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In this brief essay, I argue that romantic love is an illusion and argue instead that the combined forces of instinct, 

ego and societal norms and institutions are the real basis upon which this illusion is sustained. Thus, if we look at 

facts on the ground and our understanding in the sciences and the social sciences, even religious narratives that 

seek coercion and control, really the idea of romantic love is sustained by a crude and animalistic fire, rather than 

been associated with notions of the soul and transcendence.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
There is a story. It’s actually more a fairy tale. It teaches the young that there is one’s other half, a soulmate and 

that one is destined by fate and design to meet this person, fall deeply in love, marry and have children. And then 

you guessed it: to live happily ever after, building a home upon this forever love. But is it true? Do we find proof 
that this narrative actually applies in this world?  

 

The answer is: No, it does not. The proof: Even where monogamy is the practice, the great majority of 

relationships, even marriages, fall apart and even when couples stay together the vast majority are unsatisfying. 

In fact, not just unsuccessful coupling, but unfortunately often riddled with abuse, both psychological and even 

physical.  

 

In this brief account, I will argue that coupling is more about sex, ego and cultural or social constructions than 

any notion of love, where love is a selfless act of giving and receiving and a sense of been understood and truly 

at one with the other. It’s a sham, a deception that tries to create order out of chaos, control society and individuals, 

but has no basis in fact and deep mystical union.  

 

2. EROS 
Biological necessity or instinct propels an individual to seek sexual gratification. This deep-seated passion (of 

healthy individuals) knows few bounds and sexual intrigue and desire is prevalent not just in youth but even in 

old age. This need is beyond one’s control in many respects and a necessary inclination that biological design, 

evolutionary mechanism and cultural norms converge to make sure the survival of the species is kept intact. 

 

While Eros is the force of longing — the energy that pulls us toward intimacy, beauty, union, creativity, and 

ultimately the divine, in fact I would argue that this expanded definition of romantic connection and desire to 

cleave to the beyond, to transcend, to overcome Thanatos and so on are all a ruse. It is all really sexual proclivities, 
a desire to feed a hunger not of the soul but the body, only the fairy tale says it involves the former too, but in 

reality, it is but a biological necessity and sexual attraction that is at the heart of it, howsoever it might be reasoned 

away and culturally enmeshed in a creative and mystical drive.  

 

In short and certainly in the great bulk of the human species, people come together because the chemistry is right 

(at least at the early stages of human relationships) – or in less evolved societies, where it is arranged - and not 

concerned with a surge of passionate energy that seeks divine revelation through such coupling. No, it is the fire 

of the body parceled up into an institution that seeks stability, family and home. Yet the latter is not at its core 

even though it is sold as such.   
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3. EGO 
Ego is the constructed, conscious “I”—the psychological structure that holds our identity, mediates reality, and 

often creates a sense of separation. The fairy tale says that love, specifically romantic love, is the opposite of the 

ego, since it involves concern for the other and thus transcending one’s limited perception and the need simply to 

satisfy oneself. Another lie. Relationships are all about the ego – what can he or she do for me? How can I show 

my love and express myself toward the other? How does this relationship empower me and embolden my sense 

of self and projection to the world? A relationship thus fulfills one’s needs physically and psychologically in terms 

precisely of the ego and not some kind of spiritual mechanism beyond the sense of self.  
 

When young couples get married their egos are inflated. When people are together in a marriage for years, they 

egotistically possess the other. When people have multiple partners, their ego expands with every conquest. 

Instinct and ego work in tandem providing a material base and a psychological boon: While they may say it is 

love that motivates, if one peers deeper, it is rather a sense of power, affirmation of self (an ego boost) and often 

a dependency on the other in the guise of connection, communication and dealing with life together. In 

relationships that do not work (which is a huge percentage), the ego may be deflated, but the insufferable drama 

is precisely the play of egos! One who is not attached and has no partner, on the other hand, may have a bruised 

ego, but yet the longing and desire may yet be so strong as to drive him/her into any relationship, or self-pleasuring 

or simply abstinence which is the resignation of the ego and yet ironically, extremely self-absorbed and egotistical.  

 

4. SOCIAL CONTRACTS AND MARRIAGE 
Now this is an interesting layer – the great super ego – where the instinct and the ego are mediated and controlled 

by the conventions of society and ultimately by the institution of marriage. This is an act of control for both sexes. 

Historically, this was more about the power men wielded over woman, and perhaps in many societies this has not 

changed and of course it is all made possible by the label that this is really about love. But it is not.  

 

Read this way, marriage contracts and the institutions that support it now masquerading as religion, as politics, as 

economic and so on – are all power structures that try to control instinct, desire and ego – and are nothing more 

than business transactions, hence the legal dimension of marriage (and divorce). In essence the contract reads: 

you do this for me, and I will do that for you. Sex is a transaction with legal sanction and obligations and given 
further credence by association to religious and cultural norms. Aha, sex is guaranteed for life (in the best-case 

scenario). She gets to have children and security. He gets his prize. And so on… 

 

Yet if we look at the animal kingdom, humans are naturally only moderately monogamous and there are some 

animals that mate for life. I need not argue further – humans do not display such traits, and the desire – lets be 

crude and honest – would be, if unchecked and borne out my reality and certainly historically is to engage with 

multiple partners. In general, the prowess of men is often associated with such practices while women are scorned 

for such behavior though modern societies have given more leeway and rights (emancipation) to woman and 

men’s identities in some respects and to some degrees are changing. Either way, while institutions especially 

religious one’s attempt to curtail such behavior with all their moralizing, it is these very institutions – religious, 

political – whose power mongering adherents are more often than not far from the best examples of what is called 
paragons of “family values”. And let’s not forget the economic dimension: how many couples marry for money, 

honor and esteem. This strengthens the argument of this brief account, that no, love is not what unites and binds, 

rather it is factors far from such ideals of sensitivity, empathy and care.  

 

5. CONCLUSION 
Distilling the essence of this argument in this brief essay, one might conclude with the following: Humans are 

sophisticated animals with both natural tendencies and cultural superstructures. In terms of the former, when two 

people are attracted towards one another, it is not the fairy tale of immortal romantic love with courtship, chivalry 

and care – all this mediates one thing and one thing only: sexual union and pleasure. Why? It is built into a system 
ensuring procreation and survival. Nothing more. In terms of the latter, the absolute chaos and prehistoric 

instinctual drive is given sanction and order by cultural institutions and in particular, the institution of marriage. 

Such is the way the id is mediated by the ego. Thus, one is not speaking of an eternal bond written in the stars, but 

rather a very animalistic and human tendency to circumscribe and control desire with the illusion that such a 

coupling is more than physical. 

 

But you retort are not some relationships beyond lust and instinct – surely there is a meeting of hearts and minds 

or even the soul you might say? Again, let’s look at the facts plainly and soberly. The derivation of mind and 

consciousness has a material base which has both material causes and cultural structures that harness these 

material forces into societies that function and perform. The base, however is in essence material and the soul 
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merely a more sophisticated reformulation and juggling of these materials forces: atoms, molecules, cells, a  

nervous system that together eventually produce mind and consciousness, a self-reflective creature based on 

principles of emergence and self-referential – but for all that, still a conglomeration of these cellular networks, 

neuronal firings and then further defined as the natural morphs into the cultural, the latter also following principles 

of social engineering and conditioning.  

 

In short: There may be no such thing as romantic love in the fairy tale sense. Yes, people can make each other feel 

good and give and receive pleasure, but so do animals and even plants. This is not unique, the fact that we are 

more complex does not still differentiate us as creatures from the rest of the system whose very existence is the 

enabling forces that produce human species in the first place. A lie has been sold and proclaimed as the truth. It is 
time to face the truth squarely: Beyond ego, instinct and cultural norms, nothing remains.  


