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Commercial dating platforms rank their users; a state-run one would too. These are not
the same wrong. When a state-run app embeds demographic objectives in its ranking, it
commits a wrong no commercial platform is positioned to commit: commercial ranking
disadvantages users, while state ranking demotes citizens. Two claims are at issue,
and I defend them separately. Such a ranking is active infrastructural violence, serious
and systematic harm produced by design through the organization of an infrastructure.
And its wrong is of a kind no firm can commit, since the state wrongs citizens not by
abusing its power but by exercising it as designed.

Bouke de Vries (2024) defends state-run dating apps because state incentives align
more closely with users’ interests. Beckstein and de Vries (2025) extend the defense
to social engineering: states may pursue demographic goals such as raising fertility.
Their case rests on three claims. Fertility-oriented design serves rather than overrides
users’ preferences. Liberal states already accept policies bearing unequally on citizens’
conceptions of the good. And because the interventions coerce no one, they wrong no
one.

The argument has four stages. Drawing on Rodgers and O’ Neill (2012), I define
infrastructural violence as serious, systematic harm produced through a network’ s or-
ganization, actively by design that regulates populations, passively by omissions that
marginalize groups. Following Star and Ruhleder (1996), I ask not what but when
something is an infrastructure: dating apps constitute relational infrastructure once
they become a principal means of meeting partners. Harm here consists in patterned
non-connection, including the status harm of diminished standing.

Third, the claims fail. Beckstein and de Vries concede that algorithms may be skewed
toward fertility-promoting matches “even without explicit users’ consent” (2025, 9);
when the state’ s objective conflicts with users’ sorting preferences, the objective wins.
The precedent claim appeals to neutrality of effects, a standard that, as Patten (2012)
shows, no liberal treats as a general duty, since even the basic liberties fail it. The ap-
plicable standard is neutrality of treatment, which the cited precedents satisfy: child

benefits accommodate rival conceptions on equal terms; a fertility weighting does not.



It is the algorithmic counterpart of taxing one conception’ s goods at a higher rate than
another’ s. Against the no-coercion claim, I distinguish undermining a user’ s capac-
ity to choose among her options from constituting the option set itself. Critiques of
automated influence address the former; mine addresses the latter.

Fourth, the state is the distinctive case. Neutrality of treatment constrains states, not
firms, so a commercial platform violates no such requirement. On Kolodny’ s (2014)
account, social inequality consists partly in some citizens bearing attributes that attract
greater consideration than others’ . A state that allocates visibility by fertility makes
such an attribute consequential by design, exercising a power it is not disposed to re-
frain from exercising. And as Anderson (1999) argues, what citizenship secures is stand-
ing as an equal in civil society. Here the body charged with guaranteeing that standing
is the one ranking it.

This is not an argument for privatization: commercial ranking is objectionable on
other grounds. Nor is the presumption unrestricted. De Vries’ s original proposal sur-
vives it, but only conditionally. Its ranking must be objective-free, yet apps cannot help
but sort (Kugelberg 2025), and any sorting rule accommodates some conceptions of inti-
mate life over others. And the state must be disposed to refrain from demographic use,
a condition disconfirmed by every existing state app and by this literature itself, which
moved from neutral instrument to fertility engineering within a year. The concession
stands; the class it names may be empty. The paper brings infrastructural violence into
the ethics of intimate technology. The question is no longer whether state-run apps can
be made abuse-resistant, but whether the state may organize citizens’ intimate visibil-

ity around collective ends at all.
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