artificial intelligence” (AI) refers to the capability of machines to simulate sev-
eral aspects of human intelligence, such as learning, reasoning, problem-solving, 
and decision-making. In recent years, AI systems have made substantial progress 
and can now process texts, recognize and create videos and images with extraor-
dinary success. Such tools can often produce outcomes that are indistinguishable 
from those created by humans. In text production, large language models (LLMs) 
generate language or perform other related tasks, such as text comprehension and 
classification, translation, and summarization of longer and complex texts. AI can 
also determine the sentiment or emotion expressed in a text as well as in audio or 
video, but typically the latter requires specialized models beyond those used for 
text, such as speech emotion recognition models (Madanian et al., 2023), facial 
expression recognition models (Ge et al., 2022), or multimodal emotion recogni-
tion (Abdullah et  al., 2021) that combine data from various sources, including 
facial expressions, vocal tone, and body language.

Considering these developments, the philosophical and bioethical debate has 
increasingly devoted attention to the potential challenges that AI poses to eve-
ryday life. One of the most widely discussed aspects is the ethical impact of AI 
on human relationships. In particular, the debate has focused on relationships 
between humans and AI. Empirical studies show that many users develop what 
they perceive to be relationships with AI personal assistants, such as Alexa, and 
that to some extent these relationships are romantic (Gao et al., 2018); other users 
consider their relationships with AI systems as reciprocal and mutually beneficial 
(Brandtzaeg et  al., 2022; Pentina et  al., 2023). In this context, several applica-
tions, such as Replika, DreamGF, and RomanticAI, which involve the creation 
of virtual personas that converse and engage in role-playing scenarios, have been 
commercialized (Pan & Mou, 2024).

According to some authors, the human tendency to anthropomorphize AI, 
namely to attribute human characteristics or human-like traits to AI systems, 
poses several challenges. For instance, people can be misled into improperly 
giving AI moral standing, which in turn may affect their relationships with real 
people (Zimmerman et  al., 2023). Further ethical complexities emerge when 
people establish friendships or intimate relationships with artificial intelligence 
tools (Munn & Weijers, 2023; Weijers & Munn 2022; Zhou & Fischer, 2020). For 
instance, in meeting users’ needs for intimacy and companionship, AI tools might 
also lead to social isolation and a weakening of community bonds (Figueroa-
Torres, 2025). Finally, some people—especially those who are more vulnerable, 
such as the elderly or individuals with dementia or cognitive issues—may even 
be deceived by AI and believe they are interacting with a real person (Donath, 
2020), as might occur with the use of care robots (Dalton-Brown, 2020). Con-
versely, researchers have also highlighted the positive effects of human-AI rela-
tionships. Chatbots and other AI tools may help reduce loneliness (De Freitas 
et al., 2024), and AI may act as a safe conversational partner, as people may feel 
more comfortable sharing sensitive information with an AI that lacks a capacity 
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to “judge” them (Skjuve et al., 2021). Moreover, human-AI relationships have led 
some authors to begin rethinking our conceptual understanding of relationships 
with non-human entities and their ethical and legal consequences (Jecker, 2024; 
Puzio, 2024).

While much attention has been devoted to AI-human relationships, another area 
that has instead been neglected concerns the moral issues of AI mediating human-
to-human relationships, such as when one person uses AI tools to support their con-
versations with another. This paper explores such cases and concludes that using 
AI tools can be morally problematic when doing so undermines “authenticity-based 
obligations”—specific obligations in relationships that require one to personally 
perform a particular task. That is, at least some actions performed within human 
relationships should adhere to a standard of authentic conduct, as the value of such 
actions depends on who performs them and not solely on the quality of the outcome. 
Delegating some of these tasks to AI may prevent people within relationships from 
meeting this standard. My argument relies on “second-person authenticity,”1 a form 
of authenticity that the other party within the relationships (e.g., one’s partner) rec-
ognizes2. As I will argue, second-person authenticity is a necessary feature in some 
human relationships.

Although such reflections may be helpful for considering various kinds of rela-
tionships, the article’s main purpose is to discuss and assess how romantic relation-
ships might be problematically mediated by AI. Given that romantic relationships 
are highly valued (Earp & Savulescu, 2020), the ethics of using AI in them might 
be readily apparent. Moreover, we might also think that authenticity plays a more 
important role in intimate, romantic relationships than in other kinds of relations. 
Romantic relationships are therefore a reliable starting point for analyzing a set of 
problems that emerge from the mediating role of AI.

The paper is structured as follows: in Section 2, I clarify the concept of “media-
tion by AI” and propose a paradigmatic example in which AI is used in a morally 
problematic way within a romantic relationship. In Section 3, I assess some possible 
explanations for why the mediating role of AI might be concerning, namely explana-
tions that involve a lack of disclosure, lack of effort, and lack of commitment. These 
explanations do not exhaust ethical reflection and, in Section 4, I propose an alter-
native explanation that relies on second-person authenticity. In Section  5, I claim 
that using AI tools in some circumstances may fail because of authenticity concerns; 
then, I address some possible critiques of my position. Finally, I conclude by sug-
gesting that the proposed theoretical framework could be helpful for addressing 

1   Moore (2002) has used the term “second-person authenticity,” as well as “first-person authenticity,” in 
the context of musicology. In this paper, however, I introduce a different usage within the framework of 
philosophical and moral reflection.
2   I am aware that there may be more than one other person in a relationship. For instance, I have a 
relationship with each of my parents, but the three of us have a triadic relationship. Moreover, in the con-
text of romantic relationships, this can involve polyamorous relationships. Without reducing some of the 
complexity in theorizing about relationships, in this paper, I discuss ethical issues in dyadic terms. After 
all, every triadic or plural relationship can be broken down into more basic relationships, where it is pos-
sible to isolate the “I” and “you” of the relationship.
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other cases in which AI mediates human-to-human relationships, such as the doctor-
patient relationship, and by offering some preliminary reflections.

2 � The Mediating Role of AI in Human Relationships

To explain what I mean by “mediated by AI” in the context of human relationships, 
it is helpful to recall a conceptual shift in communication ethics. Hancock and col-
leagues (2020) argue that our way of interacting is shifting from Computer-Medi-
ated Communication (CMC) to Artificial Intelligence-Mediated Communication 
(AI-MC). CMC refers to human communication mediated by various computer for-
mats and channels to send messages and interact with others across time and space. 
Examples of CMC include sending an email or messaging on WhatsApp. Consider-
ing the availability of AI tools, instead, interpersonal communication is not merely 
conveyed by technology, “but modified, augmented, or even generated by a compu-
tational agent to achieve communication goals” (Hancock et al., 2020, p. 90). At the 
time their paper was published, they had in mind tools such as auto-correct, predic-
tive text, grammar correction, smart replies, and so forth. However, recent advance-
ments in AI tools, such as LLMs, provide even more powerful and disruptive exam-
ples of AI-MC.

While the rise of CMC has presented some peculiar issues (Hales, 2009), the 
advent of AI-MC has the potential to be even more revolutionary in that it chal-
lenges our understanding of human communication and interaction. Admittedly, we 
still have little empirical evidence about people’s attitudes toward AI-MC; recent 
research offers ambivalent results. Hohestein and colleagues (2023) find that using 
algorithmic responses can produce better outcomes: it increases communication 
speed and the use of positive emotional language, and it leads conversation partners 
to evaluate each other as being closer and more cooperative. However, and quite 
interestingly, people evaluated others more negatively if the latter were suspected of 
using algorithmic responses in their conversation.

So far, I have only referred to mediated communication and not mediated rela-
tionships. However, although communication may be short-term, the way in which 
we communicate within a relationship has significant effects on our relationships. 
Assessing the shift from CMC to AI-MC, therefore, seems crucial not only in com-
munication ethics but also for the ethics of human relationships. Relationships 
can be defined as the connections between people who have recurrent interactions 
that are perceived to have personal meaning by the participants (August & Rook, 
2013; Zimmerman et al., 2023). Other authors have also argued that the reciprocal 
exchange of information determines how relationships develop and change (Carpen-
ter & Greene, 2015). Nowadays, a significant number of interactions and recipro-
cal information exchanges occur through text messages, emails, and social media. 
These interactions can be integrated and enhanced by AI tools such as LLMs. This 
already happens, for instance, in relationships with our colleagues: my anecdotal 
evidence, as well as several blogs and forums, suggests that in the last couple of 
years, a growing number of colleagues have asked ChatGPT to make an email more 
formal or even to write one from scratch based on a previous email. From a more 
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quantitative perspective, as early as November 2023, Business.com conducted a sur-
vey of about 2,000 American workers regarding their experiences with ChatGPT in 
2023 and reported that around 23% of respondents were using AI for written com-
munication, including refining and drafting emails (Business.com, 2023). I expect 
that this percentage is increasing, given that a survey conducted by Microsoft and 
LinkedIn in May 2024 found that 75% of global knowledge workers are using gener-
ative AI (Microsoft & LinkedIn, 2024). Such usage may impact the quality of one’s 
relationships.3

Analyzing the entire range of questions related to the ethics of AI-mediated 
human-to-human relationships would be monumental. So, as stated in the previous 
section, I begin with romantic relationships. Consider the following hypothetical 
case:

Jamie uses ChatGPT to craft responses while messaging with their partner 
Kia to resolve an argument. Jamie copies and pastes the messages into Chat-
GPT, reviews the generated responses, and then sends them back to Kia. The 
responses are better than those Jamie could have formulated on their own but 
perfectly resemble their intention. Moreover, Jamie’s messages persuaded Kia, 
which was the intended result. The fight between the partners is over; peace is 
made.

This case may reflect real-world situations. A survey conducted on the AI plat-
form Pollfish in January 2024 found that, of US respondents between 18 and 34 
years old, 33% of men and 14% of women had used ChatGPT for relationship advice 
(Dickey, 2024). Similarly, an author of a Medium article reported how he apologized 
to his wife by using ChatGPT (Anderson, 2023).4 However, many people might have 
the moral intuition that Jamie’s behavior is morally wrong. The next section assesses 
whether we have moral reasons to support such an intuition.

3 � Why is Jamie’s Behavior Morally Wrong? Some (Non‑exhaustive) 
Explanations

Here, I analyze three possible explanations—lack of disclosure, lack of effort, and 
lack of commitment—for why Jamie wronged Kia by using ChatGPT to resolve 
their argument. These explanations, I argue, are not exhaustive.

3   Although I mainly discuss circumstances in which human-to-human relationships might be negatively 
affected by the mediating role of AI, I leave open the possibility that certain uses of AI can have a posi-
tive impact on one’s relationships. As I will argue later, whether this is the case depends on the type of 
mediation, the type of task assigned to the AI, and the nature of the relationship in question.
4   Of course, this is not the only context in which AI can mediate a human-to-human romantic relation-
ship. For instance, in another Medium article, its author describes using AI to determine whether he or 
his wife was right in their recent disagreements (Stein, 2023). More generally, we can imagine an AI tool 
capable of facilitating dispute resolution between both parties. From this perspective, the idea of AI’s 
mediating role takes on additional significance and has different moral implications that should be ana-
lyzed separately.
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According to the lack of disclosure explanation, Jamie does something wrong 
because Kia might be unaware that Jamie is using ChatGPT, which makes Jamie’s 
behavior morally questionable. That is, Jamie’s behavior might be considered fun-
damentally dishonest. It is certainly plausible that the wrongness of Jamie’s behav-
ior stems from the fact that relevant information is being hidden; however, this rea-
son alone does not fully capture our moral concerns about Jamie’s use of ChatGPT. 
Indeed, the lack of disclosure explanation ceases to be effective when the case is 
slightly modified, say, by stipulating that Jamie transparently communicates to Kia 
that they are using ChatGPT. Even in this scenario, our intuition that Kia might still 
be unhappy with Jamie’s behavior for other reasons remains intact and suggests con-
cerns that are independent of Jamie’s transparency. Of course, the lack of disclo-
sure explanation is fully adequate to explain moral wrongdoing in certain cases. For 
instance, consider a scenario in which I enter a relationship and deliberately with-
hold important information, such as my real job or certain habits, because I fear it 
might jeopardize the relationship. If my partner later discovers this, they may feel 
resentment precisely because such information, which could have influenced their 
decision to be with me, was withheld. However, in other cases, such as a student 
who uses cheat sheets during an exam, people may choose to conceal something 
because what is being concealed is per se morally wrong, regardless of whether it is 
hidden or revealed. The wrongness here does not lie solely in the act of hiding the 
cheat sheets but primarily in the unfair advantage the student has over their peers and 
the teacher’s inability to accurately assess the student’s actual level of preparedness.

A second explanation involves a lack of effort: using ChatGPT for romantic inter-
actions expresses laziness, which undermines the moral value placed on personal 
effort in one’s maintaining relationships. This argument closely resembles one from 
the ethical debate on biomedical enhancement (Fox, 2005; Kass, 2003), accord-
ing to which the moral value of conduct resides predominantly in the agent’s effort 
such that they are praiseworthy for the effortful production of something valuable 
(Maslen et al., 2020). Consequently, failing to make an effort to achieve a valuable 
outcome, such as resolving an argument, should be considered blameworthy or at 
least less morally appreciable than a similar result reached through effort. Although 
to some extent effort can be related to moral praise, neither such explanation 
exhausts our moral understanding of Jamie’s case. Some people might make mini-
mal effort because they are particularly good at resolving conflicts, seeking forgive-
ness, or engaging in arguments. Should we consider how these people handle their 
arguments in romantic relationships to be morally problematic? Moreover, the effort 
involved in using ChatGPT, as well as the genuine intent to resolve the dispute, can 
be compared to the effort another person might exert in engaging and resolving an 
argument. We can concede that a partner who exerts a lot of effort to explain their 
reasons is commendable, but the lack, or at least the reduction, of this effort does 
not in itself make the action wrong. Many other morally commendable aspects, such 
as their good intentions and full disclosure, could make Jamie’s behavior, all things 
considered, appropriate.

The third explanation is the lack of commitment: using ChatGPT to communi-
cate in a relationship indicates a lack of genuine interest in maintaining that rela-
tionship, which requires a mutual commitment to addressing each other’s needs. In 
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this sense, the effort to resolve a disagreement is not seen as valuable in itself, as 
in the case of the lack of effort explanation, but as an indicator of one’s willing-
ness to invest in maintaining the relationship. Using ChatGPT would demonstrate 
that Jamie is unwilling to invest much time in caring for their relationship with Kia, 
and this could significantly impact its quality. Again, we might agree that, in some 
cases, the use of ChatGPT can be symptomatic of a lack of interest and commitment 
in romantic relationships, but this is not necessarily true. Let us assume that Jamie 
feels insecure about their communication abilities and therefore uses ChatGPT to 
ensure that what they communicate is well-articulated. Recognizing these shortcom-
ings and seeking support from generative tools could even be a sign of awareness 
of, interest in, and commitment toward Kia, especially if we consider a scenario in 
which someone consistently avoids arguments and disengages from disagreements 
with their partner. Thus, this explanation does not show why Jamie’s use of Chat-
GPT is per se wrong; on the contrary, it suggests that using such tools could signal a 
strong commitment to the relationship.

4 � Second‑person Authenticity

I believe the aforementioned explanations do not fully capture the moral dimensions 
of Jamie’s case. I argue Jamie’s action is morally wrong because of reasons related 
to second-person authenticity, a form of authenticity that the person, such as a part-
ner, in the relationship recognizes. To develop my argument, I will first present and 
critique the conventional understanding of authenticity, of first-person authenticity, 
which has, so far, received more attention in the philosophical debate. I then pre-
sent the concept of second-person authenticity and emphasize its practical and moral 
advantages in defining authenticity-related obligations toward others. Finally, I will 
discuss its normative implications in the context of relationships.

Admittedly, authenticity is a very slippery concept (Varga, 2014) and is employed 
across various fields as well as in everyday language. Moreover, like effort, authen-
ticity is often discussed in the bioethics of human enhancement, particularly in 
discussions of cognitive and moral enhancement (Bolt, 2007; Gordon, 2022; Juth, 
2014). In this context, authenticity has an ambivalent meaning (Levy, 2011): those 
who oppose enhancement often argue that using drugs to improve certain human 
traits or abilities distances the person from being one’s true self. This perspective 
stems from Taylor’s (1992) concept of authenticity, in which authentic basically 
means that one listens to an inner voice that demands one be human in a way that is 
distinctively one’s own. According to this view, everyone has a unique way of being 
human. In this sense, being authentic means remaining true to oneself or discover-
ing one’s essence.

A second perspective, which has been used to support cognitive enhancement 
(DeGrazia, 2000), views authenticity as the creation of the self: one shapes oneself 
into what one would like to be rather than accept oneself as one is. The emphasis 
on the creation of the self is also central to Sartre’s (2022) rather radical view of 
authenticity. He asserts that humans have no predetermined essence that is shaped 
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by genetics, personal history, or other factors. Therefore, nothing opposes the crea-
tion of the self, which remains the only authentic stance against bad faith.

Both conceptions are first-person conceptions, as they concern the dialogue an 
individual has with oneself in discovering or creating one’s true self. However, first-
person authenticity encounters several challenges that hinder its moral relevance, 
particularly for the purposes of this paper. First, it relies on the concept of a “true 
self” that harbors metaphysical and epistemological pitfalls related to identifying 
and distinguishing essential properties that define the self and those features that 
can change without a loss of authenticity. Moreover, being able to refer to one’s 
true self requires that one can distinguish between one’s authentic and inauthentic 
selves. However, being able to distinguish between the two proves problematic both 
philosophically and practically. Therefore, although the idea of a true self is highly 
intuitive—so much so that it has achieved great success in popular culture—some 
authors sensibly argue that theorizing a true self is impossible (Bialystok, 2014).

Second, even if we assume that a person can access one’s true self, it is doubtful 
that others can do the same. Despite the fact that relationships, especially romantic 
ones, are privileged spaces in which individuals explore themselves (Taylor, 1992), 
the emphasis on the search for one’s true self presupposes a dialogue with oneself 
that renders this space virtually inaccessible to others. Given this inaccessibility, it 
is doubtful that someone could demand that another conform to their “true self” or 
raise a legitimate complaint if they do not. In other words, one does not seem to have 
a moral obligation toward others to be first-person authentic.

Admittedly, first-person authenticity may be morally relevant insofar as one has 
moral reasons to become or discover one’s true self, and these reasons would be 
independent of how one’s search for one’s true self affects others. But this reason-
ing works only within a peculiar moral framework in which flourishing requires one 
realize an objective account of the good (i.e., it is good for human beings to try to 
be authentic) through one’s search for authenticity. Outside of such a framework, 
first-person authenticity risks being morally unhelpful in our interactions with oth-
ers—especially when others demand that we be authentic.5

Given the controversy of first-person authenticity and its inadequacy in defining 
moral obligations based on authenticity toward others, we should explore an alterna-
tive approach to authenticity, one that adopts a second-person perspective. Second-
person authenticity is, indeed, assessed not by individuals themselves but by other 
people in the relationship. In a similar vein, the psychological literature refers to 
“perceived authenticity” when a partner recognizes that a behavior or action reflects 
the self of the person one is in a relationship with (Bailey & Levy, 2022; Wick-
ham, 2013). In other words, whereas first-person authenticity seems accessible to 

5   Nevertheless, I am not categorically excluding the possibility of sensibly appealing to first-person 
authenticity or recognizing that it has some normative force, provided that it is possible to refer to a true 
self (Bauer, 2017). For example, one may have prudential reasons to be authentic because, in this way, 
one could be more likely to achieve a higher quality of life. One may have indirect moral reasons toward 
others to be authentic, to the extent that being authentic allows one to fulfill their obligations toward 
others. Finally, according to some, first-person authenticity can be normative even if not in moral and 
prudential terms (Bell, 2024).
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the subject only through an internal experience of what the subject considers to be 
their true self (Al-Khouja et  al., 2022), second-person authenticity occurs when 
someone within a relationship identifies some actions or behaviors as attributable 
to the person one is in relationship with. This approach to authenticity avoids deter-
mining whether an action aligns with someone’s true self. Moreover, unlike the 
first-person perspective, the second-person perspective enables authenticity to be 
assessed by one’s partner and so has a broader moral application. Therefore, as I will 
explain, this framework justifies others’ potential complaints about one’s inauthentic 
behavior.

Second-person authenticity may resemble the notion of nominal authenticity pro-
posed by Dutton’s (2005) reflection on the philosophy of arts, according to which 
nominal authenticity is the correct identification of the origins, authorship, or prov-
enance of an object. This commonsensical definition of authenticity is linked to the 
notion of authorship of a given object, outcome, or behavior. However, in the rela-
tional context, second-person authenticity differs from simple authorship because, 
in the latter, one can perform actions that do not reflect one’s authentic features. For 
example, if I am usually a sober person and, in an exceptional case, I drink a bit too 
much and make inappropriate jokes to my partner, it can be said that I am the author 
of those jokes but that they do not represent the person I usually am with my part-
ner.6 From this perspective, an alien factor—alcohol—explains why my partner may 
not recognize me as being authentic and justifies their potential judgment about my 
inauthenticity (Ahlin, 2018). Moreover, variability of one’s behavior across differ-
ent contexts and relationships affects how others’ in the relationship perceive one’s 
authenticity. While some traits may remain stable across contexts, a person who sud-
denly starts behaving with their partner as one might with one’s work colleagues is 
still legitimately recognizable as the author of their actions but not recognizable as 
second-person authentic.

In light of these observations, I propose a more formal definition of “second-per-
son authenticity,” one that involves two necessary conditions:

(a)	 The agent is the author of a given action such that they perform a certain action 
or behavior, where “performing” implies undertaking the cognitive and emo-
tional process required to bring it about.

(b)	 The performance of this action or behavior is consistent with their practical 
identity as it has emerged in the relationship with the partner.

By practical identity, I mean certain patterns of thinking, behaving, and reacting that 
a person shows to the other party of the relationship, which mark the person’s char-
acter and personality in the partner’s eyes. My understanding of practical identity is 
similar to Christman’s (2009) and Ahlin’s (2018).

I should clarify (b), as someone might argue that I am proposing an unrealis-
tic and overly demanding concept of authenticity, one that seems to suggest that, 

6   In this case, being inauthentic can even mitigate the moral blame my partner holds toward me.
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to be second-person authentic, a person must always remain the same and cannot 
grow personally. For instance, let us consider Anthony, who is a fundamentally shy 
person and takes acting classes to become less shy. Some might argue that if these 
classes affect his actions and behaviors with his partner, Tamara, she may no longer 
recognize Anthony as authentic. This is certainly counterintuitive. Second-person 
authenticity is not so demanding and is meant to be compatible with one’s authentic, 
personal growth. I believe that it is possible for a partner to change, sometimes even 
significantly, or exhibit behaviors that are notably different, while still being recog-
nized by the other partner as consistent with their core characteristics. For example, 
if personal growth occurs—say, as a result of Anthony’s acting class—this certainly 
changes Anthony but gradually and in a way that ensures the continuity of his practi-
cal identity. In this way, Tamara can appreciate the continuity between Anthony at 
time t1, Anthony at t2, Anthony at t3, and so on, by revising and updating her percep-
tion of Anthony. Hence, it seems to me that Anthony’s behavior meets condition 
(b). However, it may be that case that Anthony’s change is not so gradually evident, 
and his increased extroversion manifests in specific situations, that surprise Tamara. 
Nonetheless, even in this situation, a certain form of second-person authenticity may 
still be present because Anthony’s new characteristics can be considered authentic 
by virtue of the reasons and motivations that led him to undergo a transformative 
journey.

An additional issue with condition (b) is that one’s partner might have a distorted 
idea of what one has manifested over time—sometimes romanticized, sometimes 
discrediting. Hence, someone could claim that, to respect second-person authen-
ticity, the person would need to comply with the partner’s distorted idea of them. 
This is hardly plausible given that the partner might not recognize second-person 
authenticity when it actually applies and vice versa. However, condition (b) does not 
require one to conform to the mere idea of oneself that one’s partner has. Instead, it 
is sufficient that one acts consistently with patterns one has effectively manifested 
over time in the relationship—such as the expression of one’s desires, reactions, 
behaviors, and so on. In other words, behaving as one has always done within the 
relationship is sufficient. Therefore, when assessing second-person authenticity, 
one’s partner should not rely on their problematic projection but rather on evidence 
that one has provided within the relationship over time. Nonetheless, in human rela-
tionships, especially romantic ones, to avoid projecting one’s ideas onto another is 
challenging. For second-person authenticity to function and be potentially relevant 
in moral discourse, partners should strive to recognize each other while minimizing 
projection. In this paper, I only focus on cases in which the partner is sufficiently 
capable of adequately identifying another’s practical identity.

I now discuss the normative implications of second-person authenticity. Evi-
dence shows that simply perceiving one’s partner as authentic is associated with 
better relationship outcomes, including a stronger identification with the relation-
ship’s goals and a weaker identification with self-protection goals (Wickham, 2013). 
But more importantly, second-person authenticity possesses moral relevance as 
well, given that when two people decide to enter a relationship they do so based 
on the characteristics and peculiarities of each other. Though a relationship can 
be sought for many reasons—protection, stability, building a life project, or social 
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acceptance—one enters a relationship with another based on their particularities. It 
aligns with our intuitions that it is likely we would not have decided to be with a 
specific partner if they did not possess certain physical and psychological character-
istics or behaviors. Again, as I have argued, these characteristics can change while 
maintaining continuity over time, although it is possible that some changes are so 
disruptive to end the relationship. Regardless, knowledge of what a partner is like 
seems to be a necessary condition for entering and staying in a relationship. The 
mutual knowledge that partners have of each other’s characteristics creates a unique, 
meaningful bond of intimacy and trust, which in turn can generate reciprocal obliga-
tions to which the partners agree to adhere7.

I identify at least two kinds of moral obligations within a romantic relationship. 
First, in outcome-based obligations, partners are responsible for achieving certain 
goods or performing specific tasks. This category generally includes duties to mow 
the lawn, do the grocery shopping, or iron clothes. People who are in a relationship 
and share a life plan agree to divide these and other tasks. For these duties, what 
matters is that the task is performed adequately.

A second class of duties within a relationship are authenticity-based obligations. 
This type of obligation requires partners to personally perform a particular action. 
Given the bonds of intimacy and trust within the relationship, certain tasks can-
not typically be outsourced to someone or something else, even if doing so might 
improve the quality of the outcome. Otherwise, this would undermine the very 
foundation of the relationship. In other words, such obligations are non-transferable 
because they are inherently tied to specific people. From this perspective, the value 
of the result lies in the person performing the task, that is, in who undertakes the 
cognitive and emotional process required to bring it about. In this context, a person’s 
actual involvement in the process of achieving the outcome renders the outcome 
meaningful (Battisti, 2025). Within authenticity-based obligations are the duties to 
console a loved one in grief, resolve a dispute, or seek forgiveness.

Put more formally, at least some actions performed within human relationships 
should respect a standard of authentic conduct insofar as the value of such actions 
depends on who actually performs them—that is, who engages in the proper cogni-
tive and emotional processes—and not only on the quality of their outcome. Notice 
that, again, being authentic does not imply that one must conform to one’s “true 
self” to fulfill one’s duty; in a less demanding way, they must directly perform the 
task if one’s partner is to recognize one as the person with whom they have entered 
into a relationship. In other words, compliance with authenticity-based obligations 
is assessed through second-person authenticity, which one’s partner evaluates on the 
basis of external, rather than internal, criteria.

7   Authors like Darwall (2006) argue that the nature of moral obligations is interpersonal, or second-per-
sonal. In other words, the validity of moral obligations presupposes relations of authority and account-
ability between individuals and, consequently, the possibility of addressing reason from one person to 
another. An in-depth discussion of the relation between Darwall’s perspective and my analysis of AI’s 
role in mediating romantic relationships is beyond the scope of this paper. Nevertheless, I believe that his 
theoretical framework can offer additional support to my argument.
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To clarify this distinction, consider another example. My partner and I have agreed 
upon an outcome-based obligation in which I am responsible for mowing the lawn. 
However, I am particularly bad at mowing the lawn, it takes me a long time, and I leave 
ugly marks on the garden soil. So, I decide, at my own expense, to pay a gardener to do 
it. I also have an authenticity-based obligation to console my partner after her sister’s 
death. As in the case of mowing the lawn, I am not particularly good at comforting 
people, so I pay a psychologist to do it in my place. In the first case, I effectively fulfill 
the outcome-based obligation: at the end of the day, the lawn is mowed, and my part-
ner can enjoy the benefits of a mowed lawn. I believe my partner would be happier if I 
decided to hire a gardener rather than do a bad job of it. In this case, when comparing 
two outcomes, the quality of the outcome itself is the only thing that matters. But in the 
second case, I fail to fulfill the authenticity-based obligation; what my partner wants is 
that I—the person with whom she is in the relationship—console her. The psychologist 
may be better at comforting people than I am, but that does not replace the need for 
comfort from my partner.

Notice that while the specific content of outcome-based obligations and authentic-
ity-based obligations vary from one romantic relationship to another, the obligations 
depend on the reasonable mutual expectations of the partners. In other words, for some 
couples, and in some circumstances, an outcome-based obligation—such as helping a 
partner study for an exam or accompanying them grocery shop—might be considered 
an authenticity-based obligation by people in other relationships, and vice versa. I refer 
to authenticity-based obligations that can plausibly be regarded as such by many people 
and leave open the possibility that the boundaries between these obligations may be 
blurred.

Some might criticize the distinction between outcome-based and authenticity-based 
obligations by arguing that, in both cases, it is solely the partner who is ultimately 
responsible for fulfilling the obligation in each instance and, therefore, in both cases, 
the partner has non-transferable obligations. After all, even when it comes to mowing 
the lawn, it is I—and can only I—who takes responsibility for completing the task. 
However, the distinction is not about attributing a role responsibility, namely the attri-
bution of some specific obligation to someone because one has that role (Hart, 2008). 
The partner’s role responsibility is to fulfill both types of obligations. On the contrary, 
the distinction emphasizes the moral importance of who directly performs the task. For 
outcome-based obligations, we are fundamentally instruments for achieving a certain 
goal or good and, as instruments, can be replaced without significant moral conse-
quences. However, for authenticity-based obligations, the specific person in the rela-
tionship ought to directly perform the task. Therefore, our replacement—complete or 
partial—in this context, can come with moral concerns that undermine the moral qual-
ity of the outcome and the integrity of the relationship.

5 � The Ethics of the Mediating Role of AI

With this theoretical framework in mind, I return to Jamie’s use of AI to explore the 
ethics of the mediating role of AI. Recall that Jamie uses ChatGPT to resolve a con-
flict between themselves and Kia. The ethics of conflict resolution within a couple is 
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a complex matter. However, it is reasonable that the partner who seeks forgiveness 
be the one who directly asks to be forgiven and that, just as important—or perhaps 
even more important—is willing to apologize. In other words, although the Jamie 
case is not analogous to that of paying a psychologist to console the partner men-
tioned above, when a partner intends to resolve an argument and seek forgiveness, 
they also face an authenticity-based obligation to directly perform such actions. It is 
not enough to have a sincere intention and sentiment to resolve the argument, one 
also needs to bear the cost of executing the apology.

These considerations help us understand why Jamie’s behavior is morally prob-
lematic—even without appealing to the lack of commitment, effort, and disclosure 
explanations. Using ChatGPT extensively to resolve an argument and perform an 
apology fails to fulfill an authenticity-based obligation. Although the messages gen-
erated by ChatGPT align with Jamie’s intentions to resolve the dispute with Kia, 
they cannot be directly attributed to Jamie, the person with whom Kia shares a bond 
of intimacy and trust. Resolving their dispute requires assessing whether that bond 
remains intact, yet the messages crafted by ChatGPT undermine this assessment.

Now consider why it is not possible to directly attribute to Jamie the messages 
that ChatGPT generated, even if Jamie has the genuine intention to resolve the con-
flict and subsequently sends the generated apology to Kia. First, without ChatGPT, 
Jamie would not have been able to produce the content of the messages, so Kia 
cannot perceive them as the result of Jamie’s practical identity. Even worse, Jamie 
might not even fully understand the texts that ChatGPT crafted for them. In this 
case, it appears that condition (b) for second-person authenticity is not fulfilled: the 
performance of a certain action or behavior does not align with the practical identity 
of the agent available to the partner.

Second, and more interestingly, concerns about second-person authenticity would 
persist even if the content of the messages were consistent with Jamie’s practical 
identity. Imagine a case in which Jamie uploaded all of their conversations with Kia 
such that ChatGPT could replicate some pattern proper to Jamie’s practical iden-
tity.8 In this situation, Jamie would fail to meet condition (a): Jamie did not per-
sonally perform the act of writing the apology. As a result, Kia could not perceive 
the message as being from the person with whom she chose to maintain a relation-
ship. Despite the fact that there is a sense in which they still perform the apology—
namely, by copying the messages and reviewing them—Jamie neither thought about 
the structure, the information to convey, or the ideas to include. In the context of 
apologizing, these actions arise from a deeply cognitive and emotional process gen-
erated by their relationship with Kia, an actual experience that makes possible Kia’s 
assessment of the bond and Jamie’s performance of the apology. This process is fun-
damentally different from the algorithmic operations that LLMs employ to formu-
late a message similar to the one that Jamie could have written. Notice that second-
person authenticity does not demand that apologies contain original ideas that have 

8   Evidence for this possibility already exists. For instance, Porsdam and colleagues (2023) set up an 
LLM that was fine-tuned on the previously published work of three of its authors. The AI tool appeared 
to adapt to the style, argumentation, and reasoning employed in these individuals’ prior work.
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never been used before: it is inevitable that various patterns are reused given that we 
share a culture, biology, and common experiences. What matters is that these ideas 
emerge from a personal and emotional process in which Jamie preserves the bond of 
intimacy and trust that characterizes the relationship.

Thus, the Jamie example helps demonstrate how AI-MC in personal relationships 
can be morally problematic—when AI prevents one from fulfilling authenticity-
based obligations. Since these obligations are non-transferable, we cannot largely 
delegate their fulfilment to AI tools, regardless of whether the outcomes align with 
our motivations and intentions. While we can acknowledge that the results might 
be more effective than what one might achieve without their use, delegating this 
responsibility compromises the authenticity, trust and intimacy, required of relation-
ships. However, such a conclusion is compatible with employing, even extensively, 
AI tools to fulfill outcome-based obligations within romantic relationships. For 
instance, if I promise to keep track of household tasks and create a weekly schedule 
to plan and distribute them across multiple days, ChatGPT can be an effective tool 
for this purpose. Yet, it falls short when addressing authenticity-based obligations.

Some might object that Jamie’s conduct is not morally wrong, given that it is pos-
sible to draw a moral analogy with cases in which we seek advice from our friends, 
relatives, therapists, or acquaintances when trying to resolve arguments with our 
partner. Since seeking advice from a real person is usually not considered morally 
problematic and already occur in daily life, AI tools should not be viewed as morally 
problematic either. They are simply a new way to seek support in the, sometimes 
hard, task of maintaining and cultivating human relationships. Using AI tools might 
even be preferable to asking advice from a friend, since Kia might have privacy-
based reasons for Jamie’s not discussing their business with friends, concerns that 
do not arise if ChatGPT is used.9

To counter this criticism, consider what must be meant by “seeking advice from 
a friend” for the critique to be effective. If the friend’s advice is Socratic and aims at 
helping Jamie understand the reasons for the argument and exploring their feelings, 
then the objection does not pose a threat to my argument. There is nothing wrong in 
using ChatGPT in a similar way, namely as a tool that critically helps one understand 
one’s own feelings before confronting one’s partner. In this way, the use of ChatGPT 
resembles that of a confidant, which can provide, at a time other than during the discus-
sion itself, tools that help one process their feelings and that might enhance the qual-
ity of the human-to-human relationship without necessarily raising problems related 
to the confidentiality of the information exchanged with the LLM. However, from this 
perspective, no authenticity-based obligation is undermined. The case that guides the 
paper is different and involves messages for Kia that ChatGPT crafts and Jamie reviews 
before sending them to Kia. In light of this, at least two key observations emerge.

9   One may have many reasons to prefer advice from a trustworthy, human friend. For example, Chat-
GPT would not be consistent in the way that a friend might, given the understanding that one builds up 
over the course of a friendship. While this observation is valid, its relevance might be limited in the near 
future, as it may become possible to interact with AI capable of maintaining consistent responses and 
behavior patterns over time.
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First, the moral blameworthiness and even the appropriateness of using ChatGPT 
within romantic relationship comes in degrees: using ChatGPT to review the gram-
mar of a text or even to translate it into another language is certainly different from 
having it directly write those messages. In some circumstances, when used in the first 
sense, ChatGPT may even strengthen the relationship. For instance, consider couples 
who do not share a primary language. Arguing and reconciling might sometimes be 
challenging precisely because of their language barrier; an AI tool could help mitigate 
those challenges. This implies that not all uses of ChatGPT compromise an authentic-
ity-based obligation and that further conceptual research is needed to delineate when 
ChatGPT undermines or aligns with authenticity-based obligations. Here, it is enough 
to argue that while Jamie has an authenticity-based obligation, engaging in a Socratic, 
non-directive dialogue with an LLM does not diminish Jamie’s authenticity.

Second, the conclusions I have drawn in the context of AI-MC should prompt us 
to reconsider our moral judgments about cases in which we seek advice from friends 
to resolve a dispute. It is not uncommon for friends to give, instead of Socratic 
support, rather direct advice, and, driven by the desire to resolve the uncertainty 
inherent in a conflict, we may even share our partner’s messages with friends to get 
their input on how to respond more effectively. Aside from confidentiality issues, I 
believe that even in these cases there are second-person authenticity issues. As with 
Jamie’s case, one’s messages may not reflect the practical identity of the person per-
forming the apology or that, even if one’s identity is reflected, it is not the result of 
an emotional process generated by the relationship with the partner, but rather the 
process of a third person who is not part of that relationship. While the ethics of a 
friend’s suggestion warrant further exploration, my argument here has shed light on 
this matter as well.

Nevertheless, issues related to second-person authenticity in AI-MC contexts 
assume a peculiar significance when compared to cases of seeking advice from 
friends primarily because it is much easier and cheaper to outsource certain rela-
tional tasks to AI tools than to humans. A friend may not always be willing or able 
to help with one’s problems either because they are not good at such tasks, think 
it is not the right thing to do, or are simply not available. AI, on the other hand, is 
potentially very good at these tasks, is unlikely to have moral issues or refuse what 
is asked of it, and is always available. Its ease of access ​​may undermine authenticity-
based obligations more frequently and systematically. Consequently, mediating inti-
mate relationships via AI poses a more serious challenge than doing so via human 
agents.

6 � Concluding Remarks and Further Research

In this article, I have argued that some uses of AI-MC may undermine second-
person authenticity requirements embedded in human-to-human relationships. 
Although I have only considered romantic relationships, the theoretical framework I 
have proposed is promising for evaluating other human-to-human relationships.

In addition to relationships between colleagues, this discussion is relevant for 
another significant example: suppose that in a not-so-distant future healthcare 
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scenario, advances in AI have enabled the creation of headsets that assist doctors in 
communicating with patients, say by detecting a patient’s sentiments and emotions 
in audio or video. These headsets are designed to provide real-time feedback and 
suggestions to doctors’ verbal and non-verbal communication, based on the patient’s 
emotional state, medical history, and the nature of the information being conveyed.

If we consider the doctor-patient relationship as a relationship that presupposes 
only outcome-based obligations, we might conclude that AI would be a formidable 
tool to potentially improve the quality of such conversations: it could ensure a better 
understanding of the patient’s emotional states, help the doctor assess whether the 
patient has understood complex communication, and so on (Savulescu et al., 2024). 
However, whether the doctor-patient relationship also presupposes authenticity-
based obligations is an open question. If it is—if doctors were required to be the 
only person performing certain actions without the mediating role of AI—this tool 
would pose moral challenges, at least in some of its uses. For example, there might 
be a moral difference between patient-doctor communication that conveys a diag-
nosis—when effectively communicating clinically relevant information is key—and 
when addressing the existential and human aspects of a disease, or when a patient 
seeks comfort. But, again, such a putative difference would have moral value only if 
the doctor-patient relationship presupposes a certain requirement of authenticity in a 
similar—though not identical—way as romantic relationships do. To be clear, in this 
context, I do not intend to argue that the use of AI devices as proposed above under-
mines the doctor-patient relationship. Instead, I am suggesting that determining 
whether authenticity-based obligations exist, and therefore whether second-person 
authenticity can be undermined, is a necessary condition for appreciating both the 
moral limitations and the opportunities of AI mediation in this type of relationship.

More generally, this paper highlights that in order to morally evaluate the mediat-
ing role of AI in human-to-human relationships, we must ask ourselves what types 
of mutual obligations different kinds of relationships entail. Some people may have 
a strong moral intuition that the AI-MC used by postal employees to provide better 
service to customers does not raise significant moral issues regarding second-person 
authenticity, given that the relationship between a clerk and a customer is primar-
ily instrumental. Certainly, as I argued in the previous sections, things change in 
the case of romantic relationships, doctor-patient relationship, and those that involve 
friends, relatives, therapists or counselors, spiritual leaders, and educators or tutors. 
Addressing all these issues is monumental, but I believe it has become fundamental 
and urgent to comprehensively evaluate the ethics of AI’s mediating role in human 
relationships, especially given the rapid spread of these tools in our daily lives. This 
paper has aimed to provide a theoretical framework for this endeavor, starting from 
a specific case – that of romantic relationships – in which the requirement of sec-
ond-person authenticity clearly ought to be respected. Further research is urgently 
needed to address these issues in more complex relationships.
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