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Why sex robots?
• The primary purpose here is to defend the 

idea that the relationship of love between 
humans and robots is genuine and valuable.

• Sex robots are a kind of social robots that 
cause complex ethical concerns: 
• Sexuality is a highly private matter 

regarding intimacy. 
• Sex robots tend to have some gender 

features, which may result in as many 
problems as in other forms of selling 
sex.

social robot

sexrobot



Harm and benefits of sex robots
Harm Benefits

To Users
Deception of users, 
Risk of addiction (Scheutz, 2011) 
Risk to cause a character defect 
(Spparow, 2017)

Improvement of  QOL 
(Levy, 2009)

To Society
Enforce gender stereotype 
(Robertson, 2010), 
Commit sexism (Richardson, 
2015)

Reframing the fixed idea of 
sexualities ,
Therapy use for sex 
offenders (Devlin, 2015)

(To Robots) (Vulnerability to destruction 
and slavery)

(The function designed as 
their goal (Peterson, 2017))



Method and strategy

• Examination of the argument on love towards sex robots in M. 
Hauskeller (2017) “Automatic Sweethearts for Transhumanists”.

• According to the argument,  the relationship between humans 
and robots is not so satisfactory as that between humans as long 
as some inner mental states such as emotion, desire, or free will 
are significant parts of love or having sex.

• The strategy is to provide another perspective to the relation 
with robots after consideration of the argument.



Content

1. Social background of sex robots and gender issues 
in Japan

2. Is it a ‘fake’?: M. Hauskller’s argument of robot lover
3. Examination and another perspective
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Social background 
of sex robots and 
gender issues in 
Japan

 Ex machina (2014)

 A.I. (2001)



Social Situation of Sex Doll in 
Japan
• Care-use interests: Good for user’s mental and physical health 

and well-being.

• ‘The most important part for us is to create (…)a bond and 
relationship between people and the doll’ on the website of the 
Orient Industry, a leading sex doll company in Japan < http://
www.orient-doll.com/en/company/ >

• Aesthetic interests: Art galleries hold exhibitions of sex dolls. A 
photographer and a film director create their works whose 
subject is a sex doll.



Gender issues in Engineering  in 
Japan
• Japan is 114th of142 countries in 

gender equality rankings by 
Economic World Forum in 2017.

• ‘Flaming’ cases on the web:
 In 2014,  Accused the cover 
design of a journal in some 
engineering field of sexism.
In 2018, Criticized a research 
project to calculate grades of the 
attractiveness of female facial 
features through makeup.

Netherlands is 
32nd



Feminist Criticism 1
• Campaign Against Sex Robots <https://

campaignagainstsexrobots.org>

• The relation between sex robots and human is so unsymmetrical 
just as that between sex workers and their client where female 
workers are just a means to satisfy male users’ needs and 
expectations.  The problematic relationship to robots can influence 
our gendered notion of sexuality. (Richardson, 2015)

https://campaignagainstsexrobots.org
https://campaignagainstsexrobots.org


Feminist Criticism 1I 
• Some automated devices are often feminized (especially in 

Japan) because a female automaton is more consistent 
with preexisting sexist views of women as being 
appropriate to dominate. ( Robertson, 2010, “Gendering 
Humanoid Robots: Robo-Sexism in Japan”)

• The point applies not only to female robots but male ones. 
They also have a risk to reinforce stereotypes of 
masculinity. 



2
Is it a ‘fake’?: 
Hauskeller’s 
Argument on Robot 
Lover



Hauskeller’s thesis of love and sex 
with robots
• The love between humans and robots 

is not so satisfactory as that between 
humans because robots do not 
possess some inner mental states 
like emotion, desire, or free will that 
are a significant part of love or having 
sex.

• The argument aims to examine the 
possibility that robots might be utterly 
similar to humans with consciousness 
and their interests. 



Premise1: The distinction between 
inner and external aspects of love

• Case 2;  Some offender of child abuse 
with a strong positive feeling to their 
children

• Case 3; Perfect caregiver without any 
feeling to the care-takers

Premise 1[Distinction between internal and external love] : 
For any x, y, x loves y iff  either (i)  x has a mental state S to y 
and makes a behavior B to y or (ii) x makes a behavior B. 

mental states 
of love

behaviors of 
love

1 ✓ ✓

2 ✓ ×

3 × ✓

4 × ×



Premise2 & 3: Terminology

Premise 2 [Robots]: Robots in the future make a behavior B and 
has no mental state including S

Premise3 [Person]: Real persons have a mental state S and 
makes a behavior B.

• These premises come from the definitions of ‘real person’  
that x is real person iff x has self-awareness and self-
concerns.  

• Premise 2 means that a ‘robot’ is a term to refer to being to 
move much like persons but to have no consciousness.



Premises of Hauskeller’s 
Argument 

1. [Distinction between internal and external love] For 
any x, y, x loves y iff  either (i)  x has a mental state S 
to y and makes a behavior B to y or (ii) x makes a 
behavior B. 

2. [Robot] Robots in the future make a behavior B and 
has no mental state including S. 

3. [Person] Real persons have a mental state S and 
makes a behavior B.



Hauskeller’s Argument
4. In the case of (i), robots do not 
love anything since robots have no 
emotion by definition. 

Therefore, the relationship with 
robots is not so satisfactory as that 
with real persons.

Robot

Love

Love

5.In the case of (ii), the relationship 
with robots is as satisfactory as that 
with real persons since love is equal 
to certain sets of external behaviors 
but does not include any mental 
state. 

Robot

Love

Love



Variations of the Argument

- What if robots are ‘person’ with the same mental functions as 
human beings?

- There is another similar argument. Robots have no free will 
because they are programmed to love or have sex with users 
while human persons do by their choice.

- What in the case of having sex with robots?
- The similar argument applies to the relationship with robots. 

Robots have no desire nor experience since they luck 
mental states. Since to share the experience is such an essential 
feature for having sex as distinguished from masturbation, the 
relation with robots is less satisfactory than that with humans.



3 Examination and 
another 
perspective



Examination of the premises
• Premise 2 & 3:  No objection. They are just results 

from the definitions of robots and persons in Hauskeller 
(2017). 

• Premise 1:  Not to try to oppose even though there is 
an option to consider the validity of the distinction ‘inner’ 
emotions from ‘external’ behavior from the point of some 
other view in philosophy of mind.



Reasons for accepting Premise 1
• Reason 1: The aim here is not to endorse the possibility 

of robots with the same mental states as humans.
• Reason 2: People recognize robots today as being 

without such a mental state as loving something even 
though they can make an emotion-provoking movement 
to users. 

• Hence, Hauskellers’ argument seems to be true of the 
relationship between humans and robots at the present.



How does love have 
measurements?
• Given the definition of love (i), a 

robot do not love someone even 
though the person loves the robot. 

• It is not evident that the relation is 
less satisfactory to humans as it has 
less parts of which love consists 
like emotions and behaviors.

Some people love a dead person, a 
fictional character, or an abstract entity. 
The person involving the relation 
primarily decide how satisfactory the 
love is.

Dead person

Real person

Robot

less satisfactory

 more satisfactory

？



Another perspective on 
Hauskeller’s argument
• Human users do not expect robots to 

love them in the same way real persons 
do.

• The crucial point is that an interaction 
with the robots play an important role of 
the user’s life and their self-
understanding.  

Thank you for your listening. 
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