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Romantic love is for grown-ups; it is not for children.
It is not for children in the literal sense, and also in the
psychological sense: not for those who, regardless of
age, still experience themselves as children.

Chapter Four: “The Challenges of Romantic Love”






Introduction

The passionate attraction between man and woman
that is known as romantic love can generate the most
profound ecstasy. It camn also generate, when frustrated,
the most unutterable suffering. Yet for all its intensity,
the nature of that attachment is little understood. To
some, who associate “romantic” with “irrational,” ro-
mantic love is a temporary meurosis, an emotional
storm, inevitably short-lived, which leaves disillusion-
ment and disenchantment in its wake. To others, ro-
mantic love is an ideal that, if never reached, leaves
one feeling one has somehow missed the secret of
life.

Looking at the tragedy and confusion so many expe-
rience in romantic relationships, many persons have
concluded that the idea of romantic love is somehow
fundamentally wrong, a false hope. In consequence,
more and more people are experimenting with different
kinds of relationships, ones that do not entail the
intimacy and vulnerability of an intense commitment to
another person. Some people have given up the hope
of any passiomate attachment as not only false but
pernicious. Romantic love is also under attack today
from psychologists, sociologists, and anthropologists,
who frequently scorn it as an immature, illusory ideal.
To such intellectuals, the idea that an intense emotion-
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al attachment could form the basis of a lasting, fulfill-
ing relationship is simply a neurotic product of modern
Western culture,

We have long been witness to the fact that many
persons begin a relationship genuinely in love and with
goodwill and high hopes for the future, and then,
across time, tragically, painfully, and with a good deal
of bewilderment, watch the relationship deteriorate and
ultimately collapse. They think back to a time when
they were deeply in love, when so much seemed right
and good and rewarding, and they are tortured by not
knowing how and why they lost what they had. If that
love could die, they find themselves feeling, can any
love last? Is romantic love possible for me at all? Or
for anyone? Perhaps it’s time to put the dream away
along with the rest of the toys of childhood. And
sometimes they reach a day when even these questions
are forgotten, when the anguish of why and how has
Iong since faded, and all that is left is numbness.
Sometimes they console themselves with the belief that
this numbness is what it means finally to grow up.
And, in our culture, there are many persons who
encourage them in this belief.

And yet...people continue to fall in love. The
dream dies, only to be reborn, like a life force not to
be stopped. The drama continues. Moved by a passion
they do not understand toward a fulfillment they sel-
dom reach, they are haunted by the vision of a distant
possibility that refuses to be extinguished.

The vision refuses to be extinguished because it
answers profound human needs. But what is the nature
of those needs? What is the nature of that possibility
that eternally inspires our imagination and ignites our
longing? And what stands between us and the success-
ful fulfillment of our longing? In the course of our
journey, these are the questions we shall undertake to
answer.

Let me state at the outset that I am writing from the
conviction that romantic love is not a fantasy or an
aberration but one of the pgreat possibilities of our
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existence, one of the great adventures, and one of the
great challenges. T am writing from the conviction that
ecstasy is one of the normal factors of our emotional
life, or can be.

I do not see romantic love as the prerogative of
youth. Nor do I see it as some kind of immature ideal,
inappropriately adapted from literature, that must
crumble in the face of “practical reality.” I do see
romantic love as requiring more of us, in terms of our
personal evolution and maturity, than we generally
appreciate. Indeed, that is one of the central themes of
this book.

There are different kinds of love that can unite one
human being with another. Let me begin with a general
definition of the category of love to be explored in this
book. Romantic love is a passionate spiritual-emotion-
al-sexual attachment between a man and a woman that
reflects a high regard for the value of each other’s
person,

I do not describe a relationship as romantic love if
the couple does not experience their attachment as
passionate or intense, at least to some significant ex-
tent. I do not describe a relationship as romantic love
if there is not some experience of spiritual affinity,
some deep mutuality of values and outlook, some sense
of being “soul mates”; if there is mot deep emotional
involvement; if there is not a strong sexual attraction.
And if there is not mutual admiration—if, for exam-
ple, there is mutual contempt instead—again I do not
describe the relationship as romantic love.

Almost any statement we make about love, sex, or
man/woman relationships entails something of a per-
sonal confession. We speak from what we have lived.
When a psychologist undertakes to address the subject
of love, he cannot avoid telling the world about him-
self. This does not mean that the issues involved are
incorrigibly subjective and that no valid general obser-
vations can be made. I shall argue to the contrary. Our
reflections are not the product solely of our own ro-
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mantic history; but many of their roots do Ke deep in
that soil, and draw up, with or without our awareness,
many of the feelings, values, and conclusions that we
may offer as “obvious.”

It would be self-deceiving for me to pretend that this
book would be as it is if I had not had the experience
of being passionately in love with a woman for fifteen
years. Patrecia Wynand Branden died in a freak
drowning accident on March 31, 1977. On the morn-
ing of that day we lingered in bed, making love and
talking about the excitement we felt in each other’s
presence, an excitement like no other in our lives, that
seemed almost magically and irresistibly self-rejuvenat-
ing. When Patrecia entered the room, the lights of my
world got brighter—for fifteen years. It would be inap-
propriate for me to pretend that that experience does
not affect the thoughts that go through my head when I
hear colleagues speak of the “inevitability” of romantic
love’s dying within a few months (or weeks) of iis
gratification.

My personal context aside, this book draws upon
two primary sources. First, the book represents an
attempt to reason about and understand man/woman
relationships on the basis of facts and data more or
less available to everyone, the material of history and
of culture. Second, the positions advanced are ground-
ed in my experiences as a psychotherapist and mar-
riage counselor. Having had the opportunity to work
with thousands of people over the past twenty-five
years and to see the nature of their struggle to achieve
sexval and romantic fulfillment—and the ways in
which they so often sabotage their own aspirations—I
am left with a great many conclusions about what men
and women consciously or subconsciously seek from
one another, as well as conclusions about why there is
so much failure, misery, and suffering in their relation-
ships. More recently, I have been conducting three-~
and-a-half-day workshops throughout the country on
Self-Esteem and the Art of Being and Self-Esteem and
Romantic Relationships, and in these Intensives (as
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they are called) I have had many opportunities to
explore further and test the ideas and conclusions that
are put forth in this book.*

It is useful to remember that, throughout most of
the past, the concept of romantic love as an ideal and
as the expected basis for marriage was unknown; it is
still unknown in many cultures of the world. Only
during the past several decades have some of the
educated classes in non-Western cultures rebelled
against the tradition of marriage arranged by families
and looked to the West and its concept of romantic
love as a preferred ideal. While in Western Europe the
idea of romantic love has had a long history, its ac-
ceptance as the proper basis of a long-term, established
relationship such as marriage has never been as wide-
spread as it has been in American culture.

In the course of this book, a concept of romantic
love emerges that goes considerably beyond that as-
sociated with the American concept of love. But it is
best understood historically in the context of the
American ideal as contrasted with that of earlier cul-
tures.

Young people growing up in twentieth-century
North America take for granted certain assumptions
about their future with the opposite sex, assumptions
that are by no means shared by every other culture.
These include that the two people who will share their
lives will choose each other, freely and voluntarily, and
that no one, neither family nor friends, church or state,
can or should make that choice for them; that they will
choose on the basis of love, rather than on the basis of
social, family, or financial considerations; that it very
much matters which human being they choose and, in
this connection, that the differences between one hu-
man being and another are immensely important; that
they can hope and expect to derive happiness from the
relationship with the person of their choice and that
the pursuit of such happiness is entirely normal, indeed

#*Information about the Intensives may be obtained by writing to The
Biocentric Institute, P.O. Box 4009, Beverly Hills, CA 90213.
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is 2 human birthright; and that the person they choose
to share their life with and the person they hope and
expect to find sexual fulfillment with are one and the
same.

Throughout most of human history, all of these
views would have been regarded as extraordinary, even
incredible.

And so in Chapter 1 I shall sketch the highlights of
the process by which this view of love and man/wom-~
an relationships emerged and became prevalent in the
Western world. The purpose of such an historical over-
view is to establish a context for where we are today,
to see our struggles in perspective, and to become more
conscious of attitudes and values from the past that are
still operative within us to the detriment of our efforts
to achieve happiness in relationships.

In order that these goals be accomplished, the his-
torical overview encompasses themes that are philo-~
sophical, political, ethical, and Iliterary, because all
influence the way we think about and understand the
nature and problems of romantic love today.

In Chapter 2 we shall shift from a sociohistorical to
a psychological orientation—as we begin to develop an
understanding of the roots and meaning of romantic
love, not in the context of the past but of the present,
the timeless present, in the context of our nature as
human beings. We shall examine the basic psychologi-
cal needs that generate the hunger for romantic love
and that it aims at fulfilling. Tn so doing, we can begin
to understand the sources of the rapture—or pain—of
our love relationships.

In Chapter 3, we shall consider fundamental factors
that influence who we are likely to fall in love with—
the process of selection. At this point, we shall have
explored the themes “what love is and why love is
born.”

In Chapter 4 we shall address the questions “why it
sometimes grows, why it sometimes dies.” We shall
address ourselves to the issue of what romantic love
requires of us—requires psychologically—if it is to
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succeed. We shall explore the challenges of romantic
love. We shall describe basic determinants of fulfil-
ment or defeat in this area, deepening our understand-
ing of both our victories and our disappointments.

This book is neither a love manual nor a sex manu-
al. While certain “how to” elements inevitably appear
at key points, either explicitly or implicitly, advice
giving is not the purpose of the book. The purpose is
to make romantic love intelligible—to enrich our un-
derstanding of such love—and to celebrate the vision
of romantic love as a realistic and worthwhile attain-
ment for men and women of all ages.






ONE

The Evolution of Romantic Love

Prologue: Love and Defiance

Stories_of passionate love relationships between men
and women exist throughout our literature and are a
treasured part of our cultural heritage. The great love
affairs of Lancelot and Guinevere, Heloise and Abe-
lard, Romeo and Juliet live for us as symbols of
physical passion and spiritual devotion. But such
stories are tragedies—and tragedies of a very revealing
kind.

The lovers are impressive not because they typify
their societies but because they rebel against them. The
lovers are memorable because they are unusual. Their
love challenges the moral and social codes of their
culture, and their stories are tragic because the lovers
are defeated by those codes.

Implicit in the tragic nature of these love stories,
implicit in the fact that the lovers’ commitment to each
other represented a defiant no flung in the face of their
culture or society, is the fact that such love was not
regarded as a “normal” way of life or an accepted
cultural ideal.

The ideal of romantic love stands in opposition to
much of our history, as we shall see. First of all, it is
individualistic. It rejects the view of human beings as

9
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interchangeable units, and it attaches the highest im-
portance to individual differences as well as to individ-
ual choice. Romantic love is egoistic, in the philosoph-
ical, not in the petty, sense—egoism as a philosophical
doctrine holds that self-realization and personal happi-
ness are the moral goals of life—and romantic love is
motivated by the desire for personal happiness. Ro-
mantic love is secular. In its union of physical with
spiritual pleasure in sex and love, as well as in its
union of romance and daily life, romantic love is a
passionate commitment to this earth and to the exalted
happiness that life on earth can offer.

The definition of romantic love offered in the Intro-
duction—a passionate spiritual-emotional-sexual at-
tachment between a man and a woman that reflects a
high regard for the value of each other’'s person—
contains all of these elements, and their importance
will become more and more apparent as we proceed.
In particular we shall come to appreciate how inti-
mately related are the themes of individualism and
romantic love. In that same context we shall need to
reappraise the issue of selfishness, to move beyond
conventional ways of thinking and to recognize how
indispensable to our life and well-being is rational
intelligent or enlightened selfishness; an honest respect
for self-interest is a necessity of survival and certainly
of romantic love.

The music that inspires the souls of lovers exists
within themselves and the private universe they occu-
py. They share it with each other; they do not share it
with the tribe—or with society. The courage to hear
that music and to honor it is one of the prerequisites of
romantic love.

The Relevance of History: Recurring Themes

The evolution of man/woman relationships is part of
the evolution of human consciousness. We carry the
past within us—sometimes as an asset, sometimes as a
liability—and we who live in the last third of the
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twentieth century cannot fully understand the conflicts
and blocks within our own psyche which obstruct our
efforts to achieve bappiness in love relationships unless
we are conscious of our history, of the steps by which
we arrived where we are today.

When we look at the development of man/woman
relationships across the centuries, we see motion, prog-
ress, retrogression, detours, and forward motion again
—something like the path of evolution itself. The
emergence of a rational concept of romantic love has
required a long process of development.

The purpose of the brief review that follows is to
help us understand the steps of that development and
to isolate certain recurring themes that seem almost
timeless in their persistence, in our past and in our
present. In whatever time and culture we look, it is
impossible for some of us not to encounter ourselves.
Let us begin.

The Tribal Mentality: The Unimportance
of the Individual

Economics, not love, was the motivating force for
union in primitive societies—indeed, in virtually all
hunting and agricultural societies. The family was a
unit established for the purpose of optimizing the
chances of physical survival. Man/woman relation-
ships were conceived and defined not in terms of
“love,” or of psychological needs for “emotional inti-
macy,” but in terms of the practical needs associated
with hunting, fighting, raising crops, child-rearing, and
so forth.*

So far as we can ascertain, in primitive cultures the
idea of romantic love did not exist at all. The cardinal

®Since survival In a preindustrial soclety depended so crucially om
physical strength and physical skills, the division of labor between man
and woman was predominantly determined on the basis of their respective
physical capacities. Man’s superior physical strength, and woman’s need
of protection, especially during periods of pregnancy and child-bearing,
were made a justification for the inequality of the sexes and woman's
subordination to man,
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and ruling value was the survival of the tribe. The
individual was subordinated to the tribe’s needs and
rules in virtually every aspect of life. This was—is—
the essence of “the tribal mentality.” Little or no
importance was granted to the worth of the individual
personality and little or none to individual emotional
attachments.

While these conclusions can only be inferences, they
are well-supported by anthropological studies of primi-
tive societies still in existence in our own century. As
Morton M. Hunt (1960) writes:

By and large, the clanship structure and social
life of most primitive societies provides wholesale
intimacy and a broad distribution of affection;
. . . most primitive peoples fail to see any great
difference between individuals, and hence do not
become involved in unique connections in the
Western fashion; any number of trained observers
have commented on the ease of their detachment
from love objects, and their candid belief in the
interchangeability of loves. Dr. Audrey Richards,
an anthropolgist who lived among the Bemba of
Northern Rhodesia in the 1930s, once related to
a group of them an English folk-fable about a
young prince who climbed glass mountains,
crossed chasms, and fought dragons, all to obtain
the hand of a maiden he loved. The Bemba were
plainly bewildered, but remained silent. Finally
an old chief spoke up, voicing the feelings of all
present in the simplest of questions: “Why not
take another girl?” he asked.

Margaret Mead’s well-known study of the Samoans
(1949) shows likewise that deep emotional attach-
ments between individuals are very foreign to such
societies’ psychology and pattern of living. ‘While sexn-
al promiscuity and a short duration of sexual relation-
ships are sanctioned and encouraged, any tendency to
form strong emotional bonds between individuals is
actively discouraged.
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In the mores regulating sexual activity in primitive
cultures, one often encounters a fear of, even an antag-
onism toward, sexual attachments that grow out of
(what we would call) love. Indeed, sexual activity
often appears acceptable to most when the feelings that
prompt it are superficial. “In the Trobriand islands, for
instance,” writes G. Rattray Taylor (1973):

Adults do not mind if children engage in sexual
play and attempt precociously to perform the sex-

ual act; as adolescents, they may sleep with one
another, provided only that they are not in love
with one another. If they fall in love, the sexual _
act becomes forbidden, and for lovers to sleep to-
gether would outrage decency.

Love, if it occurs, is sometimes more severely regu-
lated than sex. (Of course, in many instances there is
not even a word for “love” in any sense approximating
our own.) Passionate individual attachments are evi-
dently seen as threatening to tribal values and tribal
authority.

We need to note that the issue is not primitiveness
as such, but the tribal mentality. One encounters it
again in the technologically advanced society of
George Orwell’s 1984, where the full power and au-
thority of a totalitarian state is aimed at crushing the
self-assertive individualism of romantic love. The con-
tempt of twentieth century dictatorships for a citizen’s
desire to have “a personal life,” the characterization of
such a desire as “petty bourgeois selfishness,” is too
well-known to require documentation.

The tribal mentality, ancient or modern, tends to
regard romantic love as socially subversive, as some-
how threatening to the welfare of the tribe—that is,
society.

The Greek Perspective: Spiritual Love

The concept of love as an important value and the idea
of it as a passionate spiritual attachment, based on
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mutual admiration, between one human being and an-
other, did exist and in fact was a matter for philosoph-~
ical discussion in the culture of classical Greece. But
this love was conceived as a very “special” attachment
that had little to do with the actual relations between
human beings and the ordinary conduct of their daily
li.ves—and nothing to do with the institution of mar-
riage.

Parenthetically—this point should be stressed at the
outset—I do not wish to imply that sex is only justifi-
able in the context of love, or that Iove necessarily
should eventuate in marriage. Obviously sex, love, and
marriage are three separate afid distinct, though in
some contexts related, phenomena. I shall elaborate on
my view of their relationship Iater. Here it is perhaps
necessary to point out not that sex necessarily implies
love but that romantic love necessarily implies sex, and
not that love should necessarily entail marriage but
that marriage should entail love, This acknowledged,
let us continue.

Despite the fact that much of Greek culture reflects
a worship of physical beauty, cleatly evident in atti-
tudes toward sex and love was the view that a person
was made of two disparate elements: flesh, which per-
tained to one’s “lower” nature, and spirit, which
pertained to one’s “higher.” The needs and goals of the
flesh were inferior to those of the spirit; what was
exalted and most precious was that which was most
remote from the body and its activities.

Closely related to the soul-body dichotomy was an-
other division—that between reason and passion,
“Reason” meant cool, uninvolved detachment, and
“passion” was seen as necessarily representing a failure
of reason.

The Greeks idolized the spiritual, not the carnal,
relationship between lovers, and for the Greeks, this
profound, spiritually significant love was possible only
in the context of homosexual relationships, usually
between older men and younger boys. Although there
is some dispute concerning the prevalence of homosex-
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uality in Greece, it was clearly much more prevalent
than in our own culture and among many intellectuals
came to be regarded as “the expression of the highest
type of human emotion.” (Hunt, 1960) While sexual
desire apart from deeper feeling was often regarded as
effeminate and unhealthy, a passionate love relation-
ship between two men was idealized as a relationship
in which the older lover inspired the younger to nobili-
ty and virtue, and the love between them elevated the
mind and the emotions of both.

On the other hand, antifeminism was a pronounced
theme in the culture of classical Greece, and although
the Greeks were scarcely indifferent to heterosexual
sex or to female beauty, they viewed their interest as
being devoid of ethical meaning or spiritual signifi-
cance. Both Plato and Aristotle agreed that women
were inferior to men in body and in mind. Women
were brought up to see themselves as subordinate to
men in virtually every respect. They had very little
status before the law; they required legal guardians;
they shared almost none of the rights guaranteed to
male Greek citizens. The practical economic functions
that women had performed in earlier times were now
largely performed by slaves. No longer memn’s partners
in the struggle for survival, women had less importance
in a man’s world.

Were a man to fall in love with a woman, it was
highly unlikely that the woman would be his wife. Far
more likely, she would be a courtesan—a highly edu-
cated woman, trained to be mentally stimulating as
well as sexually exciting, an intellectual as well as a
sexnal companjon. But most Greeks looked with con-
tempt upon a man who fell irr love even with a courte-
san.

Except in its ideal sense as an elevating admiration,
which could exist only among men, “love” was pre-
dominately viewed as a pleasurable, enjoyable game,
an amusement, a diversion, of no deep importance or
lasting significance. Passionate sexual love, when it ap-
peared, was commonly regarded as a tragic madness,
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an afffiction that took possession of a man and carried
him away from that calm, cool evenness of disposition
so much admired by the Greeks.

The notion of “marrying for love” was consequently
as absent from the thinking of the Greeks as it was
from the thinking of primitive man. “Marriage,” wrote
the Greek poet Pallatas, “brings a man only two happy
days: the day he takes his bride to bed and the day he
Iays her in her grave.” A wife was expensive, a burden,
often a hindrance to a man’s freedom. But it was
generally held that a man owed it to the state and to
his religion to have children; he needed a housekeeper;
and a new wife brought a dowry. Marriage was a
necessary evil and a match between unequals.

The Roman Perspective: A Cynical
View of Love

From the point of view of the dominant philosophy of
Rome, Stoicism, passionate involvement was a threat
to the pursuit of duty. The hero of Rome’s epic,
Aeneas, easily turns away from the passion of his lover
Dido to pursue his duty of founding the Roman repub-
lic. Like the Grecks, Roman intellectuals looked upon
passion as a kind of madness. —
The Romans, like the Greeks, did not marry for
love. Among the upper classes, marriages were usually
arranged between families for financial or political
reasons; and a man married to acquire a housekeeper
and to have children.
‘ﬁtllg_goman culture, the family took on a new
significance as a p"htrca] and-soctat-umit—=<Hhiefly for
reasons having to do with the preservation and protec-
tion of property. Roman law, which carefully provided
for the transfer of property from one generation to the
next, came to include complex laws governing forms of
marriage between different classes of Roman citizens
as well as those of other peoples in the empire. The
cultural and political importance of the family gave a
new importance to the relationship between husbands
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and wives. Cultural mythology supported 2 religious
devotion to the Roman family, extolling in particular
the virtues of virginity in un fied, and fdelity in
‘married, women. Certain moralists—and even, at times,
Jawgivers—required fidelity even of husbands.

The increased valuation of the domestic unit was
accompanied by an elevation in the position of wom-
en. Women in Rome gained significantly in legal status
and enjoyed a far greater measuic of freedom, eco-
nomic independence, and cultural respect than they
had known previously. They were more likely, then, to
be in a pesition of equality i a Tove Telationship. In
this respect, they approactred-at feast one of the condi-
tions of romantic love—equality—since the relation-
ship of a superior to arm inferior, or a master to a
subordinate, cannot qualify as romantic love.

Roman epitaphs, letters between husbands and
wives, and occasional references by contemporary so-
cial observers evidence the strength of the marital bond
and the existence of long, harmonious, even affection-
ate, unions between some partners. But passion re-
mained very foreign to their view of marriage.

At the height of the Roman empire, and through the
period of its disintegration, both men and women
sought the experience of ‘pasmgiﬁtémjehﬂ and
glamour of sexual relationships in extramarital adven~
tures and affairs of the sort made famous by the poet
Ovid's Ars Amatoria. At the height of the empire,
adultery on the part of both sexes was widespread and
virtually taken for gramted as a sport necessary to
relieve the tedium of existence; the aristocrats of
Rome indulged in the jaded, frenetic sensuality that we
associate with Roman decadence: a vicious mixture of
love and hatred, attraction and revulsion, desire and
hostility. The most famous Roman literature of roman-
tic passion, Ovid’s description of “the art of love” and
Catullus’s love poems to “Lesbia,” portray lovers as
immersed in sepsuality, tormenting each other with
infidelities and elaborate games of power. There is in
particular a considerable Literature of hostile complaint
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against the tyrannical sensuality of newly powerful
women, as exhibited in Juvenal’s Sixth Satire:

A wife is a tyrant—the more so if her husband is
fond or loving. Cruelty is natural to women: they
torment their husbands, whip the housekeeper,
and enjoy having slaves flogged almost to death.
Their sexual lusts are disgusting—they prefer
slaves, actors, and gladiators; their efforts to sing
and play musical instruments are a bore; and
their gluttonous eating and drinking are enough
to make a man sick.

Thus, the same culture that generated the first ideal
of domestic felicity and mutual respect among men and
women, the same culture that institutionalized elabo-
sate forms of marriage, was a culture in which sex and
love, passion and carifg interpersonal relationships,

Wmmmmm%'lélgﬂnfmme,
so basic to our modern cedtept of romantic love, was
viewed cynically, if recognized at all.

The Message of Christianity: Nonsexual Love

In the second and third centuries, during the growing
decadence of the Roman empire, a new cultural and
historical force began to make its impact felt on the
Western world, a force that would affect man/woman
relationships as profoundly as it affected the rest of
Western culture: Christianity. The central thrust of this
new religion was_a profound asceticiSin, an intense
hostility to human sexuality, and a_fanatical~seesn-of
_earthly life. Hostility to pleasure—aboveall, 10 sexuel
pleasure—was not merely one tenet among many of
this new religion; (it was central and basic. The

Church’s hostility tom
physical—earthly—existence and its view that physica
enjoyment of life on earth necessarily meant spiritual
evil. While such doctrines were already present in the

Roman world in the doctrines of Stoicism, Neoplaton-
ism, and Oriental mysticism, Christianity mobilized the
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sentiments behind such doctrines, capitalizing on the
growing revulsion against the mindless decadence of
the time and offering the appeal of a cleansing and
purifying acid.

i aul clevated the Greek concept of the soul-
body dichotomy to unprecedented importance in the
Western world. The soul, he taught, is an entity sepa-
rate from themtransc'ﬁﬁ'lﬁg- the Tatter, and its
proper sphere of concern is with values unrelated to

the body or to this earth. T he body is only 2 ?rison J0
which the soul is trapped. It is the body tha gs a
grson down to sin, quest for pleasure, t0 sexual

lust.

Christianity upheld to men and women an ideal of
love that was consistently selfless and nonsex Love
wid sex were, in effect, proclaimed to stand at opposite
poles: the source of love was God; the source of sex
was, in effect; the devit—"

«Jt-{5"good Tor a man not to touch a woman,” taught
Saint Paul; but if men lack the necessary self-control
“let them marry: for it is better to marry tham to burn
[with lust].”

Sexual _abstinence was proclaimed the-moral ideal.
MSrriage—later described as a “medicine for immoral-

ity”—was Christianity’s retuctant concession to the-de--
" pravity of human nature that made this ideal actually
obtainable. Taylor (1973) writes:

The Medieval Church was obsessed with sex to a
eoree. dexual issues dominated its
thinking in a manner which we should regard as
entirely pathological. It is hardly too much to say
that the ideal which it held out to Christians was
primarily a sexual ideal.
This ideal was a highly consistent one and was
embodied in a most elaborate code of regulations.
istian code was based, quite simply, ot the
conviction that the sexual act was to be avoided
like the plague, except for the bare minimum
necessary to keep the race in existence. Even
when performed for this purpose it remained a

s ——TT T
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regrettable necessity. Those who could were X~
horted to avoid it entirely, even if married. For
those incapable of such heroic self-denial there
Wwas a great spider’s web of regulations whose
overriding purpose was to make the sexual act as
joyless as possible and to restrict its performance
to the minimum-—that is, to restrict jt exclusively
to the function of procreation, It was not actually
the sexual act which was damnable, but the plea-
sure derived from it—and this pleasure remained
damnable everi When the act was performed for
the purpose of procreation. . -

Not only the pleasure of the sexual act was
held sinful, but also the sensation of desire for a
person of the opposite sex, even when unconsum-

mated. Since the love of a man for a woman was

held to be simply desire, this led to the incon-

ible proposition”that no man should love
his wife, In Fact, Peter Lombard majntained . . .
that for a man to Jove his wife too ardently is a

sin worse than adultery ...

Apart from its role as a “medicine for immorality,”
marriage during the Middle Ages was still regarded
essenti -an_economic and political institution,

though declared by the Church to be a sacrament. By
the end of the sixth century, the Church had adopted
political authority over marriage as it had assumed
authority over other aspects of secular life. The severe
regulation of man/woman relationships by Church
power extended from start to finish. The Church re-
placed its authority for that of parental consent as the
arranger and sanctioner of marriage, and it banned
divorce and remarriage without papal dispensation.

What is rarely appreciated today, and what is par-
ticularly interesting to note in the aglymh’&m;d&
yas that the integration of love an sex was regarded

Dot as a noble ideal but as a vice:
e

For in the eyes of the Church, for a priest to

mar as a worse crim to keep a mistress,

e ———,———
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ig_rand jcation—a judgment Which com-
pletely reverses secular conceptions of morality,
which attach importance to the quality and dur-
ability of personal relationships. When accused of
being married, it was always a good defense to
reply that one was simply engaged i -
nate seduction, for this carried only a light pen-
alty, while the former might involve total suspen-
sion. (Taylor, 1973)

It was not a great sin, m the eyes of the medieval

church, . But for
a priest to fall in love atd 'marry, that is, for his sex life

to be integrated as an expression of his total person,
was a cardinal offense.

It is significant that the Church’s most ferocious
wrath was reserved 1}pt for formcatlon but for mastur-
bation. It is throughx : : at 2 :
first discg 8

it is s pesformed mlely for the beneﬁt of the person in-
cm]xz?)t is the act through which many an individual
first enfcounters the possibility of an ecstasy entirely dif-
erent from the ecstasy promised by religion.
(% The Church’s essential antisexualism was paralleled
by an _essential anfifeminism,\With the fisc of Chris-
tianity in medieval Europe, women lost virtually all the
rights they had won under the Romans; they were
regarded, in effect, as vassals of the male, to whom
they were to be entirely subordinate; more precisely,
they were regarded as domesticated animals. There
were disputes as to whether or not women possessed
souls. The proper relationship of woman to man, ac-
cording to Christian doctrine, is that of man’s relation-
ship to God: just as man is to accept God as his
master and submit himself unquestioningly to God’s
will, sounst woman-secognize tan as her master and
submit herself wnquestioningly-ta_his will. That woman
should be entirely subordinate to man was justified, in
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part, on the ground that Bve had been the cause of
Adam’s downfall and therefore the cause of all the
suffering men had to endure thereafter.

Later in the Middle Ages, a secong view of woman
emerged and coexisted with the first/ the one hand,

woman was symbolized by Eve, th seXudl temptress,
"l‘hf'c—iu—s%a&_y%ﬁ?-sﬁ’ﬁitual downfall. On the other
hand, she existed in the image of Mary, the Virgin
Mother, the symbol of purity who transforms and lifts
man’s soul upward. The whore and the viro]
whore oth&—have do e concept of
may j re €ver since. )
To state the dichotomy m modern“terms: There
is the woman one desires and the woman one admires;
there is the woman one sleeps with and the woman one
marries.
_In its attitude toward woman, too, Christianity ex-

Aibited profous wship that
integrates desire angd admiration, physical and spiritual
values, and Y ich is based on the essential equality of
the partnersi{ On the istianity has.

always been a figTce opponent of romaptic lq\_r%z
(F Tﬁe pursuit of one’s values, the exercise orre’s
judgment in the conduct of one’s life, and the enjoy-
ment of sexual pleasure—all are acts of self-assertio

entailed in the choice and experience of a romanti
relationship. All were condemned by Christianity.

Courtly Love: A Primitive Foreshadowing
of Romantic Love

Given the brutally inhuman sexual repressiveness of
the Middle Ages and the strict regulation of marriage
by the church, it is not astonishing that the first blind
groping toward a better view of the man/woman rela-
tionship should emerge in the form of a strange con-
coction of beliefs about love and marriage known as
the “doctrine of courtly love.’#/Originating i outh

i eleven the doctrine o
courtly love was developed by troubadours and poets
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in the courts of the nobility—courts often ruled by the
wives of nobles gone off to the Crusades.

The doctrine upheld as an ideal an exalted passion
between a man and a woman; not between a man and
his wife, but between a man and someone else’s wife.

/{Love, this time in a passionate and spiritual sense, was
identified specifically with extramarital involvements
Courtly love thus maintained the dismal view of mar-
riage that had been accepted for hundreds of years.
There is considerable controversy over the extent to
which courtly love was an actual, or mainly a literary,
phenomenon, but the fact that it is recorded signifies
that it was a concept in the medieval mind,

A “code of love” proclaimed by the countess of
Champagne in 1174 expresses in literary form the
various tenets of courtly love: 1. Marriage is no good
excuse against loving [that is, loving someone other
than one’s spouse]. ... 3. No one can bind himself to
two loves at once....8. No one, without abundant
reason, ought to be deprived of his own love. 9. No
one can love unless urged thereto by the hope of being
loved. ... 13. Love that is known publicly rarely lasts.
14. An easy conquest renders love despised, a difficult
one makes it desired....17. A new love makes one
quit the old. . . . 19. If love lessens, it dies speedily and
rarely regains health. 20. The man prone to love is
always prone to fear. 21. Real jealousy always in-
creases the worth of love. 22. Suspicion and the jeal-
ousy it kindles increases love’s worth. . ..25. The true
lover thinks naught good but what he believes pleases
the co-lover. 26. Love can deny love nothing. ... 28.
The least presumption compels the lover to suspect evil
of the co-lover. . . . (Langdon-Davies, 1927)

This famous code then declares:

We pronounce and decree by the tenour of these
presents, that love cannot extend its powers over
two married persons; for lovers must grant every-
thing, mutually and gratuitously the one to the
other without being constrained thereunto by any
motive of necessity; while husband and wife are
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bound by duty to agree the one with the other
and deny each other nothing. Let this judgment,
which we have passed with exireme caution and
with the advice of a great number of other ladies,
be held by you as the truth, unquestionable and
unalterable (ibid.)

Despite its many naivetés, contained iérithin the doc-
trine of courtly love as an expressed ideal are three
principles relative to the concept of romantic love as
we understand it today: Authegtic love between a man
and a woman rests on and requires the freg choice of

each and ga_gg.nL.ﬂmxdsh.m.Lb.&nnuLy_Ll_Mfulmﬂss_ign
to family or social or religious authority; such love is
based on_admiration and mutnal regard; and love is

no idle diversion but is ofamwi
life ﬂ these respects, historians are justified in regard-
ing/the doctrine of courtly love as marking the begin-
ning of the.madern coocept of romantic love.

But courtly love falls far below any matare under-
standing of romantic love, not only due to the magni-
tude of its psychological unrealism, which has been
barely indicated here, but by its utter failure,fo inte-
grate love and sex in any concrete manner.(Courtly

love was idealized to the extent that it remained un-
%}ﬂ umimnate ¢ value of the love relationship was
justiied by

¢ enncblement of the lover, who was

motivated to_perform vi and courageous acts to

_win 1 ideal; for the woman, it was
justified by the fact that she was the source of such
ennoblement, Unfulfilled and unsatisfied desire fueled
the striving and the passion; few relatjonships were
portrayed as surviving consummation.@'he affairs of
the most famous of the courtly lovers, Lancelot and
Guinevere, and Tristan and Isolde,.ended in consum-
mation—and in guilt and despair.}) This was not a
vision of love appropriate to men/and women who
wish to live on earth.

*Literature that presented comsummated relationships was condemned
by the church.
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From the Renaissance to the Enlightenment:
The Secularization of Love

In the political, economic, social, and cultural upheav-
als that characterized the Renaissance, the evolution
toward the formulation of a [joyful concept of
man/woman love relationships continued, but without
ever fundamentally challenging the underlying antisex-
ualism and antifeminism that permeated Western cul-

tare. . ilt jated with the act of
sex remained unabated)) The soul-body dichotomy re-
mained unchallenged.

Church authority as well as church power was les-

-sened with the rise of Protestantism, and marriage was
increasingly regarded as a necessary institution. Cer-
tainly, celibacy was still held to be preferable to carnal
marriage even by the Reformation church, whose
{spokesmen maintained an unremitting hatred of human
sexuality} |Under the rule of Calvin, fornication was
cause fox) xile and adultery cause for death by drown-
ing or beheading.

The purpose of marriage was the production of
offspring and “the remedying of incontinence.” Sex
was regarded as sinful but unrepressible, and Luther
maintained that in marriage “God covers the sin.”

Yet from the Renaissance onward, culture was in-

secular. The rise of commerce and the de-

as an impoftant institution in its own right and as a
rewarding interpersonal relationship. The inteliectuals
of the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth centuries
maintained that marriage ought to be arranged by
families on the basis of “rational grounds,” by which
they meant grounds, “other than the self-interest of the
participants.” (Hunt, 1960) In this respect, the tradi-
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tion of the past was continuing with the sole change,
perhaps, that it was more fashionable to justify in the
name of “regson.”

Howeverf(in much of the literature of the period,
predominantly in Shakespeare’s plays, love was advo-
cated as an important precondition to marriage}}A few
writers, such as inr ius Agrippa, Went so
far as to suggest that “love be the cause of marriage
not substance of goodes;” that a man should “choose a
wyic 5 : /ed_not her
dowrye.” (ibid.) Among the most passionate and radi-
cal published opinions on man/woman relationships
were those of John Milton, who arcued that div
should be allowed on grounds of “indisposition, unfit-
ness, or contrariety of mind, arising from a cause in
nature unchangeable, hindering and ever likely to hin-
der the main benefits of conjugal society, which are
solace and peace.” (ibid.) (Note: solace and peace,
ot excitement, not rapture, not ecstasy. )

(

.......

%

love ang marriage,;to _create a fra
CX jon of human sexuality would be

2 i - 1, & 0 Cl al= AL

despite this new emphasis, the Puritan culture that
succeeded Catholicism in dominating many Western
countries remained, at core, antiromantic in its dispar~
agement of carthly values and harshly repressive in its
regulation of sexual behavior.

The later seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries
witnessed among the educated classes an extreme reac-
tion against Puritanism and, in general, an intense
hostility toward church power in society and politics.
But insofar as man/woman relationships were con-
cerned, the “rebellion” amounted to an unrecognized
capitulation. In “defiance” of religion, the writers and
thinkers of what came to be called the Age of Reason
tended to view a human being not as a sinner but, in
effect, as a charming animal, feeble perhaps, but not
depraved (in the religious sense)—and to view sex as
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a sport, an adventurefas devoid of spiritual meaning
or significance as the cavorting of two animals,

('The Age of Reason spawned such notions as that
of “reasoned perversity,”)championgd by such writers
asiiDiderot jpind the((l\da;g;gjsw who in turn were
to influence many of the Romantic writers of the nine-
teenth century. {This trend, in “defying” religious mo-
rality, c d se ty.) “Diderot, in fact, is
one of the greatest exponents of that Systéme de la
Nature which, carrying materialism to its logical con-~
sequences and proclaiming the supreme right of the
individual to happiness and pleasure in opposition to
the despotism of morality and religion, paves the way

to the J ion, in the name of Nature, of sexual
-perversions.” (Praz, 1

The view of human beings which arose in this period
cannot fully be understood without reference to the
mechanistic vision of reality which had been given t
the world by the new science; In a Newtonian universe
of purely physical cause and effect, ultimately reduci~
ble to the blind motion of particles in space, the human
spirit, not to mention the basic phenomenon of life
itself, could only be viewed as fundamentally meaning-
less. Intellectuals influenced by this new world view
and attempting to interpret human behavior developed
their theories on mechanist-determinist premises, seek-
ing the causes of behavior in humanity’s primitive
animal origiq; or the individual’s role in the web of
social forces; they sought to reduce the apparent com-
plexity of human desires and purposes to rigid physical
laws))From this point of viewf{the concept of a pas-
sionate spiritual relationship between a man and a
woman seemed foolishly “unscientific,” a deluded at-
tempt to ennoble a purely physical impulse toward
coupling.))

In this Age of Reason, the dichotomy between rea-
son and passion was resurrected in full force//The
hallmark of the intellectual was contempt for emotions.)
Love, wrote Jonathan Swift (Hunt, 1960), is a “ridic-
ulous passion which hath no being but in play-books
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and romances.” For Sebastien Chamfort (ibid.), love
was nothing but “the contact of two epidermises.”

In rebellion against the alleged exalted values of
religion which led to repression, people turned against
the concept of exalted values in earthly human rela-
tionships—and did so, tragically, in e of rea-

—son. Intellectuals of the period did not challenge reli-
gion’s monopoly on exaltation and cstasyythey merely
dered ation and ecstasy.j) )

But like previous cultures that assumed an inescap-
able conflict between reason and emotion, between
spiritual-intellectual values and passionate-physical ex-
perience, the culture of the Age of Reason found itself
obsessed with the passions it tried to discount. The
culture, Hunt (1960) writes,

Despite its contempt for emotion and its insis-
tence that man’s intellect should govern his ac-
tions, was obsessed with loye, or rather with that
special variant of it calledf‘gallantry”—a socially
required, intricate, ritualjstic routine of flirtation,
seduction and adulteryy... The very men and
women who spoke mdst nobly of subordinating
their reason were helplessly addicted to squander-
ing their time and money in amorous intrigues
and ruining their health in excesses of lechery.

// Love was a game, an amusement. Seduction and
adultery were entertainment. Women were to_be flat~
tered, fooled, manipyplated, toyed with, seduced, but
never taken seriousl;}. Lord Chesterfield (ibid.) wrote
to his son, “WomeH are only children of a larger
growth. They have an entertaining tattle and some-
times wit, but for solid reason and good sense, I never
in my life knew one that had it.”

It is worth noting that romantic Iqive could not
possibly coexist with such antifeminism,..If ghe, object
of .a_mes’s_passion ig pat to be taken‘serigusly, the

“““passign itself can hardly be viewed as having gran-
deur.

In the culture of England and Europe of this period,
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then, marriage could hardly be based on love, as a
general rule. Without doubt, exceptions did exist—and
always have existed, through the ages. But we are
dealing here, as throughout, with dominant and pre-
vailing cultural trends. ‘

Since the Renaissance, an increasing sympathy for
the concept of secular happiness had been reflected in
the idea that couples might grow to love each other
after they were marriegsliThe idea of the legitimacy of
marital happiness at some level was beginning to take

hol ; ”
! )B i iti ons, that is, for

reasons of monwwﬁeﬂv%

Tn ihe realm of man/woman relationships, then, the
thinkers of the Enlightenment advanced no ideas sig-
nificantly different from, or superior to, those of their
predecessors. In accepting the centuries-old division of
a person into conflicting halves of body and spirit, they
assured that physical passion and spiritual valuing
would likewise remain unintegrated in relationships
between men and women.

Industrialism, Capitalism, and a New Vision
of Man/W oman Relationships

Yet in other areas of thought, notably in science and in
political philosophy, reason was making unprecedented
and spectacular advances.

This was a period of explosively rapid discovery in
one field of intellectual investigation after another.”’
science)) thinkers were proclaiming the power of the
“upaided” mind to “nlock the seccrets of nature) to
bring illumination to a world, kept dark for centuries by
a church-enforced blackout./And in politics)in the face

of centuries of one form of tyranny after another,

{philosophers were discovering the Rights of Man)) Both

of these developments were to have a profound’effect,

in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, on man/
man relationships.

Z The concept of romantic love as a widely accepted
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cultural value and as the ideal basis of marriage was a
product of the nineteeth century. It arose in the con-
text of a culture that was predominantly secular and
individualistic, a culture that explicitly valued life on
earth and valued and recognized the importance of
individual happiness. Such a culture was born in the
Western world—most notably in the United States—

,[ yvith the birth of the Industrial Revolution and capital-

We cannot understand how romantic love arose as a
cultural ideal if we do not understand the wider poli-
ticoeconomic context—which was to radically trans-
form human beings’ sense of the possibilities of life on
earth.

With the Enlightenment, the Industrial Revolution,
and the rise of capitalism in the nimeteenth century—
with the collapse of the absolute state and the devel-
opment of a free-market society—human beings wit-
nessed the sudden release of productive energy that
previously had no outlet. They saw life made possible
for countless millions who could have had no chance at
survival in precapitalist economies. They saw mortality
rates fall and population gowth-rateﬁ explode upward.
“THey saw them: to a standard of living no
feudal baron could have conceived. With the rapid
development of science, techmology, and industry, peo-
ple saw, for the first time in history, the liberated
hl}rnan mind taking control of material existence.

{{But industrialism and capitalism resulted in far more
than an explosion of material well-being./For the first
time in human history it was explicitly recognized that
human beings should be free to choose their own
commitments)Intellectual freedom and economic free-
dom rose and flourished together. Human beings had
discovered the{concept of individual rights.))
_#@Maﬁ;%z))was the creative power revolutionizing
€ world—and revolutionizing human relationships.
It was the United States, with its system of limited,
constitutional government, that implemented the prin-
ciple of capitalism—of free trade on a free market—to
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the greatest extent. In America, during the nineteenth
century, the productive activities of human beings were
predominantly left free of governmental regulations,
controls, and restrictions. In the brief period of a
century and a half, the United States created a level of
freedom, of progress, of achievement, of wealth, of
physical comfort—a standard of living—unmatched
and unequaled by the total sum of humankind’s devel-
opment up to that time./The United States created a
context in which the pursuit of happiness on earth
seemed natural and normal and possible. )

No less an opponent of capitalism than Friedrich
Engels attributes the cultural elevation of chosen love
relationships to the rise of industrialism and the free
market:

[Capitalism] dissolved all traditional relations, and
for inherited customs and historical rights it sub-
stituted . . . “free” contract. ...

But contracts can only be concluded by people
who can freely dispose of their person, actions
and possessions, and who meet each other on
equal terms.

[Under capitalism] in moral theory as in po-
etry, nothing was more unshakably established
than that every marriage not based on mutual sex
love and on the really free agreement of man and
wife, was immoral. In short, love-marriage was
proclaimed a human right: not only as “droit de
Thomme” but also, strange to say, as “droit de. la
femme,”

In the area of man/woman relationships, this new
development was felt most powerfully, perha})s, by
women, as the quotation from Engels suggests./Social

Wﬂmm@ib
mwmlw_cw%m_%n els so muchp
despised. As we have seen, prior to the of ¢apita

ism, the family was, for most people, primarily a unit
of economic survival. And since most people lived on
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the land, and since the larger the family, the more
potential workers{woman’s role as child-bearer was of
central and primary importance. Her economic suryjy-
al depended gn this function and, more generally, on

h,u.r_dmm,%nm:
But in an indusirial society, and with the emergence

of cities, intellectual rather than physical skills as-
sumed paramount importance. Physical strength as
such is of comparatively little survival value in a ma-
chine civilization. Slowly, and against a resistance
whose origins were predominantly traditional and reli-
gious, not political or economic,’new possibilities of
self-support became available to women.*)

The economic independence of women, growing
through the nineteenth and into the twentieth centuries,
ffled irresistibly to social and legal independenceﬁicreat—
ing the possibility for man/woman relationships to be,
to an unprecedented extent, (relatiomships between
equals.))

{ The antifeminism and anfisexualism spawned by
religion had far from vanished in the nineteenth centu-

ry; Ihm_mﬂum.—ebeugh_dumnw?_gld reach
deep into the twentigth}) Indeed, the batfle has not

nided yet. But their demise has been inevitable since
the development of industrialism, capitalism, and the
philosophy of individualism. Antisexualism and anti-
feminism today are an historical amachronism.
From the beginnings of the Industrial Revolution,
many social critics complained that capitalism had
destroyed the social fabric of feudal relationships as
well as the institution of family life. They warned that
the independence men and women were winning under
capitalism would lead to the end of civilization. They
were correct to this extent: A new civilization, radical-
ly different from any that had been known before, was
in the process of being born; and one of its characteris-

*]t iz unfortonate that today many advocates of women’s rights inds-
takenly regard capitalism as their enemy; the historical truth i that it
was capitalism that made it possible for a woman to earn an independent
living. It was capitalism, with its underlying philosophy of individualism,
that made the emergence of contemporary feminism historically inevitable,
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tics was that{{fmen and women would choose to
share their lives, not on the basis of economic
necessity, but on the basis of their expectation of
finding happiness and emotional fulfillment with one
another. ))

The Impact of Romantic Literature

The beginnings of the Industrial Revolution coincided
with another revolution that was to have an effect on
man/woman relationships. €This was the Romantic
movement in literature. })

The Romantic movement of the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries championed a perspective on
human life which_was to change Western cuiture in
fundamental ways! Eirst, Romanticism was individual-
jstic: It regarded the individual person as an end in

him- or herself and as a free agent in the choice of a
life path%mmmﬂmmﬁwe
_orieated:”1t regarded human life as governed not pri-
marily by external forces—society or some metaphysi-
cal power—or by some internal “tragic flaw”—but
rather by personally chosen values held by individual
human beings) Indeed, the essence of Romanticism
was its celebrdtion of the passionately personal wmd
individualistic.
As a literary school, Romanticisyn was an expression
of the rising tide of individualism.‘At the base of this
new movement was the concept of men and women as
beings motivated by their chosen values)) Values were
seen as the crucial ard defermining eletent in human
life.
Where courtly love had been highly formalized, con-
ventionalized, and ritualized, the nineteenth-century
Romantics—celebrated idicsyncrasy—amd—the—satural-

, ness” of passion. {Their vision of love was that of a
desire for um tween two highly individualistic

souls who had a fundamental spiritual likeness} so that
finding one’s “soul mate,” choosing the appropriate
person, was of the highest importance.

KFor the first time, women began to appear in such
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relationships—albeit rarely—as equal to men in intel-

lect and in passion)) Mary Wollstonecraft’s Vindication
of the Rights men, written in 1792, insisted in
particular upon the rationality and intellectual ability

of women. When Byron’s romantic hero Manfred de-
scribes the woman he loved, he tells us that she had
the same great capacities as his own: “She had the
same lone thoughts and wanderings/The quest of hid-
den knowledge, and a mind/To comprehend the uni-
verse . ..”

Though this view of woman was certainly not the
prevailing view (Romantic literature is filled with he-
roes and heroines who are perverse, cruel, melancholy,
languishing, and sometimes sadomasochistic), it is
clear that for the Romantics, the ideal relationship was
one between beings of equal (if not identical) capacity
and worth.

The necessity of freedom in their choice of partner
was most loudly proclaimed by radicals like the British
poet_Shelley, who insisted that “love is free” and ar-
gued against marriage as a socioeconomic institution
that inhibited emotional freedom. Known for their so-
cially outrageous behavior, culture hero-villains like
Lord Byron proclaimed their romantic capacity in nu-
merous passionate affairs and flaunted even restrictions
against incest—again{stressing the importance of a free
choice of lover))The important issue in sexual relation-
ships was not whether sexual passion was legally sanc-
tioned, but whether it arose from mutual lov 0

It is customary to understand the impact“of literary
Romanticism on man/woman relationships in terms of
the love stories portrayed in Romantic novels, plays,
and poems. But this perspective—if it is our exclusive
focus—neglects what I believe to be a more fundamen-
tal source of Romanticism’s influence. It is in the
implicit metaphysics of Romanticism, that is, its view
of the nature of life, the world, human nature, and the
possibilities of human existence, that we can find the
deepest explanation of its impact on culture and on
cultural ideals and expectations.
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Prior to the birth of the Romantic movement,(’ the
literature of Western civilization was dominated by the
Sfate® if)) Men and women were presented as the

laythings—sometimes the defiantly rebellious, some-
times the saaly resigned, but almost always the defeat-
ed playthings—of an inexorable fate beyond their con-
trol, which determined the ultimate course of their life,
regardless of their choices, wishes, or actions. In one
form or another, the plays, epic poems, sagas, and
chronicles that preceded the rise of Romantic literature
carried the same message: Men and women are the
pawns of destiny, caught in a universe essentially an-
tagonistic to their interests, and if they ever do suc-
ceed, it is not by their own efforts, but by fortuitous
external circumstances.)This was a view of life against
which Romanticism was rebelling’

In the Romantic plot-novel, on the other hand, the
course of the characters’ lives is determined by their
chosen purpose, which they pursue through a series of
relevant problems that must be solved, obstacles that
must be overcome, conflicts that the characters must
resolve—conflicts among the characters’ values and/or
conflicts with the values and purposes of others—
through a series of coherent, integrated events leading
to the climax of a final resolution. “The philosophical
implication is of course that our life is in our own
hands, that our destiny is ours to shape, and that
choice is the supreme fact of our existence))sT his is the
deepest point of contact between Romanticism in liter-
ature and romantic love in the modern sense.

Unfortunately, the writers who sought to dramatize
this view of the human situation were caught in a trap:
They found, consciously or subconsciously, that the
values of traditional morality were not applicable to
this earth, could not be practiced, could not be lived
successfully, could not serve as a human being’s guide
to success or happiness. This is the reason so many
Romantic novels, whose sense of life is essentially
pro-man/woman and pro-earth, have tragic endings,
such as in Victor Hugo’s Notre Dame de Paris or The
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Man Who Laughs. This is also the reason so many
Romantic novels are laid in the past, in some remote
period of history—with a marked preference for the
medieval era—such as the novels of Walter Scott, or
the “costume™ novels of today, which are among the
last remnants of the Romantic school. A novel dealing
with the crucial problems of the author’s time, such as
Hugo’s Les Misérables, is a rare exception. By escap-
ing from the problems of the present, the Romanticists
contradicted their own (implicit) basic philosophical
belief in human efficacy: ‘They saw the individual as

(sometimes) heroic, but life as (almost always) trag1c)
They could not successfully project and concretize the
individual’s fulfillment on earth; neither the traditional
values of religion nor their own defiantly subjective
(and often flagrantly irrational) values could make
such fulfillment possible.

Taking flight into the historical past, or else taking
refuge in novels of impossibly unrealistic sentimentaliy,
ty,the Romantic writers progressively became more
vulnerable to the charge of “escapism™ that was being
raised against their work.) They found themselves /
forced to retreat further and further from the actual
problems of human existence, and, ultimately, to

fabandon all serious issues and concerns; their work
degenérated info the class OF Mphtthetiom; Which is its
"‘p‘i‘”ﬁmm common for
opponents of the ideal of fomantic love to charge it
with the same failure of realism associated with Ro-
manticism in literature.)

I The Romanticists’ view of life came under attack)
increasingly in the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury not only because their perspective was totally out
of keeping with the mechanist-determinist-materialist
world view of the period, which, in essence, saw hu-
man beings as helpless pawns of forces outside their
control; and not only because of the infatuation with
irrationalism and mysticism which permeated so much
of the movement; and not only because too many of its
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exponents were unable to emancipate themselves from
the undermining value orientation of religion; but,
more fundamenta]ly/( because the icists fai
to grasp the im i

~—ZAccepling the reason-emotion dichotomy of their
enemies, they proclaimed themselves champions of
feeling against intellect, of subjectivity against objectiv-
ity.{They did not grasp that reason and passion, or
intellect and intuition, are equally expressions of our
humanness and of the life force and need not be at
war.)[They conceded reason to their enemies—a fatal
error.) The battle of the Romanticists against their
enemies was not, in fact, a battle of irrationalists
against rationalists, but rather of irrationalists (in some
respects) against irrationalists (in some respects). Nei-
ther camp emerged as victor.

We have seen that what makes the term “romantic”
applicable to both the Romantic plot-novel and the
concept of romantic love is the vision of a human
being’s chosen values as the crucial determining ele-
ment in his or her life. But what romantic love re-
quires, and what the /Romantic vision of the nineteenth

entury utterl failed to rovide, is an_integration of
reason ;"_ﬂa_gaésigg—a balance between the subjective
and the objective that human beings can live with} To
express the same thought differently: What romantic
love requires, and what/Romantic writers fail to pro-
vide, is psychological realism.))

The Nineteenth Century: “Tamed”
Romantic Love

Notwithstanding the attacks on nineteenth-century Ro-
manticism,{the ideal of romantic love (in the most
general sense of this term) spoke to the imagination of
—~a middle class _@Trg%gg in a time when the old philo-
sophical and scienfific, as well as social, certainties
were breaking apart))It was in the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury that the implications of the scientific world view
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came fully to awareness; evolution was only one in a
long line of scientific discoveries undercutting the reli-
gious faiths that had for so long given significance and
purpose to human existence. Commitment to interper-
sonal human relationships seemed the only source of
stability, permanence, and meaning in human experi-
ence. )

Thé Tast lines of Matthew Arnold’s 1867 poem “Do-
ver Beach” poignantly voice the extent to which love
seemed the last stronghold of security:

The Sea of Faith

Was once . . . at the full, and round earth’s shore
Lay like the folds of a bright girdle furled.

But now I only hear

Its melancholy, long, withdrawing roar,
Retreating, to the breath

Of the night-wind, down the vast edges drear
And naked shingles of the world.

Abh, love, let us be true

To one another! for the world, which seems
To lie before us like a land of dreams,

So various, so beautiful, so new,

Hath really neither joy, nor love, nor light,
Nor certitude, nor peace, nor help for pain;
And we are here as on a darkling plain

Swept with confused alarms of struggle and flight,
Where ignorant armies clash by night.

Love, then, was seen by many in the nineteenth
century as a single point of security and support in a
chaotic and unpredictable world, the one value to
which men and women could cling with some hope of
permanence.

It was among the middle classes in the nineteenth
century that romantic love—in a “tamed” and domes-
ticated sense—came to be regarded as an appropriate
concomitant of marriage. Amid extensive upheaval,
amid the rapid social and cultural changes that politi-
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cal freedom unleashed, marriage and family were
idealized as institutions necessary for social stability,
and conjugal devotion became, in effect, a social duty.
This was not a very “romantic” view of romantic ove.
And because their morality was basically Puritan and
their aspiration, as nouveaux riches, was for respect-
ability, #they domesticated and sentimentalized roman-
tic passion—upholding the right to choose one’s part-
ner freely, but otherwise taming romantic love

Victotian culture is known as a severely repressed
one—at its worst, characterized in the romantic realm
by a maudlin attitude toward the felicity of home and
family life combined with a strict suppression of sexu-
ality. Sexual desire, in this fundamentally Puritan so-
ciety, tended to be regarded as a bestial passion of the
male. In marriage, a man’s bestial nature could be
morally elevated by a virtuous, spiritual, sexless crea-
ture popularized in one influential novel as “the angel
in the house.”®ictorian love combined mutual respect
and devotion and affection with marriage, but greatly
inhibited sex. )} -

ile freedom and individualism—the hallmarks of
romantic love—were accepted values in the economic
realm, the pressure of social conformity in the personal
realm was enormous. Among the middle classes in
particular, with their craving for “respectability,” there
was little of the emotional openness and freedom of
sexual expression that are so basic to twentieth-century
understanding of romantic love.

And yet, something had been unleashed that was, not
to be stopped. Irresistible changes were occurring.{ The
position of women continued to improve as they won
increasing rights with regard to property. Marriage
became less a religious and more a civil co it-
ment, and divorce became increasingly possible-le-
gal changes that greatly facilitated the choice of ro-
mantic partners.

Finally, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, a new psychology was laying the foundations
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for a new understanding of sexuality—(-ﬁbeﬁaﬁng_ssx.
at least in some respects, from the rehglous v1ew of its
"Eestlcmo it with a_view of sex as a

natural function with profound psychological signifi-
cance.

was paradoxical.. While leading to a more enlightened
perspective on human sexuality, it was, in its own way,
deeply antiromantic and oppressive of women.)
Freud’s antiromanticism did not consist of denying the
right of individuals to choose their mates. He was not
arguing for a retumn to arranged marriages. He merely
declared that “love” was really “aim-inhibited sexuali-
ty,” that bourgeois romanticism represented nothing
more than an “over-idealization” of the lover resulting
from a frustration of sexual longing.fin Freud’s view,
“romantic love” is only a sublimated expression of
darker sexual impulses.! The concept of sexual desire as
an expression of admiration was entirely foreign to his
view of man/woman relationships, and, presumably, to
his personal experience.

In his view of women, he totally subscribed to the
doctrine of “the little woman,” the fragile, not-too-
bright creature who needs to be protected by the male
from the harsh realities of existencel/ ’s whole

l.lj._he..taugh.l‘._xs_ma.tkcd_hy_ihﬁ__sglie of madequacy

gence, or otherwise ambitious in any worldly sense, is
seen as engaging in an overcompensatory effort to deny
her basic flawed and incomplete nature) Freud is not a
hero to contemporary feminists.

And yet, in opening up the path to an investigation
of human sexuality, in turning the searchlight of his
implacable curiosity on an area that previous ages had
kept in darkness, in his willingness to discuss the un-
discussable, his effect was, in the end, a liberating one.
He paved the way for those who would subsequently
refute him—those who would see farther and more
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clearly./He served the evolution of romantic love in

i )

The American Ideal: Individualism and
Romantic Love

We have already observed the intimate connection be-
tween individualism and the ideal of romantic love
(however conceived). This can help us to understand
why that ideal first took hold—on a widespread social
scale—in the Umnited States, and why, even today, the
ideal is regarded in many parts of the world as typi-
cally “American.”

While attitudes toward sexuality were certainly dom-
inated by the Puritan (later, Victorian) influence in
American culture, and while the antiromantic “com-
mon sense” tradition in America often meant a denial
of the importance of passion, still {Americans, much
more than others in the nineteenth century, were cul-
turally free to marry for love~and thereby set an
example for the rest of the Western world. As Burgess
and Locke (1953) write in their historical survey The
Family: From Institution to Companionship, “It is in
the United States that perhaps the only, at any rate the
most complete, demonstration of romantic love as the
prologue and theme of marriage has been staged.”

At the risk of being repetitive, it is necessary to
stress once more that what was distinctive about the
American outlook, and what represented a radifal
break with its European past, is, as we have seen,’its
unprecedented commitment to political freedom, its
intransigent individualism, its doctrine of the suprema-
cy of individual rights—-and, more specifically, its be-
lief in a person’s right fo pursue his or her own happi~-
ness here on earth. It is difficult for Americans today
to appreciate fully the revolutionary significance of this
concept, especially as seen from the perspective of
European intellectuals. America has been correctly
characterized as the first truly secular society in human
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history, .’for it was the first nation in the history of the
world to view a human being not as a servant of a
religious authority or of society or of the state, but as
an entity with the right to exist for his or her own
happiness.}It was the first nation to give that principle
explicit pofitical expression.

In addition to philosophical and political considera-
tions, the elevation of romantic love in American cul-
ture is explainable, perhaps, by the fact that America
began, essentially, as an immigrant society whose
members could more easily leave tradition behind; by
the fact that the early frontier economy was inherently
more adventuresome and wide open in its attitudes;
and by the fact that the very roughness of early condi-
tions put women at a premium, not merely sexually or
economically, but on every possible level.

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
people were becoming more and more mobile, which
led to an increasingly freer mingling of men and wom-
en in a wide variety of settings and contexts. The
widespread availability of contraception and the in-
creasing acceptance of divorce carried still further the
liberation of man/woman relationships. {The twentieth
century has seen the declining influence of Victorian
sexual attitudes, and, more recently,{'the growing un-
derstanding of female sexuality and the spreading rec-
ognition of the equality of men and women.}

We who live in twentieth-century America enjoy
unprecedented freedom in the conduct of our private
lives, and in particular of our sexual lives. We are
learning to see sex not asl“the darker side” of our
nature but as a normal expression of our total person-
ality.)We are less inclined to glamorize tragedy in the
style of so many nineteenth-century Romanticists. As
the influence of religion continues to decline, we feel
less need to rebel and “prove” our “enlightenment” by
means of debauchery. And as a consequence, the “nat-
uralness” of romantic love is far more accepted today
than ever before.
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The Critics of Romantic Love

This does not mean that, in twentieth-century America,
the ideal of romantic love has lacked critics. Quite the
contrary. Many social and psychological observers
have argued that!the attempt to build a long-term
relationship—marriage—on emotional foundations is,
at best, grossly naive, and, at worst, pathological or
socially irresponsiblej'.yRalph Linton, an anthropologist,
wrote in 1936: S

All societies recognize that there are occasional
violent, emotional attachments between persons of
opposite sex, but our present American culture is
practically the only one which has attempted to
...make them the basis for marriage. . . . Their
rarity in most societies suggests that they are psy-
chological abnormalities to which our own culture
has attached an extraordinary value.

A more elaborate and influential attack came in
Denis de Rougemont’s Love in the Western World,
first published in 1940:

No other civilization, in the 7,000 years that one
civilization has been succeeding another, has be-
stowed on the love known as romance anything
like the same amount of daily publicity. .. .No
other civilization has embarked with anything like
the same ingenuous assurance upon the perilous
enterprise of making marriage coincide with love
thus understood, and of making the first depend
upon the second. ...

In reality...let romantic love overcome no
matter how many obstacles, and it always fails at
once. This is the obstacle constituted by time.
Now, either marriage is an institution set up to be
lasting—or it is meaningless. .. .To try to base
marriage on a form of love which is unstable by
definition is really to benefit the State of Ne-
vada. ...
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Romance feeds on obstacles, short excitations,
and partings; marriage, on the contrary, is made
up of want, daily propinquity, growing accus-
tomed to ome another. Romance calls for “the
far-away love” of the troubadour; marriage, for
love of “one’s neighbor.”

In a still more fundamental attack, James H. S.
Bossard and Eleanor S. Boll wrote in Why Marriages
Go Wrong (1958):

If one selects a mate and marries solely for per-
sonal happiness and personality fulfillment, then,
when the mate no longer serves that function, the
marriage is gone....
The line between the individualist and the self-
centered person is a very narrow one. . . . The de-
sire for personal happiness degenerates into social
lassitude. .. .
To Bossard and Boll, Americar insistence on romantic
love relationships reflects “a spoiled-child psychology.”
Again, in a 1973 Symposium on Love, one partici-
pant expressed the views of many others when he
suggested that

On the socio-cultural level, as on the psychologi-
cal, love may be like a crutch, impeding the de-
velopment of new social forms so important for
the development of a better and more satisfying
bhuman condition and society of the future.

Shifting to a more personal level of attack, it is
interesting to consider a book published in 1965, called
The Significant Americans, written by John F. Cuber
and Peggy B. Harroff. Their book is described as “a
study of sexual behavior among the affluent.” In this
study, the authors contrast two types of marriage,
which they encountered: #Utilitari arriage,” ¢
acterized by an absence of mutual involvement or
passion, held together by social, financial, and family
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considerations, made tolerable by long separations,
immersion in “community activities,” and sexual infi-
delity}-and “Intrinsic marriags,” characterized by pas-
sionate emotional and sexual involvement, a policy of
sharing life experiences to the fullest extent possible,
and an attitude of regarding the relationship as more
interesting, more exciting, more fulfilling than any oth-
er aspect of social existence!)(in other words, romantic
love). Partners in an “Intrinsic m_a’rgia.geﬂ.tend,mm-
_ing to The authors, to be very selfish with their time, i1z

that they are reluctant to engage 1in social, political,
community or other activities that would cause them o
be separated,junless they are convinced there are very
good reasons for doing 805 they are clearly not looking
for excuses to escape from each other. While this type
of relationship tends to provoke some degree of envy
from those who exist in a “Utilitarian marriage,” ac-
cording to the authors, it also provokes a good deal of
resentment and hostility. The authors quote such hos-
tile sentiments as “these immature people” must some-~
how “be brought into line.” They quote a man trained
in psychology as declaring, “Sooner or later you’ve
just got to act your age. People who stay to themselves
so much must have some psychological problems—if
they don’t, theyll soon develop them.” They quote
another psychologist as vigorously asserting, “Any
man or woman who has to live that close is simply
sick. He must need a mate as a crutch! He’s too
dependent! There’s just something unhealthy about it.”
(These negative sentiments do not express views held
by the authors of the book.)

fCritics like to point out that the country in which
romantic love found its best home is also the country
with the highest divorce rate in the world)) While a
huge divorce rate is not inherently an indictment of
romantic love (rather it suggests that many Americans
are so committed to the ideal of happiness in marriage
that they are unwilling to resign themselves to a life of
suffering)) it is unarguable that many, many people
experience their efforts at romantic fulfillment as disap-
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pointing, if not disastrous failures. Disenchantment and
disillusionment are undeniably widespread.

Open experiments with “swinging,” “group mar-
riage,” sexual communes, multiple-couple families,
three-person “marriages,” all represent alternate path-
ways to personal fulfillment that more and more people
seem to be exploring. But no one is claiming any
exciting record of success. Variations in the structure
of relationships do not seem to touch the essential
issue. The problem clearly exists on a deeper level than
such “solutions™ address themselves to.

i{The overwhelming and undeniable reality of that
problem—the difficulty of human beings achieving sus-
tained happiness in an interpersonal relationship—
dramatizes our need to think more deeply about love,
and about what love and relationships depend on.

But first, let us pause to consider briefly why roman-
tic love has been so severely criticized.

What Romantic Love is Not

Many of the commonest{criticisms of romantic love are
based on observing irrational or immature processes
occurring between persons who profess to be “in love,” ))
and then generalizing to a repudiation of romantic love
as such. In such cases, the arguments are not in fact
directed against romantic love at all—not if one under-
stands by romantic love “a passionate spiritual-emo-
tional-sexual attachment between a man and a woman
that reﬂects a high regard for the value of each other’s
person.”

There are, for’example)men and women who expe-
rience a’ strong sexual attraction for each other, con-
clude that they are “in love,” and proceed to marry on
the basis of their sexual attractionf i 1gnor1ng the fact
that they have few values or interests in common, have
little or no genuine admiration for each other, are
bound to each other predominantly by dependency
needs, have incompatible personalities and tempera-
ments, and, in fact, have little or no authentic interest
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in each other as persons)} Of course such relationships
are doomed to failure. They are not representative of
romantic love, and it amounts to setting up a straw
man to treat them as if they were.

{ To love a human being is to know and love his or her
person, This presupposes the ability to see, and with
reasonable clarity. It is commonly argued that roman-
tic lovers manifest a strong tendency to idealize or
glamorize their partners, to misperceive them, exagger-
ating their virtues and blinding themselves to their
failings,) Of course this sometimes occurs. Butlit is not
jnherent in the nature of love that it must occur}) To
argue that love is blind is to maintain that no real and
deep affinities of a kind that inspire love can really
exist between persons. This argument runs counter to
the experience of men and women who do see the
partner’s weaknesses as well as strengths and who do
love passionately.

Again, it is sometimes argued, as it is by de Rouge-
mont (and, as we have seen, before him by Freud),
thatthe experience of romantic love is generated solely
by sexual frustrations and, therefore, must perish
shortly after consummation)) Frustration can create ob-
sessive want and foster a tendency to endow a desired
object with temporary value; yet anyone who argues
that romantic love cannot survive sexual fulfillment is
making an illuminating personal statement and is also

¥ revealing extraordinary blindness or indifference to the
experience of others. )

It is sometimes argued that’since most couples do in
fact suffer feelings of disenchantment shortly after mar-
riage, the experience of romantic love must be a delu-
sion)#Yet many people experience disenchantment
soméwhere along the line in their careers, and it is not
commonly suggested, therefore, that the pursuit of a
meaningful career is a mistake. Many people experi-
ence some degree of disenchantment in their children,
but it is not commonly supposed that the desire to
have children is inherently immature and neurotic. )
Instead, it is generally recognized that the requirements
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for achieving happiness in one’s career or success in
child-rearing may be higher and more difficult than is
ordinarily appreciated.

Romantic love is not omnipotent—and those who
believe it is are too immature to be ready for it. Given
the multitude of psychological problems that many
people bring to a romantic relationship—given their
doubts, their fears, their insecurities, their weak and
uncertain self-esteem—given the fact that most have
never learned that a love relationship, like every other
value in life, requires consciousness, courage, knowl-
edge, and wisdom to be sustained—Lit is not astonishing
that most romantic relationships end disappointingly.
But to indict romantic love on these grounds is to
imply that, if “love is not enough”-£if love of and by
itself cannot indefinitely sustain happiness and fulfill-
ment—then it is somehow in the wrong, is a delusion,))
even a neurosis.‘Surely the error lies, not in the ideal of
romantic love, but in the irrational and impossible
demands made of it.)

It is very difficult to escape the feeling that at least
some of the attacks on romantic love have their roots
in nothing more complicated thanfenvy) as the quotes
given previously from The Significant Americans sug-
gest: envy, personal unhappiness, and an inability to
understand the psychology of persons whose capacity
for the enjoyment of life is greater than one’s own.

But there are deeper philosophical issues that need
to be considered. Just as the advocacy of romantic love
arose in a historicophilosophical context, so do many
of the contemporary attacks.

We. deal here, once again, with the trj li-
ty—which means we are dealing once again with ethi-
cal and political theory. When reading many of the
attacks on romantic love launched by contemporary
intellectuals, I found myself haunted by the memory of
the slogan stamped on Nazi coins: “The common good
above the individual good.” And by Hitler’s declara-
tion: “In the hunt for their own happiness, people fall
all the more out of heaven into hell.”
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/ One of the tragedies of human history is that virtual-
ly all of the ethical systems that achieved any degree of
world influence, were, at root, _variations on the theme

_of self-sacrifice, Unselfishness was equated with virtue;
selfishness—honoring the needs and wants of the self
—was made a synonym of evil.) ith such systems, the
individual has always been a’victim, twisted agaipst
him or her self and commanded to be “unselfis ”(Fin
sacrificial service to some allegedly higher value called
God or pharaoh or emperor or king or society or the
state or the race of the proletariat—or the cosmos.

It is a strange paradox of our history that this
doctrine—which tells us that we are to regard ourselves,
in effect, as sacrificial animals—has been generally
accepted as a doctrine representing benevolence and
love for mankind. One need only consider the conse-
quences to which this has led to estimate the nature of
its “benevolence.” From the first individual, thousands
of years ago, who was sacrificed on an altar for the
good of the tribe, to the heretics and dissenters burned
at the stake for the good of the populace or the glory of
God, to the millions exterminated in gas chambers or
slave-labor camps for the good of the race or of the
proletariatflit is this morality that has served as justifi-
cation for every dictatorship and every atrocity, past ot
present. )

[{Yet few intellectuals have challenged the basic as-
sumption which makes such slaughter possible—“the
good of the individual must be subordinated to the
good of the larger whole”j)—they ficht over the par-
ticular applications of this principle; fthey fight over
who should be sacrificed to whom and for whose benefi
They express horror and indignation when they do not
approve of someone’s particular choice of victims and
beneficiaries; but they do not question the basic princi-
ple: that the individual is an object of sacrifice.

And so, in reviewing those attacks on romantic love
which have to do with its neglect of the “higher good
of the community,” I found myself wondering how
many more millions of human beings will have
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to suffer before we come to understand that there is no

{ higher goo the good of the individual.)
We shall return to the subject of Jove and selfishness

later. But whatever solutions human beings must arrive
at in order to obtain fulfillment in the context of
man/woman relationships, the surrender of the right to
the pursuit of personal happiness is not one of them.

To return, finally, to the curious criticism of roman-
tic love with which this part of our discussion began—
Linton’s assertion that the rarity of romantic love in
other cultures indicates that it may be a “psychological

{tabnormality”) of our qwn—we need only note that

according to this logic!'we should have to condemn
many other “abnormalities” of American civilization,

{t such as its higher standard of living, its unparalleled
recognition of individual rights] its greater degree of
political freedom—all of which are indeed “rarities”
elsewhere.

Relative to the rest of the world, the United States
has been innovative in many areas. The importance it
attaches to romantic love does indeed set it apart from
many other cultures, but the educated classes in many
of those cultures are looking to the American ideal
with increasing longing.

On the Human-Potential Movement

Before returning to our central theme, I wish to take
something of an excursion (a digression, perhaps) into
territory that may appear remote from the subject of
romantic love and yet which, in an indirect way, has a
bearing on it. This has to do with the rise in this
century of the human-potential movement.

Since here, too, we shall be dealing once again with
the subject of individualism, let us begin by sharpening
our understanding of its meaning. Individualism is at
once an ethicopolitical concept and an ethicopsycho-
logical one. As an ethicopolitical concept, individual-
ism upholds the supremacy of individual rights, the
principle that a human being is an end in him- or
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herself, not a means to the ends of others, and that the
proper goal of life is self-realization or self-fulfillment.
As an ethicopsychological concept, individualism holds
that 2 human being should think and judge indepen-
dently, respecting nothing more than the sovereignty of
his or her mind. Tt is intimately connected with the
concept of autonomy (which T shall discuss later).

In addition to the social and cultural events de-
scribed, the historical tide of individualism has given
rise, during the past several decades, to a very signifi-
cant phenomenon in the world of psychology—the
“human-potential movement.” This is at once a revolt
against the narrow, reductionist view of the human
person upheld by psychoanalysis and behaviorism, a
reaching for a wider and more comprehensive under-
standing of the meaning of “human,” and a reaching
toward the “higher” possibilities of human nature.

In contrast to traditional psychology and psychiatry,
which has been primarily concerned with “sickness”
and the treatment of “illness,” the human-potential
movement is oriented toward all that lies on the other
side of “normal,” which pertains to growth, self-
actualization (to actualize is to make real, to bring into
reality), the exploration and fulfillment of positive po-
tentialities.

Now what is especially interesting about this ph
nomenon, in the context of our discussion, is that the
movement is under attack today for reasons remark-
ably similar to those given for some of the attacks on
romantic love. It is alleged to be “self-centered,” “self-
indulgent,” “a middle-class phenomenon”; and its ex-
ponents are accused of being indifferent, in their con-
cern with self, to the problems “of the world as a
whole.”

The human-potentjal movement is definitely “a mid-
dle-class phenomenon”—just as was the first wide-
scale acceptance of romantic love. Obviously persons
who are struggling with the problem of physical sur-
vival, for whom disease and starvation are a daily
issue, seldom concern themselves with “self-actualiza-
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tion.” Such a concern is ordinarily experienced by
those who have achieved a reasonable degree of mate-
rial well-being and who want “more”—not more mate-
rially, but more spiritually, psychologically, emotion-
ally, intellectually. The movement arose in an affluent
society; it is an “American phenomenon.”

Admittedly, there is a lot about this movement that
is plain silly. The movement is rather comparable to a
wild West frontier—a lot of enthusiasm, a few scat-
tered sparks of genius, and a lot of people selling snake
oil. It could hardly be otherwise. That is the common
pattern of beginnings.

What is unfortunate is that many exponents of the
human-potential movement have adopted increasingly
apologetic and defensive postures in response to accu-
sations of “selfishness.” Of course the pursuit of self-
actualization is selfish. So is the pursuit of physical
health. So is the pursuit of sanity. So is the pursuit of
happiness. So is the pursuit of your next breath of
air.

Several thousand years of indoctrination in the eth-
ics of self-sacrifice have made people terrified to ac-
knowledge the obvious—that in their concern with
personal growth they are motivated by self-interest and
are entitled to be; and so we witness the unattractive
spectacle of many exponents explaining that what they
are really doing is preparing themselves, through “self-
improvement,” to be better servants of humanity,
thereby conceding that only *“social” justifications are
acceptable.

One of the assumptions implicit in these attacks on
the human-potential movement, which directly paral-
lels some of the attacks on romantic love, is that a
concern with self-actualization er personal fulfillment
is inherently antisocial or socially irresponsible.

There is absolutely no foundation to such a claim
and overwhelming evidence to support the contrary
view. People who do not experience self-love have little
or no capacity to experience love of others. People who
are devoid of self-respect have little or no capacity to
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respect others. People who experience deep insecurities
and self-doubts tend to experience other human beings
as frightening and inimical. People who have little or
no self have nothing {6 €ontribute to the world.

Indeed, if one looks at the history of human prog-
ress, at all the steps which have brought us from the
cave to our present level of civilization, and of the
genius, daring, courage, and creativity that made this
progress possible—one cannot help but be struck by
the fact of how much we owe to those whose lives were
primarily given over to the task of discovering and
fulfilling their own “destiny”—the artists, the scientists,
the philosophers, the inventors, the industrialists whose
life path was clearly one of self-actualization (self-
development, self-fulfillment).

Looked at on its plus side, the human-potential
movement has helped to create a fresh intellectual
climate in which to approach the subject of romantic
love. In opposing the reductionist-mechanist view of
human nature (the view of human beings as ma-
chines), its proponents have brought back into psy-
chology a new respect for such concepts as “mind,”
“consciousness,” “choice,” and “purpose.” Discoveries
in physics and biology have exploded old-fashioned
materialism and have led inexorably toward what is
frequently described as an orgenismic rather than a
mechanical model of the universe. “Wholeness, organi-
zation, dynamics—these general conceptions may be
stated as characteristics of the modern, as opposed to
the mechanical, world-view of physics,” writes Ludwig
von Bertalanfy in Problems of Life.

Biology has never been able to do without such
concepts as function, purpose, and consciousness; yet
in recent decades they have gained increasingly in “re-
spectability.” The attempt to reduce a human being to
a passive automaton, to interpret behavior, values, and
choices as the mechanical products of societal and
instinctual forces was mnever defensible; it ignored too
much evidence, did violence to too much of human
experience, and permitted itself too many non se-
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quiturs—as philosophers were already pointing out
‘even’ ahead of the new developments in physics and
biology. The delusion that “the hard sciences” lend
any support or credibility to reductionism is now vamn-
ishing. . VORI

In the context of the new understanding that is
emerging, it is recognized that we can speak of “spiri-
tual aspirations™ and “spiritual affinities” without any
theological, irrational, or prescientific implications. We
are freer now to look at human beings and see what
has always stared us in the face: that we are not
machines—or that we are not “only” or “merely”
machines,

Robots do not engage irr romantic love. Neither do
instinct-manipulated puppets. Neither, T will presume,
do the favorite subject of behaviorists’ investigation:
rats and pigeons.

We are the most highly evolved species to develop
on this planet. We have a consciousness unprecedented
in its range and complexity. Qur distinctive form of
consciousness is the source of our specifically human
needs and abilities. One of its manifestations is the
experience of romantic love.

Romantic love is not a myth, waiting to be discard-
ed, but, for most of us, a discovery, waiting to be
borm.

Needed: A New Understanding of
Romantic Love

It is clear that “love is not enough.”

The fact that two human beings love each other
does not guarantee they will be able to create a joyful
and rewarding relationship. Their love does not ensure
their maturity and wisdom; yet without these qualities
their love is in jeopardy. Their love does not automati-
cally teach them communication skills or effective
methods of conflict resolution, or the art of integrating
their love into the rest of their existence; yet the
absence of such knowledge can lead to the death of
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love. Their love does not produce self-esteem; it may
reinforce it but it cannot create it; still without self-
esteem love cannot survive.

And even among mature, well-actualized individu-
als, love is not necessarily “forever.”

As people continue to grow and evolve, their needs
and desires change or shift as to emphasis. New goals
and longings can emerge, causing rifts in relationships.
This does not mean—or need not mean—that love has
“fajled.” A union that provides great joy, nourishment,
and stimulation for two human beings is not a “fail-
ure” merely because it does not last forever; it can still
be a great experience that one is glad to have lived.

When the marriage ritual that included the formula
“till death do us part” was developed, few people
could hope to survive their twenties. By the time a man
died at the age of twenty-six he may easily have had
three wives, two of whom died in childbirth. “Forever”
had a different meaning in such a context than it has
today for us, who can look forward to living into our
seventies or eighties.

What creates the sense of failure, sometimes, is not
that love does not produce joy and fulfillment for two
human beings, but that they might not have known
when it was time to let go; they fought to hold onto
that which had already vanished, and the torment and
frustration of their efforts they mistakenly call “the
failure of romantic love.”

So we need to rethink our understanding of romantic
love—what it means, what kind of experience it af-
fords, what needs it fulfills, and what conditions it
depends on.

We need to see it of and by itself, as a unique
encounter between man and woman, a unique experi-
ence and a unique adventure—possibly but not neces-
sarily involving marriage, possibly but not necessarily
involving children, possibly but not necessarily involv-
ing sexual exclusivity, possibly but not necessarily in-
volving “till death do us part.”

As we stand at this moment in history, we are in a
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state of crisis with regard to romantic love, not because
the ideal is irrational but because we are still in the
process of grasping its meaning, still in the process of
understanding its philosophical presuppositions and its
psychological requirements.

Let us now explore in more detail the psychological
roots of romantic love, the needs it strives to satisfy,
and the conditions for success or failure. Let us con-
sider what love is, why love is born, why it sometimes
grows, and why it sometimes dies.
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The Roots of Romantic Love

Prologue: First, a Self—Then a Possibility

When a man and a woman encounter each other in
romantic love, seeking union, seeking fusion, seeking
the experience of the most intimate contact, they come

%WS- An under-
standing of this point is absolutely essential for every-

thing that is to follow. Paradoxically, if we wish to
understand romantic love, we must begin by under-
standing aloneness, the universal condition of us all.

In the beginning we are alone and do not yet know
that we are alone. A newborn infant does not differ-
entiate between self and nonself; there is no awareness
of self, not, at any rate, as we who are adults experi-
ence such awareness.

To quote Mahler, Pine, and Bergman, in The Psy-
chological Birth of the Human Infant:

The biological birth of the human infant and the
psychological birth of the individual are not coin-
cident in time. The former is a dramatic, observ-
able, and well-cgg{mscribed event; the latter a
slowly unfolding intraﬁsymgﬁi\é process.

Discovering boundaries—discovering where self
ends and the external world begins—grasping and as-

57
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similating the fact of separateness—is one of the fore-
most tasks of infancy, upon which normal development
depends.

The second and overlapping part of this maturation-
8l process is_individuation: the acquiring of those basic
motor and cognitive SKIlTS, combined with a beginning
sense of physical and personal identity, that represents
the foundation of the child’s autonomy (the child’s
capacity for inner direction, self-regulation, and self-
responsibility). Separation and individuation mark the
child’s birth as a human being.

But these concepts apply not only to the early years
of development. They have a wider meaning that con-
tinually manifests itself through the entire span of the
human life cycle,

If we understand separation and individuation not
as growth processes unique to infants but applicable to
us all, we are able to see them as themes that recur on
more and more advanced levels as the human organ-
ism matures and evolves. It is easy enough to see the
basic pattern in a child’s successful growth to adult-
hood—from learning to walk to selecting a career and
establishing a home and a life. But we can see the
same process at work in the struggles of a woman who
is overidentified with the role of mother and who, when
her child is grown, confronts the challenging question
of who she is now that her child no longer is dependent
on her; she, too, is engaged in a process of separation
and individuation; she, too, is engaged in a struggle for
autonomy. When a marriage ends in divorce or when a
life partner of many years dies and a person must
encounter the question of identity outside the context
of the former relationship, once again what is involved
is a process of separation and individuation.

We can strive to avoid the fact of our ultimate
aloneness; it continually confronts us. A romantic-love
relationship can nourish us; it cannot become a substi-
tute for personal identity. When we attempt to deny
these truths, it is our relationships that we corrupt—by
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dependency, by exploitation, by domination, by sub-
servience, by our own unacknowledged terror.

Perhaps the essence of our evolution as human be-
ings is to keep answering, on deeper and deeper
levels, the basic question: “Who am I?” We answer
that question, we define ourselves, through the acts of
thinking, of feeling, and of doing—of learning to take
more and more responsibility for our existence and
well-being—and of expressing through our work and
through our relationships more and more of, we
are. This is the wider meaning of the concept of indi-
viduation; it represents a lifelong task. it

= When the child finds that his or her perceptions,
feelings, or judgments conflict with those of parents or
other family members, and the question arises of
whether to heed the voice of self or to disown it in
favor of the voice of others; when a woman believes
that her husband is wrong on some fundamental issue,
and the question arises of whether to express her
thoughts or to suppress them and thus protect the
“closeness” of the relationship; when an artist or scien-
tist suddenly sees a path that would carry him or her
far from the “consensual” beliefs and values of col-
leagues, far from the “mainstream” of contemporary
orientation and opinion, and the question arises of
whether to follow that lonely path wherever it leads, or
to draw back, forget what was seen, and restrict his or
her vision only to that which others can readily
share—the issue in all such cases remains the same.
Should one honor one’s inner signals or disown them:
autonomy versus conformity; self-expression versus
self-repudiation; self-creation versus self-annihila~
tion.

Innovators and creators are persons who can to a
higher degree than average accept the condition of
aloneness. They are more willing to follow their own
vision, éven when it takes them far from the mainland
of the human community. Unexplored spaces do not
frigchten them-—or not, at any rate, as much as they
frighten those around them. This is one of the secrets
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of their power. That which we call “genius” has a great
deal to do with courage and daring, a great deal to do
with nerve.

Breathing is not a *“social act.” Neither is thinking.
Of course we interact: We learn from others; we speak
‘a common language, we express our thoughts, describe
our fantasies, communicate about our feelings; we
influence and affect one another. But consciousness by
its nature is immutably private. We are each of us, in
the last analysis, islands of consciousness—and that is
the root of our aloneness.

To be alive is to be an individual. To be an individ-
ual who is conscious is to experience a unique perspec~
tive on the world, at least in some respects. To be an
individual who is not only conscious but self-conscious
is to encounter, if only for brief moments, if only in the
privacy of one’s own mind, the unalterable fact of
one’s aloneness.

Aloneness entails self-responsibility. No one can
think for us, no one can feel for us, no one can live our
life for us, and no one can give meaning to our exis-
tence except ourselves. 1o most people, this fact 1S

e most fiercely resisted, the most
passwnately demed fact of their being.

The forms their demal takes are endless: refusing to
think and following uncritically the beliefs of others;
disowning one’s deepest feelings in order to “belong™;
pretending to be helpless, pretending to be confused,
pretending to be stupid, in order to avoid taking an
independent stand; clinging to the belief that one will
“die” if one does not have the love of this person or
that; joining mass movements or ‘“causes” that promise
to spare one the responsibility of independent judgment
and to obviate the need for a sense of personal identi-
ty; surrendering one’s mind to a leader; killing and
dying for symbols and abstractions that promise to
grant glory and meaning to one’s existence, with no
effort required on one’s own part save obedience; de-
voting all of one’s energies to manipulating people into
giving “love.”
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There are a thousand respects in which we are not
alone, none of which stands in contradiction to the
foregoing. As human beings, we are linked to all other
members of the human community. As living beings,
we are linked to all other forms of life. As inhabitants
of the universe, we are linked to everything that exists.
We stand within an endless network of relationships.
Separation and connectedness are polarities, with each
entailing the other.

We are all parts of one universe, true enough. But
within that universe we are each of us a single point of
consciousness, a unique event, a private, unrepeatable
world.

If we do not understand this, we cannot understand
some of our most enrapturing experiences of union and
fusion. We cannot understand those extraordinary mo-
ments of serenity and bliss when we feel ourselves to
be one with all that exists. And we cannot understand
the ecstasy of romantic love.

The tragic irony of people’s lives (this point can
hardly be stressed enough) is that the very attempt to
deny aloneness results in denying love. Without an bl
who loves, what is the meaning of love?

First, a self—then, a possibility: the exquisite joy of
one self encountering another.

Toward a Definition of Love

We are not yet ready to approach romantic love direct-
ly. We must begin with an examination of love in
general—love as such. Romantic love is a special case
within this wider category. We can feel many different
kinds of love, from romantic love to the love that exists
between parents and children to the love of friends to
the love of a human for an animal, and so forth. But
there are certain observations that apply to all kinds of
love, certain truths universal to love as such, and they
are the necessary foundation of any subsequent discus-
sion of romantic love.

Love is, in the most general sense, our emotional
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JLesponse to that which we value highly. As such, it is
the experience of joy in the existence 6F fhe loved

object, joy in proximity, and joy in interaction or_in-
Volvement., ve is to delight in the being whom one
Toves to eerrience pleasure in_that being’s presence,

to find gratification or fulfillment in contact with {hat
betny. “We experience the loved being as a source of
fulﬁﬁment for profoundly important needs. (Someone
we love enters the room; our eyes and heart light up.
We look at this person; we experience a rising sense of
joy within us. We reach out and touch; we feel happy,
fulfilled.)

But love is more than an emotion; it is a judgment
or evaluation, and an action tendency. Indeed, all emo-
tions entail evaluations and action tendencies.

The first thing we must recognize about emotions is
that they are value responses. They are automatic
psychological responses, involving both mental and
physiological features, to our subconscious appraisal of
what we perceive as the beneficial or harmful relation-
ship of some aspect of reality to ourselves.

If we pause to consider any emotional response,
from love to fear to rage, we can notice that implicit in
every response is a dual value judgment. Every emo-
tion reflects the judement of “for me” _or_‘“‘against
me™—and also “to what extent.” Thus, emotions differ
according to their confent and according to their infen-
sity. Strictly spedking, these are not two separate value
judgments; they are integral aspects of the same judg-
ment and are experienced as one response.

Love is the highest, the most intense, expression of
the assessment “for me,” “good for me,” “beneficial to
my life.” (In the person of somecone we love we see, in
extraordinarily high measure, many of those traits
and characteristics that we feel are most appropriate to
life—life as we understand and experience it—and
therefore most desirable for our own well-being and
happiness.)

Every emotion contains an inherent action tendency;
that is, an impetus to perform some action related to
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that particular emotion. The emotion of fear is a per-
son’s response to that which threatens his or her val-
ues; it entails the action tendency to avoid or flee from
the feared object. The emotion of love entails the
action tendency to achieve some form of contact with
the loved being, some form of interaction or involve-
ment. (Sometimes a lover will complain, understand-
ably, that, “You say you love me, but I could never
tell it from your actions. You don’t want to spend time
alone with me, you don’t want to talk with me, so how
would you act differently if you didr’t love me?”)

Finally, and in a sense more fundamentally, we may
describe love as representing an orientation, an attitude
or psychological state with regard to the loved being,
deeper and more enduring than any moment-by-mo-
ment alteration of feeling or emotion. As an orienta-
tion, love represents a disposition to experience the
loved being as the embodiment of profoundly impor-
tant personal values—and, as a consequence, a real or
potential source of joy.

Love Between Parent and Child:
A Special Case

Aristotle suggests that if we wish to understand love
we should take as our “model” relationship—by which
to measure, compare and contrast other relation-
ships—the attachment that exists between friends who
are more or less equal in development and who are
joined by common values, common interests, and by
mutual admiration. We shall see, as we move more
deeply into the nature of love, that this viewpoint has a
great deal to recommend it, and nowhere more so
than when thinking about romantic love.

But curiously enough, a very different relationship,
the relationship of child and parent, is sometimes re-
garded as the ideal point of reference from which to
grasp the essence of love—and, for that matter,
“healthy” or “desirable” human relationships in gener-
al. This, for example, is the position taken by anthro-
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pologist Ashley Montagu, who writes, “It has, I believe,

universally been acknowledged that the mother-infant
;mgﬁ%mﬁére tlian any other defines the
"Te'mssemwmmmt
as mistaken as it is possible to be and I want to say a
few words about my reasons.

To begin with, if one studies the analysis of love
offered by philosophers and psychologists across the
centuries, and the many controversies surrounding
their positions, it is obvious that Montagu’s viewpoint
has been anything but “universally acknowledged.” It
is, however, held by enough people to be worth refut-
ing,

Montagu leads us to his conclusion by way of the
following observation:

From the moment of birth the baby needs the
reciprocal exchange of love with its mother. From
the very onset the baby is capable of conferring
great benefits upon the mother—if the maternal-
infant relationship is not disturbed. ... [If] the
baby is left with the mother and put to nurse at
her breast, three problems which . ..have been
responsible for much tragedy and unhappiness
are in most cases solved at once. .. . Hemorrhag-
ing from the womb after birth . . . is reduced and
the uterus begins its return to almost normal size
within a matter of minutes, and the P)\z}‘c,e‘ggg be-
comes detached and is ejected. . . . The baby is in
turn, of course, also benefitted. . . .

- .. Bearing in mind ... benefits which accrue
to mother and child, perhaps we could...say
that 1 4 G jonshi -SONS

Mehich coutribytes are_and development
of each.
LA

That mutual benefits, physiological and psychologi-
cal, are exchanged between infant and mother is unde-
niable. It is equally true that if T buy a book and pay
for it, and the bookstore owner uses part of his earn-
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ings to support his own continuing education, ours has
clearly been a relationship in which each contributed to
the welfare and development of the other. It does not
follow that the bookstore owner and I love each other.
So it is immediately clear that Montagu’s definition
lacks something essential.

Moreover, while the mother intends to benefit the
infant, the infant does not intend to benefit the mother.
The infant is not even aware, initially, of the mother as
a separate being, In what sense, then, can the infant be
said to “love” the mother?

Observe that this particular relationship is the ulti-
mate instance of a relationship between unequals. It is
a relationship in which, on the level of conscious inten-
tion, one party is almost entirely the giver, and the
other party is almost entirely the receiver. Such a
relationship, when existing between adults, is generally
regarded as exploitative and parasitical—although it is
not, of course, so regarded between infant and mother,
for obvious biological reasons.

The significance of the child-parent relationship, rel-
ative to our understanding of love in general and ro-
mantic love in particular, is of a very different order.

The mother or mother surrogate is the first represen-
tative of humanity in the child’s life. Here the infant
can gain a sense of security, of safety. Here the infant
can learn to experience trust. Here it can learn to
experience another human being as a source of plea-
sure and gratification. Such experiences are a highly
valuable preparation for love. Ideally, what the child is
acquiring is an emotional foundation for the ability to
love. But this should not be confused with the experi-
ence of love itself, which requires a level of maturity
beyond that of an infant.

And even later, when the child has developed to the
point of being able to love in an active sense, the
child-parent relationship remains too much of a “special
case” to serve as a prototype for love in general. What
remains, at least until adulthood, is the problem of
inequality, with all the limitations inequality imposes.
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The Need and the Desire to Love

In seeking to understand romantic love, we want to
understand the particular_psychological needs that ro-
mantic love fulfills,. Aod we want to understand the
~Toots of those needs. e
Let us consider our need for human companionship,

( aur need for people we can respect, admire, and value,

and interacf With in a variety of ways and on various
fevels of our being. Virtually everyone experiences e
desire Tor companionship, friendship, and love as a
given of human nature, requiring no explanation.
Sometimes, a pseudoexplanation is offered, in terms of
an alleged “gregarious instinct™ that human beings are
said to possess. But this illuminates nothing.
/ We could say that our desire for companjonship is

lai by _the fact tﬁtﬁvmg and deahng
r persons in a soma COntext,
“and services, and the

r of
survival i -that-which we coull
obtain by ourselves on a desert islan a self-

_Sisiatnig !gl farm. We obviously find it to our interest to
deal with men and women whose values and character

are, in important respects, like our own, rather than
with men and women of inimical ‘values and character.

< And, normally, we develap feelings of benevglense-os.

affection to who
W@Wmce It 1s

easy enough to see, however, that such a resf;"ﬁe does
not address itself to the fundamental question, and that
practical, existential considerations such as these are
not sufficient to account for the phenomenon about
which we are inquiring.

The desire for companionship and love risgs ont.af
more_inty jderati t their root
motives that are more psychological than existential.

eryone is_aw, the desire anion-

MSMEMQLHLMHQQ%@T’ der:
stood by, to share experiences with—the desite 107
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emotional closeness ay,
be_ir_ﬁr—afﬁlough there are, of course, great differences
in the intensity with which different people experience
this desire.
Let us focus first on the need and desire to love. The
igi ire to love lies in_our profound need
___ o value to find things in the world which we can care

“‘mmwmby' It is our values
that tie us to the world and that motivate us to go on

living. E\M@Lﬁhﬂmm&mﬂﬂig{%

or_protecting something we believe will benefit our life
‘WJ‘“M%WC& —

If a person w grow from infancy utterly inca-

pable of finding anything nourishing, beneficial, or
pleasurable in the environment, what would inspire
such a person to persevere in the struggle for exist-
ence? Would not growth and development be stopped
at the very beginning? A person who cares about
nothing does not care to live.

Life is worthwhile—at any age—precisely to the
extent that we find particular values worth pursuing. A
child who can find nothing in the environment that is a
source of pleasure, nothing to which the child can
respond to affirmatively, with interest, curiosity, and
excitement, is almost certainly doomed. Such a child
could not survive the first years of life.

Children need to find joy in their world, joy in
various activities, joy in different aspects of their phys-
ical surroundings, and the promise of joy in association
with other human beings. The child is an active force,
not merely a passive recipient. The child’s need to love
can be as powerful as—if not more powerful than—
the need to receive love. And this becomes no less true
as we mature.

As adults, many of us have known the pain of a
capacity for love that did not have an outlet. We wish
to_expirience admiration; we-loug for the sight of
human_beings and achicyenients we. truly enjoy

nd respect. And if-thi ing i isfie cel
alienation, dggressiog. We live in the world; we wish to
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believe in the possibilities of the world. We are alive;

we wish to see the triumph of life. Wﬁfgfrlg_mmam_&e,

wish to associate with representatives o T humanity who

msElre

we have a healthy level of self-esteem, we are

more likely to be consciously aware of this issue. If we
suffer from deep insecurities, this need may become
distorted by problems of envy, jealousy, or resentment
toward those who are more fulfilled than ourselves.
But the need continues to exist.

I am thinking of the sadness I have sometimes heard
expressed by persons who attain success after years of
a difficult struggle and who, contrary to their dreams
and expectations, found the people they met “at the
top” in no way more interesting or inspiring than those
they had encountered earlier. I am thinking of the
painful longing which highly talented and accom-
plished people sometimes express for the sight of
someone or something to which they can respond with
passionate admiration.

In this respect we are all children—hoping to find in
the world around us those lights that will at once
illuminate our journey and make the struggle worth the
effort.

QOne of the values of passionate love is that it allows
W-
e s it i inspiration, a

“Tife.
“But the desire to love, as well as the desire to be
ved, contains still other elements. Let us look fur-
ther.

At the Core of Romantic Love:
The Muttnik Principle

At this point, I wish to give an account of two inci-
dents in my own life that were crucial for my under-
standing of love and human relationships. I have told
this story, more briefly, in The Psychology of Self-
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Esteern. Here, a more amplified version, with addition-
al commentary, is necessary. I do not know of any
more effective way to bring us to what I believe is the
core significance of romantic love.

We shall be dealing here with what T first called the
Muttnik Principle and later, more formally, called the
Principle of Psychological Visibility. An intense expe-
rience of mutual psychological visibility is, as we shall
see, at the very center of romantic love. Let us see
what this means and how and why it is so.

One afternoon in 1960, while sitting alone in the
living room of my apariment, I found myself contem-
plating with pleasure a large philodendron plant stand-
ing against a wall. It was a pleasure I had experienced
before, but suddenly it occurred to me to wonder:
What is the nature of this pleasure? What is its
cause?

During that period T would not describe myself as “a
nature lover,” although I subsequently became one. At
the time I was aware of positive feelings that accom-
panied my contemplation of the philodendron; I was
unable to explain them.

The pleasure was not primarily aesthetic. Were I to
learn that the plant was artificial, its aesthetic charac-
teristics would remain the same but my response would
change radically; the special pleasure I experienced
would vanish. It seemed clear that essential to my
enjoyment was the knowledge that the plant was
healthily and glowingly alive. There was a feeling of a
bond, almost a kind of kinship, between the plant and
me; surrounded by inanimate objects, we were united
in the fact of possessing life. I thought of the motive of
people who, in the most impoverished conditions plant
flowers in boxes on their windowsills—for the pleasure
of watching something grow. Apparently, observing
successful life is of value to human beings.

Suppose, I thought, I were on a dead planet where I
had every material provision to ensure survival but
where nothing was alive. I would feel like a metaphysi-
cal alien. Then suppose I came upon a living plant.
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Surely 1 would greet the sight with eagerness and
pleasure. Why?

Because, I realized, all life—life by its very nature—
entails a struggle, and struggle entails the possibility of
defeat; we desire and find pleasure in seeing concrete
instances of successful life as confirmation of our
knowledge that successful life is possible It 1s in

effect, a metaphysical experience. We L
not necessarily as a means of allaying doubts ox_;_of
“reassuning o expertencing

“and confirming on the perceptual plane, the level of
immediate reality, that which we know abstractly, con-
ceptually.

If such is the value a plant can offer to a human
being, I mused, then the sight of another being can
offer a much more intense form of this experience. The
successes and achievements of those around us, in their
own persons and in their work, can provide fuel and
inspiration for our efforts and strivings. Perhaps this is
one of the greatest gifts human beings can offer one
another. A greater gift than charity, a greater gift than
any explicit teaching or any words of advice—the sight
of happiness, achievement, success, fulfillment.

The next crucial step in my thinking occurred on an
afternoon, some months later, when I sat on the floor
playing with my dog, a wirehaired fox terrier named
Muttnik.

We were jabbing at and boxing with each other in
mock ferociousness. What I found delightful and fasci-
nating was the extent to which Muttnik appeared to
grasp the playfulness of my intention. She was snarling
and snapping and striking back while being unfailingly
gentle in a manner that projected total, fearless trust.
The event was not unusual; it is one with which most
dog owners are familiar. But a question suddenly oc-
curred to me, of a kind I had never asked myself
before: Why am I having such an enjoyable time?
What is the nature and source of my pleasure?

Part of my response, I recognized, was simply the
pleasure of watching the healthy self-assertiveness of a
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living entity. But that was not the essential factor
causing my response. That factor pertained to the
interaction between the dog and myself, a sense of
interacting and communicating with a living conscious-
ness.

If I were to view Muttnik as an automaton without
consciousness or awareness and to view her actions
and responses as entirely mechanical, then my enjoy-
ment would vanish. The factor of consciousness was of
primary importance.

Then I thought once again of being marooned on an
uninhabited island. Muttnik’s presence there would be
of enormous value to me, not because she could make
any practical contribution to my physical survival, but
because she offered a form of companionship. She
would be a conscious entity to interact and communi-
cate with—as I was doing now. But why is that of
value?

The answer to this question, I realized, with a rising
sense of excitement, would explain much more than
the attachment to a pet. Involved in this issue is the
psychological principle that underlies our desire for

human companionship—th inciple that w =
plai conscj tity se er
wwhy consciousness is a value to con-
~ sciousness.

When I identified the answer I called it the “Muttnik
Principle” because of the circumstances under which it
was discovered. Let us consider the nature of this
principle.

The key to understanding my pleasurable reaction to
playing with Muttnik was in the self-awareness that
came from the nature of the feedback she was provid-
ing. From the moment that I began to “box,” she
responded in a playful manner; she conveyed no sign
of feeling threatened; she projected an attitude of trust
and pleasure and pleasurable excitement. Were 1 to
push or jab at an inanimate object, it would react in a
purely mechanical way; it would not be responding to
me; there could be no possibility of its grasping the
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meaning of my actions, of apprehending my intentions,
and of guiding its behavior accordingly. Such commu-
nication and response are possible only among con-
scious entities. The effect of Muttnik’s behavior was to
make me feel seen, to make me feel psychologically
visible (to a modest extent). Muttnik was responding
to me, not as a mechanical object, but as a person.

And, as part of the same process, I was experiencing
a greater degree of visibility fo myself; I was making
contact with a playfulness in my personality which,
during those years, I generally kept severely contained,
so the interaction also contained elements of self-
discovery, a theme to which I shall return shortly.

What is significant and must be stressed is that
Muttnik was responding to me as a person in a way
that T regarded as objectively appropriate, that is, in
accordance with my view of myself and of what I was
conveying to her. Had she responded with fear and an
attitude of cowering, I would have experienced myself
as being, in effect, misperceived by her and would not
have felt pleasure.

While the example of an interaction between a hu-
man being and a dog may appear very primitive, I
believe that it reflects a pattern that is manifest, poten-
tially, between any two consciousnesses able to re-
spond to each other. All positive interactions between
human beings produce the experience of visibility to a
degree. The climax of that possibility is achieved in
romantic love, as we shall see shortly.

So we must consider the question: Why do we value
and find pleasure in the experience of self-awareness
and psychological visibility that the appropriate re-
sponse or feedback from another consciousness can
evoke?

Consider the fact that we normally experience our-
selves, in effect, as a process—in that consciousness
itself is a process, an activity, and the contents of our
mind are a shifting flow of perceptions, images, organic
sensations, fantasies, thoughts, and emotions. Our
mind is not an unmoving entity which we can contem-
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plate objectively—that is, contemplate as a direct ob-
ject of experience—as we contemplate objects in the
external world.

We normally have, of course, a sense of ourselves,
of our own identity, but it is experienced more as a
feeling than a thought—a fecling which is very diffuse,
which is interwoven with all our other feelings, and
which is very hard, if not impossible, to isolate and
consider by itself. Our “self-concept” is not a single
concept, but a cluster of images and abstract perspec-
tives on our various (real or imagined) traits and
characteristics, the sum total of which can never be
held in focal awareness at any one time; that sum is
experienced, but it is not perceived as such.

In the course of our life, our values, goals, and
ambitions are first conceived in our mind; that is, they
exist as data of consciousness, and then—to the extent
that our life is successful—are translated into action
and objective reality. They became part of the “out
there,” of the world that we perceive. They achieve
expression and reality in material form. This is the
proper and necessary pattern of human existence. To
live successfully is to put ourselves into the world, to
give expression to our thoughts, values, and goals. Our
life is unlived precisely to the extent that this process
fails to occur.

Yet our most important value—our character, soul,
psychological self, spiritual being—whatever name one
wishes to give it—can never follow this pattern in a
literal sense, can never exist apart from our own con-
sciousness. Tt can never be perceived by us as part of
the “out there.” But we desire a form of objective
self-awareness and, in fact, need this experience.

Since we are the motor of our own actions, since our
concept of who we are, of the person we have evolved,
is central to all our motivation, we desire and need the
fullest possible experience of the reality and objectivity
of that person, of our self.

When we stand before a mirror, we are able to
perceive our own face as an object in reality, and we
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normally find pleasure in doing so, in contemplating
the physical entity that is ourself. There is a value in
being able to look and think, “That’s me.” The value
lies in the experience of objectivity.

To say it once again: The externalization of the
objectification of the internal is of the very nature of
successful life. We wish to see our self included in this
process.

And, in an indirect sense, it is, every time we act on
our judgment, every time we say what we think or feel
or mean, every time we honestly express through word
and deed our internal reality, our inner being.

But in a direct sense? Is there a mirror in which we
can perceive our psychological self? In which we can,
as it were, perceive our own soul? Yes. The mirror is
another consciousness.

As individuals alone, we are able to know ourselves
conceptually—at least to some extent. What another
consciousness can offer is the opportunity for us to
experience ourselves perceptually, as concrete objects
“out there.”

Of course, some people’s consciousnesses are SO
alien to our own that the “mirrors” they provide yield
the wildiy distorted reflections of an amusement park’s
chamber of horrors. The experience of significant visi-
bility requires consciousnesses congruent, to some
meaningful extent, with our own.

Here is the limitation of Muttnik, or of any lower
animal. True enough, in her response I was able to see
reflected a small aspect of my own personality. But
we can experience optimal self-awareness and visibility
only in a relationship with a conciousness possessing
an equal range of awareness, that is, another human
being.

A word of clarification seems necessary at this point.
I do not wish to imply that first we acquire a sense of
identity entirely independent of any human relation-
ships, and then seek the experience ‘of visibility in in-
teraction with others. Our self-concept is not the cre-
ation of others, as some writers have suggested, but
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obviously our relationships and the responses and feed-
back we receive contribute to the sense of self we
acquire. All of us, to a profoundly important extent,
experience who we are in the context of our relation-
ships. When we encounter a new buman being our
personality contains, among other things, the conse-
quences of many past encounters, many experiences,
the internalization of many responses and instances of
feedback from others. And we keep growing and
evolving through our encounters.
In su i 2 the

personality o the partner. Hence there can be, for
each, a owerful erience of visibility. Even

is state is mot realized optimally, it may still be
realized to an unprecedented degree. And this is one of
the main sources of the excitement—and nourish-
ment—of romantic love.

But much more needs to be said about the process
of psychological visibility—how it is engendered and
what it entails.

Our basic premises and values, our sense of life, the
level of our intelligence, our characteristic manner of
processing experience, our basic biological rhythm, and
other features commonly referred to as “tempera-
ment”—all are made manifest in our personality. “Per-
sonality” is the externally perceivable sum of all of the
psychological traits and characteristics that distinguish
a human being from all other human beings.

Our psychology is expressed through behavior,
through the things we say and do, and through the
ways we say and do them. It is in this sense that our
self is an object of perception to others. When others
react to us, to their view of us and of our behavior,
their perception is in turn expressed through their
behavior, by the way they look at us, by the way they
speak to us, by the way they respond, and so forth. i
their view of us is %g/n\g,onant with our deepest vision of
who we are (which may be different from whom we
profess to be), and if their view is transmitted by their

a unique depth
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behavior, we feel perceived, we feel psychologically
visible. We experience a sense of the objectivity of our
self and of our psychological state of being. We per~
ceive the reflection of our self in their behavior. It is in
this sense that others can be a psychological mirror.

More precisely, this is one of the senses in which
others can be a psychological mirror. There is an-
other.

When we encounter a person who thinks as we do,
who notices what we notice, who values the things we
value, who tends to respond to different situations as
we do, not only do we experience a strong sense of
affinity with such a person but also we can experience
our self through our perception of that person. This is
another form of the experience of objectivity. This is
another manner of perceiving our self in the world,
external to consciousness, as it were. And as such, this
is another form of experiencing psychological visibility.
The pleasure and excitement that we experience in the
presence of such a person, with whom we can enjoy
this sense of affinity, underscores the importance of the
need that is being satisfied.

The experience of visibility, then, is not merely a
function of how another individual responds to us. It is
also a function of how that individual responds to the
world. These considerations apply equally to all in-
stances of visibility, from the most casual encounter to
the most intense love affair.

Just as there are many different aspects to our per~
sonality and inner life, so we may feel visible in differ-
ent respects in various human relationships. We may
experience a greater or lesser degree of visibility, or a
wider or narrower range, of our total personality, de-
pending on the nature of the person with whom we are
dealing and on the nature of our interaction.

Sometimes, the aspect in which we feel visible per-
tains to a basic character trait; sometimes, to the
nature of our intention in performing some action;
sometimes, to the reasons behind a particular emotion-
al response; sometimes, to an issue involving our sense



THE ROOTS OF ROMANTIC LOVE 77

of life; sometimes, to a matter concerning our work;
sometimes, to our sexual psychology; sometimes, to
our aesthetic values. The range of possibilities is al-
most inexhaustible,

All the forms of interaction and communication
among people—spiritual, intellectual, emotional, physi-
cal—combine to give us the perceptual evidence of our
visibility in one respect or another; or, relative to
particular people, can produce in us the impression of
invisibility. Most of us are largely unaware of the
process by which this occurs; we are aware only of the
results. We are aware that, in the presence of a par-
ticular person, we do or do not feel “at home,” do or
do not feel a sense of affinity or understanding or
emotional attachment.

The mere fact of holding a conversation with an-
other human being entails 2 marginal experience of
visibility, if only the experience of being perceived as a
conscious entity. However, in intimate human relation-
ships, with a person we deeply admire and care for, we
expect a far more profound visibility, involving highly
individual and personal aspects of our inner life.

I shall have more to say about the determinants of
visibility in any particular relationship. But it is fairly
obvious that a significant mutuality of imtellect, of
basic premises and values, of fundamental attitude
toward life, is the precondition of that projection of
mutual visibility which is the essence of authentic
friendship, or, above all, of romantic love. A friend,
said Aristotle, is another self. This is precisely what
lovers experience to the most intense degree. In loving
you, I encounter myself. A lover ideally reacts to us as,
in effect, we would react to our self in the person of
another. Thus, we perceive our self through our lover's
reaction. We perceive our own person through its com-
sequences in the consciousness—and, as a result, in the
behavior of our partner.

Here, then, we can discern one of the main roots of
the human desire for companionship, for friendship and
for love: the desire to perceive our self as an entity in
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reality, to experience the perspective of objectivity
through and by means of the reactions and response of
other human beings.

The principle involved, the Muttnik Principle—let
us call it the Principle of Psychological Visibility-—may
be summarized as follows: Human beings desire and
need the experience of self-awareness that results from
perceiving the self as an objective existent, and they
are able to achieve this experience through interaction
with the consciousness of other living beings.

Visibility and Self-Discovery

When we discuss psychological visibility we are always
operating within the context of degree. From childhood
on, we receive from human beings some measure of
appropriate feedback; every child experiences some
degree of visibility. Without it, a child could not sur-
vive. A statistically few and fortunate children experi-
ence a high degree of visibility from adults in their
early years. Working with clients in the context of
psychotherapy and with students at my Intensives on
Self-Esteem and the Art of Being, 1 am struck over
and over again by the frequency with which the agony
of invisibility in their homelife as children is clearly
central to their developmental problems and to their
insecurities and inadequacies in their love relation-
ships.

As a child grows, to the extent that growth is suc-
cessful, the reactions and responses of others open the
door to various self-observations that contribute in a
positive way to the elaboration of the child’s self-
concept; sometimes these observations go beyond what
the child knows or believes to be true. Visibility often
entails self-discovery.

And this same theme plays a paramount role in
adult relationships. An intimate relationship, in which
we feel truly seen by another human being, always
entails at various points elements of self-discovery, the
awareness of hitherto unrecognized capacities, latent
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potentialities, character traits that never surfaced to the
level of explicit recognition, and so forth.

I remember the first time I fell in love, when I was
eighteen years old. I felt enormous pleasure and ex-
citement in finding someone with whom I could share
important values and interests. I experienced a greater
sense of psychological visibility than I had ever
known before. At the same time, and as part of the
same process, my consciousness of who I was expand-
ed. Because the “someone” in question was a female,
our interaction led to deepening contact with my own
maleness, with a corresponding enlargement of my
sense of self.

A sustained experience of visibility in a relationship
irresistibly generates contact with new dimensions of
who we are. When visibility goes to any significant
depth, and especially when it lasts across a significant
period of time, it always stimulates the process of
self-discovery. This is onme of the most exciting ele-
ments in any human encounter—the possibility of this
expanded awareness of self. If I think back on any of
the significant relationships in my life that followed this
first love affair, I see that each one of them took me to
a deeper and deeper understanding of who I was.

In the fifieen years of my relationship with Patrecia,
both before and after we were married, I felt myself to
be engaged in a continuous voyage of self-exploration.
It was a mutual process and it seemed to me to be of
the very essence of our interactions. It was an adven-
ture, the challenge of always seeing deeper and deeper
into each other.

When we met, Patrecia lived “in her body” to a far
greater extent than I did and was in far better touch
with her feelings; her emotional openness and willing-
ness to be transparent facilitated the process of my
own deepening contact with my inner life. Through
her, I learned the power of vulnerability, the power of
letting others see who I was and what I felt, without
defense or apology. I rediscovered the child in myself—
mot only because she was in contact with the child in
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herself, but also because she saw very clearly the child
in me. Paradoxically, at the same time, I came to a
deeper understanding of my ruthlessness, and allowed
Patrecia to discover hers. “I love the woman in you,”
she would sometimes say, and she helped me integrate
a part of myself I had not known about. Sometimes I
would become upset over some issue that I was, in
fact, perfectly capable of handling, and she would say,
“Stop trying to pretend you’re not Nathaniel Branden.”
Once, early in our relationship, she said to me, “Some-
times you’re really awfully arrogant.” I asked, “How
do you feel about that?”’ She answered, “Well, I think
I like it, because it gives me the nerve to accept that
part of myself.” When she died, and I was saying
good-bye for the last time, the only words I could utter
were, “Thank you. Thank you. Thank you.”

And now, as I sit at my desk, writing these words, I
see her face grinning at me—she is almost laughing—
and she seems to be saying, “Are you writing this
because it really helps to clarify your point, or are you
trying to smuggle in a love letter to me?” “I'm not
totally certain, Patrecia.” “Well, leave it in. Sometimes
when you’re eager to explain some point you can get a
little abstract and remote. Let them have you, not just
your ideas.”

Visibility—or Pseudovisibility?

When two human beings encounter each other, the
willingness and ability of each person genuinely to see
the other determines, at the most fundamental level,
the degree to which each will experience visibility.
Beyond that, however, we can name two factors that
are clearly basic. One is the extent of the mutuality of
mind and values that exists between the two persons,
the extent to which they are similar in outlook, in
orientation toward life, in the development of their
consciousness. The other is the extent to which the
self-concept of each corresponds with reasonable accu~
racy to the actual facts of his or her psychology, the
extent to which each knows and perceives him or
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herself realistically, the extent to which the inner view
of self conforms to the personality projected by behay-
ior.

As an example of the first of these two factors,
suppose that a self-confident and healthily assertive
woman encounters an anxious, hostile, and insecure
man. The man reacts to her with suspiciousness and
antagonism; whatever she says or does is interpreted
by him malevolently. He sees her self-assurance as the
wish to control and dominate him. In such a case, the
woman does not feel visible; she may feel bewildered
or mystified or indignant at being so grossly misper-
ceived. In truth, he can hardly be said to be seeing her
at all; the gulf between their orientations is too great.
Now suppose that another man, witnessing their en-
counter, smiles at her in a way that signals his under-
standing of her feelings and his support; she relaxes,
she smiles back—suddenly she feels visible.

As an example of the second factor, suppose a man
is inclined to rationalize his own behavior and to sup-
port his pretense at self-esteem by means of totally
unrealistic fantasies. His self-deceiving image of the
kind of person he is conflicts inevitably with the actual
self conveyed to others by his actions. The conse-
quence is that he feels chronically frustrated and
chronically invisible in human relationships, because
the feedback he receives is not compatible with his
pretensions. Ironically, were someone to “buy his act,”
it would not make him feel visible either, since there is
no way for him to avoid knowing, somewhere in his
psyche, that his act is not him. (But if, without con-
demnation or contempt, someone would see past this
act, would see to the root of the insecurity that gener-
ates his felt need for an act, such a person would have
the power to afford him the experience of actual visi-
bility.)

Sometimes, in a case of interactions between two
immature people, both of whom have lives built on
massive pretensions, a kind of illusion of visibility can
be mutually projected, in a situation where each partic-




82 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ROMANTIC LOVE

ipant supports the pretensions and self-deceptions of
the other, in exchange for receiving such support “in
trade.” The “trade,” of course, occurs on a subcon-
scious level, more or less. Interestingly enough, in such
relationships—and they are hardly uncommon—there
is an actual experience of visibility underlying what
may be termed the surface pseudovisibility. Deep in
the psyche of each participant is the awareness that
one’s partner knows exactly what is going on. They can
relate and reinforce each other by a kind of silent,
unspoken understanding. I would denominate such a
relationship not as romantic love but as immature love,
which we shall need to examine in more detail later.

These examples isolate the essence of a process.
They do not convey, and are not intended to convey,
the full complexity of an actual human relationship
where often authentic visibility and pseudovisibility,
real traits and fantasy traits, blend and intermingle
along a continuum—with optimal realism at one end,
and almost total self-deception at the other.

Visibility and Understanding
Our desire for love from others is inseparable from o
desire for visibility. If someone prolessed to Jove us but
when_in talking about what he or she found lovabl
istics we did not think we possessed,
i i ire, and could not person
relate to, we would_harcLV feel nourishe

do not wish To be loved blind] Y; we wish fo Ee loved

for specific reasons. And if another professg € us
perception values el
gratified, we do not even feel really loved, because we
do not feel visible; we do not feel that the other person
is responding to us.

The desize for visibility is often experienced as the
m@m
proud of some achievement, I want to feel that those
who are close to me, those I care for, understand my
achievement and its personal meaning to me, under-
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stand and attach importance to the reasons behind my
emotions. Or, if I am given a book by a friend and told
that this is the kind of book I will enjoy, I feel pleasure
and gratification if my friend’s judgment proves cor-
rect, because then I feel visible, I feel understood. Or,
if I suffer over some personal loss, it is of value to me
to know that my plight is understood by those close to
me, and that my emotional state has reality for them.

I felt more loved by Patrecia than I had ever felt
before. T also felt better understood. To feel under-
stood is the essence of visibility. I find myself recalling
an occasion at a party, many years ago, when someone
was complimenting me in a very obsequious and self-
abnegating way; after the man left, Patrecia said to me,
“It must be very uncomfortable for you—so often
receiving what they think are compliments from people
who are so frightened and insecure. I wanted to tell
him to go away. To him I'm sure you looked polite
and compassionate. To me you looked young and
lonely.”

For any mature individual, “blind” love may help to
quell anxiety, but it will not answer our hunger to feel
visible. It is not unconditional and unseeing support
that we need, but consciousness, perception, and un-
derstanding.

The experience of visibility may entail receiving
sympathy, or empathy, or compassion, or respect, or
appreciation, @r admiration, or love, or almost any
combination of the foregoing. Visibility does not neces-

sarily entail love. But “love” devoid of visibility is
delusion.

The Desire for Validation

Sometimes people confuse the desire to feel seen, or
visible, with_t “yalidated. ey arc not
e same thing.

The desire to be validated, confirmed, approved of,
in one’s being and behavior, is normal. We are inclined
to call such a desire pathological only when it gains
such ascendancy in one’s hierarchy of values that one
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will sacrifice honesty and integrity in order to achieve
it, in which case one clearly suffers from lack of
self-esteem. But even in its most normal and realistic
manifestations, we need to distinguish between that
desire and the desire for v1s1b111ty—even though, on
the level of direct experience, there is doubtless some
“spillover” effect.

The desire for vxs1b111ty is by no means an expres-
sion of a weak or uncertain ego, or of low self-esteem.
On the contrary, the lower our self-esteem, the more
we feel the need to hide, the more ambivalent our
feelings toward visibility are likely to be: we both long
for and are terrified by it. The more we take pride in
who we are, the more transparent we are willing to be.
I might almost add: the more transparent we are eager
to be. & ot w2

Self-esteem means confidence in our efficacy and
worth. One of the characteristics of a self-esteem de-

ﬁc1en a Iack of conﬁT ence n our. mmH and
i = :

the approval and avoiding the disapproval of others
wﬂewg‘  moment
of our existence. Some people dream of ﬁndmg this in

“romantic Tove.” But because the problem is essentially
internal, because the person does not believe in him or
herself, no outside source of support can ever satisfy
this hunger, except momentarily. The hunger is not for
visibility; it is for self-esteem. And this cannot be
supplied by others. The purpose of romantic love is,
among other things, to celebrate self-esteem—not to
create it in those who lack it.

Many psychologists (Harry Stack Sullivan is a strik-
ing example) regard human beings as needing the
approval of others in order to approve of themselves.
As popular and widespread as this viewpoint is, it is
not supported by the evidence.*

*Granted that the support and esteem of adults can give a child an enor-
mously valusble headstart toward successful development; still, it is de-
monstrable that many other factors play a role, not the least of which is
the individual’s own creative contribution to his or her development.
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To the extent that we have successfully evolved
toward autonomy (self-trust, self-reliance, sclf-regula-
tion), we hope and expect that others will perceive our
value, not create it. We want others to see us as we
actually are—even to help us to see it more clearly—
but not to invent us out of their own fantasies. To
anyone in touch with reality, there is clearly no reward
in such invention.

At the risk of oversimplification, one way of con-
trasting the mentality of the mature and autonomous
individual with the (relatively) immature and depend-
ent one is by means of the following observation.
When meeting a new person, the autonomous individ-
ual tends to begin with the question, “What do I think
of this person‘7” The immature or dependent individu-
al tends to begin with the question, “What does this
person think of me?”

As we have seen, we can feel visible in different
respects and to varying degrees in different human
relationships. A relationship with a casual stranger
does not afford us the degree of visibility we experience
with an acquaintance. A relationship with an acquaint-
ance does not afford us the degree of visibility we
experience w1th an intimate friend.

depth and compr
romaritic love. In no other relationship is so much of
our self involved. In no other relationship are as many
different aspects of that self expressed. In romantic

love two selves are celebrated as they are €ZIebrated in_

—T1I0 OThEL confext.
© appreciate fully how and why this is so, we must

examine the role of sex in human existence.

Sex in Human Life

The desire for sexual as well as psychological union is
one of the defining characteristics of romantic love.
Yet the meaning of the sexual interaction between a
man and a woman is little understood. Before placing
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sex in the context of romantic love, we need to make
some general observations about the role of sex in
human life.

It is obvious that sex is extraordinarily important to
human beings. People devote a tremendous amount of
time to thinking about sex, daydreaming about sex,
seeing movies and reading books about sex—not to
mention engaging in sex. The importance of sex in our
lives is evidenced further by the fact that there is vir-
tually no society known to us which has not laid down
rules for people’s sexual behavior. The most primitive
tribes have rules concerning how people are to conduct
themselves sexually. Certainly humankind’s moral
codes, especially religious codes, have been immensely
preoccupied with sexual behavior. Part of the explana-
tion for this intense concern is, of course, that sex can
lead to offspring. But that is far from the only reason
that social and religious codes have been concerned
with controlling sexual desire and sexual expression.
Some of the deeper, philosophical issues were dis-
cussed in Chapter 1.

The profound importance of sex lies in the intense

pleasure it offers human beings. Pleasure, for human
beings, is not a luxury, but a profound psychological
need. Pleasure (in the widest sense of the term) is a
metaphysical concomitant of life, the reward and con-
‘Sequence of successful action—just as pain is the in:
signia of failure, destruction, death.
““In"order to live, we must act, must struggle to
achieve the values that sustaining life requires. It is
through the state of enjoyment, through the state of
happiness, through the state of pleasure that we expe-
rience the sense that life is a value, that life is worth
living, worth struggling to maintain. Joy is the
emotional incentive nature offers us to live. When we
are successful in achieving life-enhancing values, the
normal consequence is enjoyment.

Pleasure contains still another important psychologi-
cal meaning. Pleasure gives us a direct experience of
our own competence to deal with reality, to be success-
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ful, to achieve values—in a word, to live. Contained in
the experience of pleasure, implicitly, is the feeling and
thought “I am in control of my existence. I like my
relationship to reality right now.” Pleasure entails a
sense of personal efficacy, just as pain contains a
feeling of helplessness, of inefficacy, the implicit feeling
and thought “I am helpless.”

Sex and Self-Celebration

Pleasure, then, gives us two experiences crucial to our
unfolding and development. It allows us to experience
the sense that life is a value and to experience the
sense that we are a value (that we are efficacious,
appropriate to life, in control of our existence). There
is no knowledge more important to us than that of the
value of life and the value of self, and pleasure, joy,
provides that knowledge, in the vividness and intensity
of direct experience.

The intimacy and intensity of the pleasure and joy
that sex potentially affords are the reason for its power
in our lives. Sex is unique among pleasures in its
integration of body and mind. It integrates perceptions,
emotions, values, and thought. It offers us the most
intense form of experience in our own total being, of
experiencing our deepest and most intimate sense of
self. Such—and this must be emphasized—is the po-
tential of sex, when and to the extent that the experi-
ence is not diluted and undercut by conflict, guilt,
alienation from one’s partner, and so forth.

In sex, one’s own person becomes a direct, immedi-
ate source, vehicle, and embodiment of pleasure. Sex
offers a direct, sensory confirmation of the fact that
happiness is possible. In sex, more than in any other
activity, one experiences the fact that one is an end in
oneself and that the purpose of life is one’s own happi-
ness. Even if the motives that lead a person to a
particular sexual encounter are immature and conflict-
ed, and even if, afterward, one is tortured by shame or
guilt—so long as and to the extent that one is able to
enjoy the sex act, life and one’s right to the enjoyment
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of that life are asserting themselves within one’s own
being. Sex is the ultimate act of self-assertion.

This is true, in principle, even when there is no deep
involvement with our partner. But its truth is over-
poweringly apparent when sex is an expression of love.
Sex is most intense when it is, simultaneously, an
expression of love of self, of life, and of our partner. It
is most intense because we then experience ourselves
as most integrated,

Sex and Self-Awareness

In the act of sex we experience a unique and intense
form of self-awareness, one generated both by the sex
act itself and by the verbal-emotional-physical interac-
tion with our partner. The nmature of our self-awareness
in any given experience depends on the nature of the
interaction, onr the degree and kind of visibility we
project and, in turn, are made to feel. If and to the
extent that we enjoy a strong sense of spiritual and
emotional affinity with our partner, and, further, the
sense of having harmoniously complementary sexual
personalities, the result is the deepest possible experi-
ence of self, of being spiritually as well as physically
naked, and of glorying in that fact.

Conversely, if and to the extent that we feel spirit-
ually and/or sexually alienated and estranged from our
partner, the result is that the sexual experience is felt
as autistic or alienated (at best) or frustratingly “phys-
ical,” or sterile and meaningless (at worst).

This does not mean that, sexually, everyone longs
for romantic love and is inevitably frustrated with
anything less. But it does mean that to the extent that
we are alienated from our self, our sexuality, or our
partner, we are cut off from the most ecstatic possibili=
ties of sexual union.

Sex affords us the most intensely pleasurable form
of self-awareness. In romantic love, when a man and a
woman project that they desire to achieve this experi-
ence by means of each other’s person, that is the
highest and most intimate tribute a human being can
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offer or receive, that is the ultimate form of acknowl-
edging the value of the person we desire and of having
our own value acknowledged.

A crucial element in this experience is the percep-
tion of our efficacy as a source of pleasure to the
person we love. We feel that it is our person, not
merely our body, that is the cause of the pleasure felt
by our partner. (We want to be enjoyed as more than
a good sexual technician.) We feel, in effect, “Because
I am what I am, I am able to cause him (or her) to
feel the things he (or she) is feeling.” Thus, we see our
own soul, and its value, in the emotions on the face of
our partner.

If sex involves an act of self-celebration, if, in sex,
we desire the freedom to be spontaneous, to be emo-
tionally open and uninhibited, to assert our right to
pleasure and to flaunt our pleasure in our own being,
then the person we most desire is the person with
whom we feel freest to be who we are, the person
who we (consciously or subconsciously) regard as
our appropriate psychological mirror, the person who
reflects our deepest view of our self and of life.
That is the person who will allow us to experience opti-
mally the things we wish to experience in the realm of sex.

Between Man and Woman

When a man and a woman encounter each other in
passionate love, the factor of sex enlarges and deepens
the area of desired contact between them. The longed-
for “knowing” of each other is all-embracing.

We wish to explore our lover with our senses—
through touch, taste, and smell. We explore and share
feelings and emotions at greater length and to greater
depth, and with greater regularity, than we almost ever
do in any other kind of relationship. The fantasies of
our partner can become the subject of our own deep,
intensely personal interest. The most diverse traits,
characteristics, and activities of our partner can ac-
quire a powerful spiritual-intellectual-emotional-sexual
charge.
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The polarity of male and female generates its own
dynamic tension, generates a curiosity and fascination
that can be at once totally absorbed in the object and
at the same time personally, intimately selfish. This is
the great complement of love: that our self-interest
€xpands to encompass our partner.

We are each of us more than simply a human being;
we are a human being of a specific gender. If it is an
error to overestimate the significance of this fact,
it is scarcely less an error to underestimate its sig-
;ﬁﬁcance or to deny its overpowering impact on our
ives.

Contained in every human being’s self-concept is the
awareness of being male or female. Our sexual identity
is normally an integral and intimate part of our experi-
ence of personal identity. We do not experience our-
selves merely as human beings, but always as a male
or a female. And when a person lacks a clear sense of
sexual identity, we recognize that condition as repre-
senting some failure of normal maturation.

While our sexual identity, our masculinity or femi-
ninity, is rooted in the facts of our biological nature, it
does not consist of our being physically male or fe-
male; it consists of the way we psychologically experi-
ence our maleness or femaleness.

For example, if a man is characteristically honest in
his dealings with people, this trait pertains to his psy-
chology as a human being; it is not a sexual character-
istic. If, on the other hand, he feels confident sexually,
relative to women, this trait pertains to his psychology
specifically as a man. If, conversely, he feels emotion-
ally overwhelmed and inadequate at any personal en-
counter with a woman, we would recognize the exist-
ence of a problem in his masculinity. If 2 woman were
to experience the penis as threatening and terrifying,
we would recognize a failure of her evolution to adult
femininity.

Our psychosexual identity, our sexual personality, is
the product and reflection of the manner in which we
learn to respond to our nature as a sexual being, just
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as our personal identity, in the wider sense, is a prod-
uct and reflection of the manner in which we respond
to our nature as a human being.

As sexual beings, there are certain questions that we
necessarily confront, even if we rarely think about
them consciously. To what extent am I aware of myself
as a sexual entity? What is my view of sex and of its
significance in human life? How do I feel about my
own body? (This last does not mean: How do I
appraise my body aesthetically? But rather: Is my
body experienced as a value, as a source of pleasure?)
How do I view the opposite sex? How do I feel about
the body of the opposite sex? How do I feel about the
sexual encounter of male and female? What is the level
of my ability to act and respond freely in this encoun-
ter? It is our implicit answers to such questions that
underlie our sexual psychology.

It need hardly be said that our attitude toward these
issues is not formed imr a psychological vacuum. On the
contrary: in sex, perhaps more than in any other
realm, the total of our personality tends to find expres-
sion. More than ome study has suggested that, other
things being equal, the higher the level of our general
self-esteem, the more likely it is that we will respond
healthily and affirmatively to the fact of our own sexu-
ality and to the phenomenon of sex in general.

Since our sexuality is an inherent part of our hu-
manness, a mature, well-evolved individual experiences
his or her sexuality as integrated into his or her total
being—and experiences the sex act as a patural ex-
pression of that being. To be integrated with our sexu-
ality is indispensable for fulfillment in romantic love.

A healthy masculinity or femininity is the conse-
quence or expression of an affirmative response to out
sexual nature. This entails a strong, enthusiastic aware-
ness of our own sexuality; a positive (fearless and
guiltless) response to the phenomenon of sex; a dispo-
sition to experience sex as an expression of the self,
rather than as something alien, darkly incomprehensi-
ble, sinful, or “dirty”; a positive and self-valuing re-
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Sponse to one’s own body; an enthusiastic appreciation
of the body of the opposite sex; a capacity for free-
dom, spontaneity, and delight in the sexual encounter.

Many years ago, while rununing a therapy group, I
listened to a number of clients talk about the varied
notions of masculinity and femininity upheld at differ-
ent times and in different cultures. One of the clients
asked me what personal meaning I found in the con-
cepts of masculinity and femininity. I answered, more
or less spontaneously, that masculinity was the expres-
sion of a man’s belief that the creation of woman was
nature’s most brilliant idea, and that femininity was the
expression of a woman’s belief that the creation of man
Was nature’s most brilliant idea! Doubtless that formu-
lation lacked something in scientific elegance; nonethe-
less, I am not at all confident that T can do better
now.*

In any case, what is easy enough to see is the
enormous pleasure that a man can know i the experi-
ence of himself as male, as the inhabitant of a male
body, and the enormous pleasure a woman can know
in the experience of herself as female, as the inhabitant
of a female body——and the unutterable joy of encoun-
tering the body and the person of the other, the en-
counter of man with woman, of woman with man, and
the discovery, through passion and intimacy, that “the
other” is, in fact, the other side of oneself.

Just as our sexual personality is essential to our
sense of who we are, so it is essential to that which we
wish to objectify and to see reflected or made visible in
human relationships. The experience of full visibility
and full self-objectification entails being perceived,

*Of course, each one of ug carries within our psyche a variety of con=
potations and associations attached to the terms “masculine’” and *fem-
inine.” These personal meanings refiect events in our individual life history,
male and female models who may have inspired us, different viewpoints
prevalent in our culture, whatever thinking we ourselves may have done
on the subject, and, last but far fiom least, biological forces deep within
our organism that speak to us in a wordless language we have barely
begun to decipher.
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and perceiving our self not merely as a certain kind of
human being, but as a certain kind of man or wom-
an.
In point of fact, we want both: to be perceived as a
certain kind of human being and a certain kind of man
or woman.

A man may wish to have his strength perceived by
the woman in his life; he may also wish her to perceive
his sensitivity, his vulnerability, his need from time to
time not to be fully “responsible” and “in control,”
and also to have it understood that there is no conflict
or contradiction among these various facets of who he
is. A woman may wish to have her sensitivity and
intuitiveness appreciated; she may also wish her man
to appreciate her strength and aggressiveness, and to
have him understand that no conflict or contradiction
is involved.

The optimal experience of visibility and self-objecti-
fication requires interaction with a member of the
opposite sex. We all carry male and female aspects
within us; but in man, the male principle ordimarily
predominates; in woman, the female principle predom-
inates. In relating to the opposite sex, we are permitted
to experience the full range of who we are. The polari-
ty between man and woman generates and accentuates
this awareness.

Of course, there are aspects of this ability which are
best achieved with members of one’s own sex. A man
knows what it feels like to be a man in a way no
woman can know; a woman knows what it feels like to
be a woman in a way no man can know. But a wider
range of possibilities can be explored between members
of the opposite sex. Such a relationship represents a
vaster keyboard on which more notes can be hit and a
richer music can be created.

A member of the opposite sex, with whom we enjoy
a strong mutuality of mind and values, many funda-
mental affinities, as well as complementary differences,
is capable of perceiving and personally responding to
us both as a human being and as a sexual being. The
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unique, gender-induced perspective of man and wom-
an, in confronting the opposite sex, represents, at least
potentially, the fullest possible range of “knowing” the
other.

I shall not attempt to deal, in the context of this
book, with the difficult and complex question of homo-
sexuality and bisexuality. Obviously the entire context
of this work is heterosexual; we deal with the model
of man/woman relationships, even though much of
what is said clearly applies to homosexual love rela-
tionships. If one regards homosexuality or bisexuality
as representing fully as mature a level of development
as heterosexuality, some of the preceding observations
will be unacceptable. If, on the other bhand, one takes
the view, as T do, not that homosexuality or bisexuality
are “immoral” or “wrong” or should be illegal, but
that they generally do reflect a detour or blockage on
the pathway to full maturity as an adult human being,
then my reasoning will have, 1 believe, more persuasive-
ness. To say more would take me farther afield than I
care to go.

To be sexually desired, in the context of romantic
love, although not necessarily in the context of more
casual relationships, is to be seen and wanted for what
one is as a person, including what one is as a man or a
woman. The essence of the romantic love response is:
“I see you as a person, and because you are what you
are, I love and desire you, for my happiness in general
and my sexual happiness in particular.”

Our spiritual-emotional-sexual response to our part-
ner is a consequence of seeing him or her as the
embodiment of our highest values, and as being cru-
cially important to our personal happiness. “Highest,”
in this context, does not necessarily mean noblest or
most exalted; it means most important, in terms of our
personal needs and desires and in terms of what we
wish to find and experience in life. As an integral part
of that response, we see the loved object as being
crucially important to our sexual happiness. The needs
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of our spirit and of our body melt into each other; we
experience our most enraptured sense of wholeness.

The Romantic-Love Response

Looking back at the road we have traveled, we can
appreciate some of the basic needs to which romantic
Iove can respond.

There is the simple need for companionship. There
is the need to love, and to admire. There is the need to
be loved, and to feel visible. There is the need of
self-discovery. There is the need of sexual fulfillment.
There is the need of fully experiencing oneself as a
man or as a woman.

And as our journey continues, we will see that still
other needs inspire a longing for romantic love. There
is the need for a private universe, a refuge from the
struggles of the world, that romantic love has a unique
power to fulfill. There is the need to share our excite-
ment in being alive—and to enjoy and be nourished
by the excitement of another.

These things are called “needs,” not because we will
necessarily die without them, but because they make so
enormous a contribution to our well-being, to our
continued efficacious functioning. They have survival
value.

Ordinarily we do not reflect on the needs we seek to
satisfy through romantic love. We merely feel them; we
do not conceptualize them. The practical value of
doing so is not only that it helps us to understand the
nature of love but also because we thereby provide
ourselves with criteria by which to assess our relation-
ships. Tf, for example, we notice that we do not feel
visible in a relationship with someone who professes to
love us and whom we profess to love, we can recognize
more clearly that something is amiss—if we are aware
of the importance of feeling visible. We shall pick up
this theme in Chapter 4.

We cannot fully understand the roots of romantic
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love without considering the particular factors that in-
spire us to fall in love with one human being rather
than another. We need to consider the selection pro-
cess involved in “falling in love.” To this subject we
shall now turn.
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THREE

Choice in Romantic Love

Prologue: The Shock of Recognition

In a joyful relationship between a man and a woman,
the experience of love, desire, and pleasure does not
flow along a simple, unidirectional pathway, but rather
flows through a reciprocal cycle of continuing mutual
reinforcement. Loving an individual, we perceive him
or her as a source of real or potential happiness; desire
is born; desire generates actions that result in pleasure
or joy, through involvement with the loved person;
pleasure operates through a kind of feedback loop to
intensify desire and love; and so on. In this manner
love develops and strengthens.

Fascination, attraction, passion may be born “at first
sight.” Love is not. Love requires knowledge, and
knowledge requires time. People sometimes speak of
“falling in love at first sight,” because that is how it
can seem in retrospect, when the powerful emotional
response of the first moment is validated and con-
firmed by later experiences in such a way that love
does indeed evolve.

_Still,_in the early stages of a pew relationship, and
sometimes even in the first moment of meeting, it is not

e -
uncommon for future lovers to experience a _sudden
“Tslock of recognition,” an odd sense of familiarity, a
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sense of encountering a person already known on some
level and in some mysterious, seemingly inexplicable,
way. There is a fascination with the strangeness of “the
other,” true enough, but there is also, very often,
almost th osite i

. PoWertully known, as if they were encountering the
concretization of somethin formerly existing as poten-
mfﬁm—safej With a shock of recogni-

tion ey see this “other” who is at the same Tine not
&

“a._% ggger. T
¢ need to understand what ignites this initial at-

traction and what is the foundation of the bond that
forms. I spoke earlier of passionate love resting on
some significant “mutuality of mind and values.” That
is a very wide abstraction. It is necessary to consider,
specifically, what it entails, and how it is manifested,
and how it can possibly be recognized, sometimes, in
the very first moments of a new encounter. The an-
swers will help illuminate why we fall in love with one
person rather than another.

: Sense of Life

There is one concept that is essential to an understand-
ing of romantic love and the selection process: “sense
of life.” Romantic Iove entails, at its core, a profound
and shared sense of life.

: cmoti ie_which
—-gxperience our deepest view of existence and our rela-
tionship t e . It is, in effect, the emotional
nal metaphysics,,
. _ofie might say—reflecting the subconsciously held sum
“of our broadest and deepest attitudes and conclusions

concerning t ife, and ourselves.

ur sense of life can reflect a sttong and healthy
self-esteem and an undiluted sense of the value of
existence, a conviction that the universe is open to the
efficacy of our thought and effort. Or it can reflect the
torture of self-doubt and the anxiety of feeling that we
live in a universe that is unintelligible and hostile. Tt
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can reflect a view of life as exultation or a view of life
as sordid senselessness. It can embody eagerness and
self-confidence, or self-doubt and embittered resent-
ment, or muted, wistful longing, or anguished, tragic
defiance, or gentle, uncomplaining resignation, or ag-
gressive impotence, or wilfully perverse martyrdom—
or almost any combination of these attitudes, mixed in
varying proportions and degrees.

The formation of our sense of life begins in early
childhood, long before we are able to think about the
world and the self in conceptual terms. In the course of
evolution from childhood, we inevitably encounter cer-
tain fundamental facts of reality, facts about the nature
of existence and the nature of human life to which we
can respond in a variety of ways and with varying
degrees of realism and appropriateness. It is the cumu-
lative sum of these responses that constitutes our dis-
tinctive sense of life. Later, adult observations and
learning obviously affect our attitudes in these matters
to some extent; but to a profound degree, attitudes
formed early in life, ahead of a great deal of “hard”
information, prove remarkably tenacious and resistant
to change.

To begin with a basic example, it is an inescapable
fact of reality that consciousness and purposefully di-
rected awareness are necessities of our existence, that
is, that we require knowledge and the acquisition of
knowledge requires the effort of conceptual thought.
The position a young person progressively develops
regarding this issue is not arrived at by explicit deci-
sion; it is not a matter of a single choice. It is arrived
at by the cumulative implication of a long series of
choices and responses in the face of specific situations
involving the need to think and to expand the range of
awareness. We are not concerned, in this immediate
context, with the question of all the factors that con-
tribute to the kind of pattern that will be established,
but only with the fact that a pattern is established.

Depending on many factors, we may learn fo re-
spond positively and joyfully, learning to take an active
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pleasure in the exercise of our mind. Or we may learn
to approach intellectual effort grudgingly and dutifully,
viewing it, in effect, as a “necessary evil.” Or we may
come to regard mental effort with lethargic resentment
or fear, viewing it as an unfair burden and an imposi-
tion, and determining to avoid it whenever possible.

What gradually forms and hardens in our psycholo-
gy over time is a trend, a policy, a habit—a position or
a premise by im; ication. It is in this manner that all
sénse-of-life atfitudes are formed.

A great many issues are involved in an individual’s
sense of life, and I shall indicate only a few fundamen-
tals:

It is a fact of reality that human beings are neither
omniscient nor infallible. We discover, very early, not
only that knowledge must be acquired by a process of
directed awareness, but that there is no guarantee, in
any given case, that our effort will necessarily and
automatically be successful. We may learn to accept
the responsibility of thought and judgment willingly,
realistically, and more or less fearlessly, prepared to
bear the consequences of our conclusions and subse-
quent actions, recognizing that no reasonable alterna-
tive to this policy exists. Or we may learn to react with
fear and with a longing to escape responsibility, by
shrinking the area of awareness, thought, and action so
as to minimize the “risk” entailed by possible errors
and/or by passing to others the responsibility we have
come to dread, living, in effect, off their thoughts, their
judgments, their values, their conclusions.

If two people meet who have responded to this
challenge in radically opposing ways, a gulf exists
between them that constitutes a formidable barrier to
the initiation of romantic love.

It is a fact of reality that we human beings must live
long-range, that we must project our goals into the
future and work to achieve them, and that this de-
mands of us the ability and willingness, when and if
necessary, to defer immediate pleasures and to endure
unavoidable frustrations. Even the simplest manner of
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existence demands of us that we give some thought to
the consequences of our actions; we cannot escape the
reality that there will be a tomorrow. (The error of
those who live “only in the future,” at the cost of
denying the present, is a different issue, unrelated to
our immediate point.) We may learn to accept that
there is a tomorrow, that actions do have conse-
quences, and we may look at these facts of life re-
alistically and unself-pityingly, preserving our ambition
for values. Or we may rebel in resentment against a
universe that does not grant instant fulfillment to all
desires, stamping our foot at reality, in effect, and seek
only the sort of values that can be attained easily and
swiftly.

It is a fact of reality that, in the course of a lifetime,
a human being will inevitably experience some degree
of suffering as well as witnessing some degree; the
degree may be great or small. What is not inevitable,
however, is the status that we will ascribe to suffering,
that is, the significance that we will attach to it in our
life and in our view of existence. We may preserve a
relatively unclouded sense of the value of existence, no
matter what adversity or suffering is encountered; we
may preserve the conviction that happiness and success
are normal and natural and that pain, defeat, disaster,
and disappointment are the abnormal and the acciden-
tal (just as we view health, not disease, as our normal
state). Or we may decide that suffering and defeat are
the very essence of existence, that happiness and suc-
cess are the temporary, abnormal, and accidental.

It is in the nature of a living organism that it must
act to preserve its own life and well-being. It is in the
distinctive nature of human organisms that we must
choose to value our own life and happiness sufficiently
to generate the consciousness, thought, effort, and ac-
tion they require. For us, as human beings, the process
is not automatic; we are not biologically “wired” to
make the right choice, the choice that in fact serves
our well-being. We may develop the life-assertive self-
respect appropriate to a living being and may form a
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solemn ambition to experience happiness, as unswerv-
ing loyalty to our own values, a proud refusal to treat
them as an object of renunciation or sacrifice, Or,
fearing the effort, the responsibility, the integrity, the
courage that such rational selfishness and self-value
require, we may begin the process of giving up our soul
before it is even fully formed, surrendering aspirations,
surrendering happiness, surrendering values, not to
some tangible beneficiary but to a nameless, unidenti-
fied lethargy or apprehension.

Our sense of life is of crucial importance in the
formation of our basic values, since all value choices
rest on an implicit view of the being who values and of
the world in which such a being must act. Our sense of
life underlies all other feelings, all emotional respomnses
—like the leitmotiv of a soul, the basic theme of a
personality. This is the relevance of sense of life to
romantic Iove. A “soulmate” is one who shares, in
important respects, our sense of life.

When we encounter another human being, we feel
the presence of that music within him or her. We sense
how that individual experiences him- or herself, the
joyfulness, or fearfulness, or defensiveness of his or her
approach to life. We sense the level of excitement or
the level of deadness, and our body and emotions
respond faster than thought can take shape in words.

In romantic relationships, the affirmative response of
each party to the sense of life of the other—which can
sometimes happen in the first moment of meeting—is
crucial to the experience of love and to the projection
of mutual visibility. It is oftenr the factor that ignites
the relationship. In romantic love, we feel implicitly,
“My lover sees life as I do. He (or she) faces existence
as I face it. He (or she) experiences the fact of being
alive as I experience it.”

In my Intensive on Self-Esteer: and Romantic Rela-
tionships, 1 take my students through an exercise, the
purpose of which is to make them aware of how much
we know about one another, how much we almost
instantly sense and respond to, often without conscious
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and explicit recognition. Everyone in the room is asked
to sit on the floor facing a total stranger and sit quietly
looking at the person opposite, without words, without
moving, just looking, just absorbing the being of the
other person, allowing impressions to form, allowing
fantasies concerning the other person to develop with-
out censorship, to imagine what this person was like as
a child, what this person might be like as a lover or
companion, to imagine what kind of conflicts or strug-
gles this person may have, to imagine how this person
feels about him- or herself, and so forth. Then, after a
few moments of silence, one person speaks, sharing
thoughts, fantasies, and impressions, while the other
listens silently, neither agreeing nor disagreeing, neither
confirming nor disconfirming. Then the process is re-
versed; the person who has spoken is now silent and
the one who has been silent now speaks, sharing im-
pressions and fantasies concerning the partner. Then
they are asked to comment and to name what they feel
their partner was right or wrong about. At this point
there is almost always great astonishment and great
excitement in the room; the accuracy rate is very high;
people are exhilarated and sometimes amazed at how
sensitive they are, how much they know, how much
they can see. Most of them had not been aware of it.

Among the many ways in which a sense of life is
communicated, perhaps the rarest is by explicit,
conceptual statement. Of course, as a relationship pro-
gresses, knowledge begins to arrive in more recogniz-
able forms: two people discover their affinity by
learning of each other’s values and disvalues, for in-
stance—by observing each other’s manner of talking,
of smiling, of standing, of moving, of expressing emo-
tions, of reacting to events, and so forth. They discover
it by the way they react to each other, by the things
said and by the things not said, by the explanations it
is not necessary to give, by sudden, unexpected signs of
mutual understanding. Virtually everyone has had this
experience.

Sometimes, one of the most eloquent signs of a
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sense-of-life affinity is common likes and dislikes in the
field of art. Art is a sense-of-life realm, more explicitly
than any other human activity. And an individual’s
sense of life is crucial to determining personal artistic
responses.

Two individuals’ discussion of their respective ideas
is not unimportant; it can be very important, indeed.
This obvious fact should not be denied or overlooked,
But mere abstract, intellectual agreement on particular
subjects is not sufficient by itself to establish an au-
thentic sense-of-life affinity. In fact, such agreement
can be misleading; it can create the delusion for the
two parties that they have more in common than they
actually have. I have seen a number of young people
mistakenly marry because they assumed that wide
areas of philosophical agreement were a sufficient
foundation for an intimate relationship; they were ob-
livious to the deeper sense-of-life differences that di-
vided them.

Without a significant sense-of-life affinity, no broad,
fundamental, and intimate experience of visibility is
possible. We may be admired for some particular qual-
ity or qualities, by a person with an alien sense of life,
but our feeling of gratification, if any, would be ex-
tremely limited; we would sense that the other person
was admiring us for the wrong reasons.

I am thinking, for example, of a man with a self-
confident, affirmative sense of life, engaged in a diffi-
cult and challenging pursuit, who was adinired by a
woman whose own sense of life was defiantly tragic, so
that the admiration she projected was for the image of
a heroic but doomed martyr. The man who was the
recipient of this admiration did not feel gratifyingly
visible, because the image clashed with his own non-
tragic sense of life.

In romantic love, optimally experienced, we are ad-
mired for the things we wish to be admired for, and—
equally important—in a way and from a perspective
that is in accord with our own view of life. So here, in
this area of vital similarities, we have the essential
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foundation of passionate and sustained romantic at-
traction. We are drawr to consciousnesses like our
owr.

But our picture, if we stopped here, would be in-
complete. It is not a literal mirror-image of ourselves
that we are seeking. The foundation of a relationship
lies in basic similarities. The excitement of a relation-
ship lies, to an important extent, in complementary
differences. The two together constitute the context in
which romantic love is born.

Complementary Differences

The principle of basic similarities and complementary
differences can be observed, on the most fundamental
level, in the ultimate ground of attraction between man
and woman. On the most abstract plane, the affinity,
the basic similarity, without which love could not hap-
pen, is the fact that they are both human. The com-
plementary difference that lends unique excitement to
the encounter is the fact of being male and female.

On a more specific plane, when we encounter an-
other person who has learned survival strategies similar
to our own, whose manner of being-in-the-world is one
we recognize intimately, whose coping and adapting
processes resemble those that we ourselves have ac-
quired, there is the shock of recognition, the sense of a
profound bond—and this is, in effect, the base or
foundation that supports the structure of a relation-
ship. Without it, serious, mature love between man and
woman does not develop. But no two human beings
are literally the same; no two people develop in an
identical manner; no two actualize (make real through
action) exactly the same potentials. Just as there is
specialization in labor, so there is specialization in per-
sonality development.

nerson actealizes ynore of his or
her l-intellectual skills than another; another

‘individual maves more in the direction of the develop-
ment of the intuitive function. One person is predomi-
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nately action oriented; another is more contemplative,
Ofie person is more artistically inclined; another is

more “worldly.” One person is inclined to have a
strong attachment to the past; another lives almost
entirely in the present; another seems to live predomi-

nately in the future. Qne perso be orjented al-
mmmiieum%:ﬁﬁ@f
work; another with the developing and nurturimg  of

LatioNSMIPS- Ufie person may be deeply in love with the
m of existence; another with the inteliec-
tual; another with the spiritual. We possess these po-
tentials to different degrees, and we actualize them to
different degrees. All of these possibilities exist, to
some extent, in all of us, but the formula of the precise
combination for any of us is as unique and individual
as a set of fingerprints.

We are most likely to fall in love with that person
in relationship to whom we experience, simultaneously,
basic affinities and complementary differences. When
a man and a woman experience differences as com-
plementary, they experience them as stimulating, chal-
lenging, exciting—a dynamic force that enhances
feelings of aliveness, expansion, growth.

Clearly not all differences between people are
complementary; some may be antagonistic. It is a su-
perficial oversimplification to conclude, as some psy-
chologists have suggested, that “opposites attract.” Tt
is at least equally true to observe that “opposites
repel.” There are men and women whose cognitive
styles (way of thinking and of processing experience),
whose way of relating to time, to action, and to the
world are so different that little can exist between them
but friction, impatience, and irritability, particularly if
they attempt intimacy.

For the successful intimacy inherent in romantic
love, a man and a woman must experience their differ-
ences as mutually enriching, as capable of drawing out
untapped potentials in each other, so that their encoun-
ter is an adventure in expanded consciousness and
expanded aliveness.
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Two people, one whose dominant cognitive style is
verbal-intellectual, the other whose dominant cognitive
style is intuitive, may have an enriching and stimulat-
ing relationship if each respects and appreciates the
cognitive style of the other. But if each regards the
other’s cognitive style as antagonistic, conflict and dis-
sonance necessarily result.

Or again, whether a person who is predominately
action oriented and a person who is predominately
spiritually oriented experience their differences as com-
plementary or antagonistic depends, to an important
extent, on the willingness and ability of each to appre-
ciate and find value in the orientation of the other.
This in turn depends, to an important extent, on the
ability and willingness of each to accept and respect
that latent or-subdominant element within him- or
herself.

Let us pause for a moment on this last point. Offeri\
we are most into ward others who have those
ety traits_or possibilities that we have disowped in
_guiselves. I know a woman who has disowned her own
aggressiveness and is often angered by that trait in her
lover. I know a man who has disowned his own sensi-
tivity and who is typically impatient with that trait in a
woman. Often husbands and wives fight about and
complain of in each other the very traits they them-
selves possess and do not wish to know about. 1 am
thinking, for example, of a man who could tolerate
virtually any feeling in himself except helplessness, and
when his wife displayed that feeling he became angry
with her. He did not know that he valued the fact that
she occasionally allowed herself to feel helpless, that
she was, in effect, carrying that state for both of them.
1 once worked with a very active, very ambitious
woman who, while she occasionally complained about
her husband’s passivity, actually valued that very qual-
ity in him; through him, she allowed herself to expelbi;
ence it vicariously, almost like a secret luxury not to
permittémevr‘g‘ﬁf directly.

Romantic love often coexists with just such frictions
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as I am describing; every day, couples who experience
some differences as complementary and some as an-
tagonistic fall genuinely in love. The point is that often
conflict can be resolved by recognizing and owning in
ourselves just those traits and characteristics that
sometimes frustrate or annoy us in those we love;
learning to accept those traits in ourselves, we are
better able to accept them in others.

Complementary differences between partners who
accept themselves and each other can be a powerful
source for the stimulation of growth and enhanced
self-discovery. Each represents to the other a doorway
into new worlds. The firmer the self-esteem of the
participants, the more likely this is to occur; they are
less inclined to perceive differences as threatening,

Sometimes we see in another human being the em-
bodiment of a part of our self that has been struggling
to emerge. If that other person sees a similar possibility
in us, an explosion of love can take place, the sense of
an excitingly increased experience of aliveness through
contact, involvement, and interaction.

In fact, one way to gain deeper insight into a love
relationship is to ask ourselves: What parts of myself
does my lover bring me into fresh contact with? How
do T experterice myself in this relationship? What feels
most alive within me in the presence of this person? In
answering these questions, we can come to appreciate
some of the most important reasons why we have
fallen in love with a particular person.

I want to introduce one clarification before proceed-
ing. Differences can be complementary and can con-
tribute to the success of a relationship only when the
traits of each individual are valuable and desirable.
Values and disvalues are not “complementary.” We do
not see a pass}b‘ﬁzlaeﬁ‘e"love affair between a person with
a high self-esteem and a person with a low self-esteem,
nor between a highly intelligent person and one who is
aggressively stupid. Such differences are inherently an-
tagonistic, not mutually stimulating. In order for differ-
ences to be complementary, rather than antagonistic,
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they must fall within the realm of that which is op-
tional. They cannot pertain to the fundamentals of
existence. The difference between self-esteem and self-
hatred, or between honesty and dishonesty, is not “op-
tional.” They do not represent equally valid orientations
or states of being. The differences are fundamental.
And in such fundamentals, we desire affinity. In matters
such as cognitive or personality style, we can welcome
and enjoy differences, within a certain range, because
here differences can be equally valuable.

It sometimes happens that a dishonest person is
attracted to the honesty of another, just as an insecure
person can be attracted to the self-esteem of another,
seeking that which one lacks in oneself. But the attrac-
tion is unilateral, not reciprocal- Honesty is not at-
tracted by dishonesty, self-esteem is not attracted by
self-doubt. The foundation for mutual love does not
exist.

When the foundation of a mutual love does exist,
when there is an appropriate combination of basic
affinities and complementary differences between 2
man and a woman, and, further, if they are in 2
position to be available to love at that point in their
lives, love begins to develop long before the couple can
articulate many of the grounds of their mutual attrac-
tion. The experience of many men and women who
have been together for years is that they keep discover-
ing new reasons for being in love, reasons that were
intuitively or subconsciously grasped very early but
that needed a long time to find their way into words.
Not that anyone ever names all the reasons and not
that it is necessary to do so. But for couples who wish
to explore this territory, it is useful to ask: In what
ways are we alike? In what ways—that we enjoy and
are stimulated by—are we different?

Perhaps I should mention that the mere enumeration
of another person’s traits will never be completely
satisfying. There is always the matter of the way those
traits interact within the particular personality, the
degree to which the various traits exist, and the bal-
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ance among them. “Balance” and “degree” are key
issues. For instance, I have always enjoyed the pres-
ence of a certain amount of “male” in the personality
of women I have cared for. But obviously there is a
world of difference between a woman who is totally
integrated with her femininity and at the same time
possesses an element of “male” in her makeup and a
woman whose “male” element is so powerful that one
has to remind oneself that she is a woman. I have
always felt that women totally devoid of any “male”
principle are very uninteresting as women; and many
women have shared with me the feeling that a man
totally devoid of any “female” in his personality is
equally unexciting. But the question of degree is obvi-
ously of the greatest importance.

Thus far, in addressing ourselves to the question of
why we fall in love with one person rather than an-
other, we have been operating more or less implicitly
on the assumption of mature, romantic love. But the
principle of basic affinities and complementary differ-
ences applies equally in immature love relationships. In
view of how statistically common such relationships
are, it seems desirable to say a few words about them
S0 as to illuminate further the principle we have been
exploring and to appreciate in what way immature love
differs from the concept of romantic love presented in
this book.

Immature Love

“Maturity” and “immaturity” are concepts that refer
to the success or failure of an individual’s biological,
intellectual, and psychological evolution to an adult
stage of development.

In mature love relationships, “complementary dif-
ferences” refers, predominately, to complementary
strengths. In immature relationships, “complementary
differences” tends to refer to complementary weak-
nesses. These weaknesses include needs, wants, and
other personality traits that reflect some failure of
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healthy development, some failure of psychological
maturation. As we shall see, we deal here, most essen-
tially, with the issue of separation and individuation,
with an individual’s success or failure“at the tas
reaching an adult level of autonomy.

Many a person faces life with an attitude that, if
translated into explicit speech, which it almost never is,
would amount to the declaration, “When I was five
years old, important needs of mine were not met—and
until they are, 'm not moving on to six!” On a basic
level these people are very passive, even though, on
more superficial levels, they may sometimes appear ac-
tive and “aggressive.” At bottom, they are waiting,
waiting to be rescued, waiting to be told they are good
boys or good girls, waiting to be validated or confirmed
by some outside source.

"So_their whole lives may be or,
desire to please, to be 7 care of, or, alternatively,

to control and dominate, to manipulate _and coerce the
satisfacti i ants, because they.

_dom’t trust the authenticity of anyone’s love Or carng.
They have no confidence that what they are, without
their facades and manipulations, is enough.

Whether their act is to be helpless and dependent,
or to be controlling, overprotective, “responsible,”
“grown-up,” there is an underlying sense of inadequa-
cy, of nameless deficiency, that they feel only other
human beings can correct. They are alienated from
their own internal sources of strength and support;
they are alienated from their own powers.

Whether they seek completion and fulfillment
through domination or submission, through controlling
or being controlled, through ordering or obeying, there
is the same fundamental sense of emptiness, a void in
the center of their being, a screaming hole where an
autonomous self failed to develop. They have never
assimilated and integrated the basic fact of human
aloneness; individuation has not been attained to a
level appropriate to their chronological development.

They have failed to transfer the source of their
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approval from others to self. They have failed to
evolve into a state of self-responsibility. They have
failed to make peace with the immutable fact of their
ultimate aloneness—therefore they are crippled in their
efforts to relate.

They view other human beings with suspicion, hos-
tility, and feelings of alienation, or else see them as life
belts by which they can stay afloat in the stormy sea of
their own anxiety and insecurity. There is a tendency
for immature persons to view others primarily, if not
exclusively, as sources for the gratification of their own
Wwants and needs, not as human beings in their own
right, much as an infant views a parent. So their
relationships tend to be dependent and manipulative,
not the encounter of two autonomous selves who feel
free to express themselves honestly and are able to
appreciate and enjoy each other’s being, but the en-
counter of two incomplete beings who look to love to
solve the problem of their internal deficiencies, to finish
magically the unfinished business of childbood, to fill
up the holes in their personality, to make of “love” a
substitute for evolution to maturity and self-responsi-
bility.

These are some of the “basic similarities” shared by
immature persons who fall in love. To understand why
immature love is born is also to understand why it
generally dies so swiftly.

An immature woman looks at her lover and, deep in
her psyche, there is the thought, “My father made me
feel rejected; you will take his place and give me what
he failed to give me. I will create a house for you, and
cook your meals, and bear your children—I will be
your good little gir].”

Or a woman experiences herself as unloved Or re-
jected by one or both parents. She fails to acknowledge
the magnitude of her hurt and self-deprecatory feel-
ings, and she passes into the semblance of adulthood.
But the sense of unfinished business, the sense of
incompleteness as a person, remains and continues to
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play a role in her motivation, beneath the surface of
awareness. She “falls in love” with a man who, what-
ever his other virtues, shares important characteristics
with her rejecting parent(s). Perhaps he is cold, un-
emotjonal, unable or unwilling to express love. Like a
Josing gambler who cannot resist refurning to the table
where past defeats were suffered, she feels compulsive-
ly drawn to him. This time she will not lose. She will
melt him. She will find a way to melt him. She will find
a way to inspire in him all the responses she longed for
and failed to receive as a child. And in so doing, she
feels, .she will redeem her childhood—she will win the
victory over her past.

What she does not realize is that, unless other fac-
tors intervene to generate a positive change in her
psychology, the man is useful to her, is serviceable to
her, in the drama she is playing only so long as he
remains somewhat aloof, somewhat uncaring, some-
what distant from her. If he would become warm and
loving, he no longer would be a suitable understudy for
Mother or Father; he would no longer bé appropriate
for the role in which she has cast him. So at the same
time that she cries for love, she takes careful measures
to maintain the distance between them to prevent him
from giving her the very things she asks for. If, some-
how, in spite of her efforts, he does become loving and
caring, the likelihood is that she will feel disoriented
and will withdraw; probably she will fall out of love
with him. “Why?” she cries to her psychotherapist,
“do I always fall for men who don’t know how to
love?”

A man looks at his bride and there is the thought,
“Now 1 am a married man; I am grown up; I have
responsibilities—just like Father. I will work hard, I
will be your protector, I will take care of you—ijust as
Father did with Mother. Then he—and you—and
everyone—will see that I am a good boy.”

Or, when a man is a little boy his mother deserts her
family to go off with her lover. The little boy feels
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betrayed and abandoned; it is ke Mother has left, not
Father. (This is the natural egocentricity of child-
hood.) He tells himself—perhaps with Father’s help
and encouragement—that “women are like that, not to
be trusted.” He resolves never to be vulnerable to such
pain again. No woman will ever be allowed to make
him suffer as Mother did. But years later he knows
only two kinds of relationships with women: those in
which he cares a good deal less than the woman, and it
is he who hurts and betrays her; and those in which he
has selected a woman who inevitably will not remain
true to him, inevitably will make him suffer. Sooner or
later, he almost always ends up with the second kind of
woman—to complete the unfinished business of child-
hood (which he can never complete successfully in this
manner, because the woman is not his mother, she is
only a symbolic substitute). When the woman “lIets
him down,” he professes to be shocked and bewil-
dered. The intense “love affairs™ of his life are of this
second kind. He is disconnected from the original pairm,
from the source of the problem, from the feclings he
disowned long ago; therefore he is powerless to deal
with them effectively and to resolve them; he is the
prisonrer of that which he has failed to confront; but
deep in his psyche, without a solution’s ever being
found, the drama continues. Next time he will beat the
table. Meanwhile, for consolation, for rest, for recre-
ation, for revenge, let him hurt as mary women as he
can. He asks, “Is romantic love a delusion? It never
seems to work for me.”

I have developed an exercise for my Intensive on
Self-Esteem and Romantic Relationships that bears on
this issue. The group is given the following instruc-
tions: “Take your notebooks and at the top of a fresh
page write Mother. Then write six or eight phrases or
words that would describe or characterize her. Then
write a sentence about how you perceive her ability to
give and receive love. Now go to a new page, write
Father at the top, and make the same kind of list for
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him. Now turn to a new page and write One of the
ways 1 felt frustrated by Mother or Father was__
and then write six or eight different endings for that sen-
tence. Now, on a fresh page, write the name of either
your spouse in your first marriage or the person with
whom you have had the most painfully intense love
affair of your life. And below that name write six or
eight phrases or words to describe or characterize that
person, again ending with a statement on how you
perceive the person’s ability to give and receive love.
Now turn to a new page and write One of the ways 1
felt frustrated by (fill in the person’s name)—and then
write six or eight endings to that sentence.” Invariably
one hears groans, laughter, and curses throughout the
room. “My God,” someone cries, “I married my moth-
er!” Someone else shouts back, “I married my father!”
“At least I had the sense not to get married,” someone
else exclaims. For many, the implications of those five
pages are truly shocking . . . and yet not entirely shock-
ing.
On one level, it is true enough to say that a charac-
teristic of immature love is that the man or woman
does not perceive his or her partner realistically; fanta-
sies and projections take the place of clear vision. And
yet, on a deeper level, on a level not ordinarily ac-
knowledged, there is awareness, there is recognition,
there is knowledge of whom they have chosen. They
are not, in fact, blind; but the game in which they are
engaged may require that they pretend, to themselves,
to be blind. This allows them to go through the mo-
tions of being bewildered, hurt, outraged, shocked,
when their partner behaves precisely as their own life
scenario requires. Evidence for this lies in the consis-
tency with which immature persons find precisely those
immature other persons whose problems and style of
being will complement and mesh with their own.

A woman, for example, who experiences a need to
suffer, to be “second” in relationships, to reassure
Mother that she is not a competitor, will manage, with
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the accuracy of a guided missile, to find and fall in love
with a married man who, however devoted to her he
may profess to be, absolutely “cannot” leave his wife.

A man who experiences a need to play at being
strong, protective, responsible, “in control,” will find a
woman who experiences a need to play at being weak,
helpless, dependent, childlike. Out of such “comple-
mentary differences,” sometimes, “love” ignites.

There are females who feel comfortable in the role
of mother and child but not woman. There are males
who feel comfortable in the role of father and child but
not man. “Across a crowded room”—or in the midst
of multitudes—they manage to find each other. Then
they alternate roles, protector and helpless one, moving
back and forth, switching, guided by an exchange of
unspoken signals, each providing for the other a stage
on which to act out the drama of their immaturity, of
their unfinished business from childhood, and at the
same time pretending they are adults.

Always we can observe the basic affinity—the inse-
curity, the role-playing, the commitment to an unreal
existence—as well as the complementary differences—
the different but complementary acts, masks, roles,
games, that allow each to have the experience of hav-
ing encountered a soulmate.

Even though these relationships tend to be unstable,
tenrd not to last, tend to explode or wear out, there are
times, there are moments, when they offer excitement,
a heightened sense of awareness, a heightened sense of
aliveness, even a sense of magic.

Such relationships sometimes exhibit all the charac-
teristics of an addiction. The self-esteem of the partici-
pants is so tied to the support and validation of the
partner that even the briefest absences, even the brief-
est separations, can trigger anxiety, can trigger pauic,
can trigger despair. And, even when such a relation-
ship ends, the one who is left may experience all the
“withdrawal symptoms” of an addict whose supply of
heroinm has been terminated. (See Peele and Brodsky,
Love and Addiction, 1975.)
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The difference between mature romantic love and an
immature love that may call itself “romantic” will be
elaborated further in Chapter 4. Especially relevant
will be our discussion of self-esteem and autonomy.
But for the moment we need to remember that when
we speak of “maturity” and “immaturity” we are deal-
ing always with a matter of degree. It is convenient,
when we wish to isolate a principle, to characterize
individuals and relationships as “mature” or “imma-
ture.” At the same time we recognize that in reality
these concepts operate along a continuum. I make this
point ‘at this moment because, having read the descrip-
tion of immature love, the reader may feel confused,
sensing that his or her own relationship is mature in
some respects and immature in others and wondering
how to categorize it. The truth is that just as a given
individual may function maturely in some respects but
not in others, so a given relationship may be mature
in some respects but not in others.

Furthermore, we need to recognize that a highly
evolved, mature man or woman may still have mo-
ments of “immaturity,” feelings and responses that are
far below the general level of his or her functioning.
But such moments tend to be accepted by such persons
for what they are: they do not become the occasion for
self-blame or self-condemnation. It is not the case that
a mature man or woman never feels the desire or
inclination to be a child, to be helpless, to be irrespon-
sible. Rather, if circumstances permit, he or she allows
such feelings, accepts them, owns them, but does not
get stuck there, does not remain fixated there for life.
The decision to flow with such feclings and to act on
them when it is safe and appropriate to do so involves
a choice, not a compulsion.

A mature man or woman accepts occasional imma-
ture feelings as normal and even pleasurable. An im-
mature man or woman disowns such feelings and re-
mains imprisoned by them.*

=] discuss the process by which we remain trapped within feelings and
emotions we deny and disown in my book The Disowned Self,
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A Curious Variable: Rhythm and Energy

Before concluding our discussion of the selection pro-
cess in romantic love, there is one variable that needs
to be mentioned which I have reserved for separate
comment, a variable that can be deeply significant for
whether or not love actually ignites between a man and
a woman and yet is almost never recognized or under-
stood. Its impact upon a potential relationship, wheth-
er positive or negative, can be very powerful, yet very
subtle. The variable pertains to differences among hu-
man beings as to their biological rhythm and natural
energy level.

Biologists have discovered that every person pos-
sesses an inherent biological rhythm, determined
genetically and only slightly modifiable within the first
two or three years of life, almost never thereafter.
Biological rhythm shows up in speech patterns, body
movements, emotional responses, and is part of what
we often call “temperament.” Closely related to the
foregoing is the fact that some people are naturally and
inherently more energetic than others, physically and/
or emotionally and/or intellectually: they move, feel,
think faster or slower; they react faster or slower; they
seem to experience different relationships to time.

To consider this phenomenon first in its negative
impact: It sometimes happens that two people meet
and are on the verge of falling in love on the basis of
many affinities and complementary differences; yet
there is a subtle, often mysteriously continuing friction
between them. They cannot explain it. They feel
strangely “out of sync” with each other. They often
feel irritated and have difficulty accounting for their
feelings. In such cases, the barrier to their successful
relationship may well be incompatible differences in
biological rhythm and inherent energy level.

The person who is naturally faster feels chronically
impatient; the person who is naturally slower feels
chronically pressured. Often, the faster of the two
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responds by becoming still faster, and the slower of the
two responds by becoming still slower, each trying to
force the other to accommodate to his or her natural
state, unaware that what is being demanded is more or
less impossible. Not understanding this phenomenon,
they will commonly invent reasons to explain their
quarrels and disagreements; they will look for faults in
each other; and when they break apart they will ex-
plain the break in terms of these alleged faults. They
will remain unaware of the deeper reasons for their
incompatibility.

Of course, men and women can and do fall in love
sometimes in spite of this area of conflict. And some-
times there are enough other positives in their relation-
ship—and the couple has enough art and wisdom—s0
that they are able to rise above this difficulty. But
sometimes—often—the difficulty proves to be an in-
surmountable barrier to a sustaining love. And what is
sad is how rarely the couple understands why.

To consider the happy side of this phenomenon:
When a man and a woman meet and feel “in sync” in
this area, there can be an exhilarating experience of
harmony, of “rightness” about the relationship (when
this basic affinity is supported by other affinities).
There is the experience of “knowing” the other in a
very special sense. When we see a couple who have
other basic affinities and who, in addition, are relative-
ly well synchronized in their biological rhythm and
inherent energy level, we often sense a marvelous kind
of resonance between them, as if they are moving to
the same silent music.

We are far from fully understanding differences
among people in this area. It is not easy to provide a
principle that will explain why some measure of differ-
ences are tolerable and others seem not to be. At the
present level of our knowledge, this is a phenomenon
that we chiefly know from direct experience, by feeling,
by sensing it in ourselves and in others. But once we
become aware of it, once we notice it, once we look at
our relationships in the context of this understanding, a

B ———
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fresh illumination is often provided. We understand an
additional reason why we felt more compellingly at-
tracted to one person than to any other, or why, in a
love relationship that almost happened but didn’t, or
that began and failed, it was possible for us to enjoy so
many areas of harmony and compatibility and yet to
feel emotionally undercut and undermined by some
subtle but inescapably irritating friction.

Love as a Private Universe

Out of the basic affinities and complementary differ-
ences that generate romantic love, we create a private
world. Two selves, two personalities, two senses of life,
two islands of consciousness have found each other,
have interpenetrated, have begun to develop the space
they will inhabit so long as the relationship lasts. The
new universe that is created is not the same as the
universe that either person occupied alone: it is the
result of an intermingling.

This is the universe we come home to in the evening,
when we rejoin our partner. It is a universe made of
silent understandings and unspoken words, of eloquent
glances and humorous shorthand signals, a universe of
shared subjectivity. Everyone who has been in love
more than once knows that each love relationship has
its own music, its own emotional quality, its own
style—and its own world.

And whether it is a universe based on shared sight
(romantic love) or one based on shared blindness
(immature love), whether it is a universe shaped by
happiness or one that is merely a fortress against pain,
it is—by its nature—by the nature of love, mature or
immature—an emotional support system, a sanctuary,
a source of nourishment and energy, apart from the
outside world. Sometimes it is experienced as the only
point of certainty, the only thing solid and real, in the
midst of chaos and ambiguity.

Indeed, this is one of the needs filled by romantic
love: The need for the support provided by that pri-
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vate universe, the fuel it offers for the outside struggles
of our existence. If the love relationship is successful at
all, such a universe always begins as a source of
support; whether or not it will remain so depends on
the man and woman who create it.

A man and woman meet and fall in love, and the
creation of their unique universe begins in the first
moment, then keeps evolving as the relationship
evolves, as each of them evolves.

Having fallen in love, having committed themselves
to each other, having chosen to join forces, they now
stand before one of the most formidable of all human
undertakings: to make their relationship work.

We have considered what love is and why it is born.
We shall now consider why it sometimes grows, and
why it sometimes dies. We shall examine the chal-
lenges of romantic love.



FOUR

The Challenges of Romantic Love

Prologue: The Challenges Ahead

The task of defining the conditions necessary and suffi-
cient to fulfill and sustain a romantic-love relationship
may appear as difficult as defining those necessary and
sufficient for the creation of a great symphony. We can
lay down that which seems clearly necessary, but can
we be certain that we have identified that which is
sufficient as well? And even conditions that seem clear-
ly necessary can at times be broken, or at least bent a
little. So the assignment may be viewed as formidable,
not because of anything inherently unknowable or mys-
tical, but because of the richness and complexity of
human psychology.

Of course, there are many people who are heavily
invested in the belief that love is inherently mysterious
End RiBcks all efforts at rational understanding. Such
people may even believe that understanding kills ro-
mantic love. This is tantamount to saying that con-
sciousness kills.

The exact opposite is true, Unconsciousness kills.
Ignorance kills. Blindness kills. If we cannot deepen
our grasp of at least some of the essentials needed for
the success of romantic love, then there is nothing

122
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waiting abead but more centuries of the same suffering
between man and woman that we have behind us.

I do not believe that suffering is the necessary and
inevitable condition of human beings here on earth. I
do not believe that the essence of life is misery. But I
am entirely convinced that that belief is itself a major
cause of human misery. The teachings of religion to
the contrary notwithstanding, resignation to pain is no
particular virtue. Quite the contrary. Indeed, here is
the problem: people are all too tolerant of suffering, all
too quick to tell themselves, in effect, “So who’s hap-

y?’)‘

Resignation to uncontested suffering is merely pas-
sivity, a failure to take responsibility for one’s own
existence. It may indeed be the ultimate human vice.
Sometimes, when I work with people in psychotherapy
or at my Intensives and I see an attitude of sulking, of
self-indulgent self-pity, of the avoidance of any respon-
sibility for the solving of problems, it is very difficult
not to feel impatient, not to feel that the people in-
volved truly invite their misery. They appear to be
waiting—sullenly, resentfully, helplessly, with assumed
helplessness—for someone else to create their happi-
ness. This cannot be done.

But to take responsibility for our existence, we need
to relinquish the belief that frustration and defeat are
our natural and inevitable fate. That belief, which is
sometimes upheld as an expression of higher sophisti-
cation or wisdom, is in fact a default on the very
challenge of being alive, of being conscious, of being
human.

There are reasons why love grows and there are
reasons why love dies. We may not know everything
on the subject but we know a great deal.

This said, let us consider the major challenges that
must be met successfully if the promise of romantic
Jove is to be realized. In considering these challenges
we shall be dealing simultaneously with the questions
of why love sometimes grows and why love sometimes
dies. It would be artificial to attempt to deal with these
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questions separately; they are two sides of the same
coin. The positive and negative aspects will be used to
illuminate each other; they will be interwoven through-
out.

Self-Esteem

Of the various factors that are vital for the success of
romantic love, nome is important than self-
esteem, 'The first love affair we must consummate suc-

cesstully is the love affair with ourselves. Onlz then are

we rea ! : [ationships.
It has%kc something of a cliché to observe that,
if we do n8t-love ourselves, we cannot love anyone

else. This is true enough, but it is only part of the
picture. If we do not love ourselves, it is almost impos-
sible to believe fully that we are loved by someone else.
It is almost impossible to accept love. It is almost
impossible to receive love. No matter what our partner
does to show that he or she cares, we do not experi-
ence the devotion as convincing because we do not feel
lovable to ourselves.

I have written elsewhere of the central and powerful
role of self-esteem in our life and experience (Branden,
1969). But a brief review of certain core ideas is
needed here to establish an understanding of the rela-
tionship between self-esteem and our capacity for ful-
fillment in love relationships.

Self-esteem, as a psychological phenomenon, has
two interrelated aspects: a sense of personal efficacy
and a sense of personal worth. It is the integrated sum
of self-confidence and self-respect. It is the conviction
—or, more precisely, the experience—that we are
competent to live and worthy of living. Self-esteem is
the experience that we are appropriate to life and to its
requirements and challenges.

If an individual felt inadequate to face the chal-
lenges of life, if an individual lacked fundamental seli-
trust, trust in his or her mind, we would recognize the
presence of a self-esteem deficiency. And if an individ-
ual lacked a basic sense of self-respect, lacked a sense



THE CHALLENGES OF ROMANTIC LOVE 125

of being worthy, of being entitled to the assertion of
legitimate needs and wants, again we would recognize
a self-esteem deficiency. Both elements are indispensa-
ble to healthy self-esteem: a sense of basic competence
and a sense of basic worth.

To experience that I am competent to live means
confidence in the functioning of my mind, in my ability
to understand and judge the facts of reality within the
sphere of my interests and needs; intellectual self-trust;
intellectual self-reliance.

To experience that T am worthy of living means an
affirmative attitude toward my right to live and to be
happy, toward the assertion of my own wants and
needs, the feeling that happiness is my natural birth-
right.

Self-esteem exists along a continuum: it is not the
case that an individual either has self-esteem or lacks
it. It is a matter of degree. It is hard to imagine an
individual entirely devoid of any vestige of self-esteemn.
It is also hard to envision an individual without any
further capacity to grow in self-esteem.

We are not concerned here with all the psychological
factors that contribute to a given person’s level of
self-esteem. We only need recognize the obvious fact
that different persons experience different levels of self-
esteem, and that the level of our self-esteem has a pro-
found impact on our life and experience.

The nature and level of our self-esteem affects virtu-
ally every aspect of our life. It affects our choice of the
person we fall in love with and our behavior in the
relationship. We have already noted that people with
similar self-esteem levels tend to seek each other out.
We tend to feel most comfortable, most “at home,”
with persons whose self-esteem level resembles our
own.

High-self-esteem individuals tend to be attracted to
other high-self-esteem individuals; medium-self-esteem
individuals tend to be attracted to medium-self-esteem
individuals; low-self-esteem individuals tend to be at-
tracted to other low-self-esteem individuals. When I
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speak of being “attracted,” I am not talking of a
momentary sexual response but of the kind of attach-
ment we are likely to describe as “love.”

We cannot understand the tragedy of most relation-
ships if we do not understand that the overwhelming
majority of human beings suffer from some feelings of
self-esteem deficiency. This means, among other things,
that deep in their psyche they do not feel they are
“enough”: they do not feel lovable as they are; they do
not feel it is “natural” or “normal™ for others to love
them. They do not necessarily bold these attitudes
consciously. On the conscious level they may say, “Of
course I expect to be loved. Of course I deserve to be
loved. Why shouldn’t I be?” But the deeper, negative
feelings are there, operating to sabotage efforts at
achieving fulfillment.

In classes on literature we are taught that “character
determines action.” I would paraphrase that to say
self~concept determines destiny. Or, to speak with
greater restraint and precision, there is a strong ten-
dency for self-concept to determine destiny.

If, for example, we have trust in ourselves, trust in
our ability to understand, trust in the competence of
our mind, we will be open to experience, motivated to
understand, motivated to exert the effort to under-
stand. We will not be frozen or paralyzed by the blocks
generated by self-doubt. And our growing competence
will enhance our feelings of self-trust.

If, on the other hand, we experience a deep doubt of
our efficacy, if we lack confidence in our cognitive
ability, if we distrust our judgment, our very insecuri-
ties will lead to behaviors that result in frustration and
defeat. These behaviors, and the results they lead to,
seem to justify our initial self-distrust,

Here is another example of how such self-fulfilling
prophecies operate. I recall an incident when I was
lecturing to a college audience on the psychology of
romantic love. Afterward, a group of students crowded
around with questions. Among them was a young
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woman who began by complimenting me on my talk
and then went on to say, quite bitterly, how much she
wished “men” would understand the principles I had
been discussing. As she went on talking, I became
aware of an impulse to withdraw from her, to turn
away. At the same time, I was intrigued by my reac-
tion because I was in a very good mood that evening
and feeling very benevolently disposed toward the
whole world. She was delivering a monologue to the
effect that men did not appreciate intelligence in wom-
en and I stopped her by saying, “Listen, I'd like to
share something with you. Right now I'm feeling an
impulse to break off talking with you. I am feeling an
impulée to avoid you. And I think I know how it's
happening. I would like to tell you about it, if you're
interested.” Taken aback, she nodded, and I went on,
“As you began to talk, I received three messages from
you. First, I received the impression that you liked me
and wanted me to like you, wanted me to respond to
you positively. Second, and at the same time, I got the
message that you were already convinced I could not
possibly like you or be interested in anything you had
to say. Third, and again at the same time, I got the
message that you were angry at me for rejecting you.
And I had not yet opened my mouth to say a word to
you.” She became thoughtful, and then smiled sadly in
recognition, and acknowledged the truth of my descrip-
tion. I said, “What's fortunate for you right now is that
I'm willing to explain myself. But if you’re talking to
some young man, and sending out these messages, very
likely he’s just going to walk away. And, watching his
disappearing back, you’re going to tell yourself the
problem is that men don’t appreciate intelligent wom-
en. And you're going to be biind to your own role in
creating the very situation over which you are suffer-
mg.!,

It is evident that self-concept tends to determine
destiny in romantic love. Let us now consider more
specifically how.
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The Appropriateness of Being Loved

an individual feels, perhaps benea e
level of conscious awareness, that he or she significant-
_ly lacks worth, is not lovable, 1s not a person who can
inspire devofion for-amy Sustained length of time. Si-
multaneously, this individual desires love, pursues love,
hopes and dreams to find love. Let us suppose this
person is a man. He finds a woman he cares for, she
seems to care for him, they are happy, excited, and
stimulated in each other’s presence—and for a time it
seems that his dream is to be fulfilled. But deep in his
psyche a time bomb is ticking away—the belief that he
is inherently unlovable.

This time bomb provokes him to destroy his rela-
tionship. He may do this in any number of ways. He
may endlessly demand reassurance. He may become
excessively possessive and jealous. He may behave
cruelly to “test” the depth of her devotion to him. He
may make self-deprecating comments and wait for her
to correct him. He may tell her he does not deserve her
and tell her again and again and again. He may tell her
that no woman can be trusted and that all women are
fickle. He may find endless excuses to criticize her, to
reject her before she can reject him. He may attempt to
control and manipulate her by making her feel guilty,
thereby hoping to bind her to him. He may become
silent, withdrawn, preoccupied, throwing up barriers
she cannot penetrate.

After a while, perhaps, she has had enough; she is
exhausted; he has worn her out. She leaves him.

He feels desolate, depressed, crushed, devastated. It
is wonderful. He has been proven right. The world is
the way he always knew it was. “They’re writing
songs of love, but not for me.” But how satisfying
it is to know that one understands the nature of re-
ality!

Suppose that, despite his best efforts, he cannot
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drive her away. Perhaps she believes in him, sees his
potential. aps she has a masochistic streak that
requires that she be involve 1 €
ching She Keeps reassuring him. Her devotion
grows stronger, no matter what he does. She simply
does not understand the nature of the universe as he

perceives it. _Wm
him. In continuing to love him, she presents him with a
problem: She confounds his view of reality. He needs a
solution. He needs a way out.

He finds it. He decides that he has fallen out of love
with her. Or he tells himself that she bores him. Or he
tells himself that he is now in love with someone else.
Or he tells himself that love does not interest him. The
particular choice does mot matter; the net effect is the
same: in the end, he is alone again—the way he always
“knew” he would be.

on ore, he can i e—he
can look for a new woman—so that he U
The again.

"~ Tt is not essential, of course, that his relationship end
so conclusively. A literal separation may not be neces-
sary. He may be willing to allow a relationship to
continue, providing both he and his partoer are unhap-
py. This is a compromise he can live with. It is as good
as being alone and abandoned—almost. -

mwfuunmummm% 5
_decides a_man could not possibly prefer herto-o
a

women. Her self-concept cannot accommodate such
possibility. At the same time, being human, she longs
for love. When she finds it, what does she typically
proceed to do?

She may continually compare herself unfavorably to
other women. She may go out of her way to make
absurd pretentions at superiority, denying and disown-
ing her feelings of insecurity. She may keep pointing
out attractive women to see how he will respond. She
may torment him with her doubts and suspicions. She
may even encourage him to have affairs, suggesting
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that it might be good for him and she wouldn’t mind.
One way or the other, she creates a situation that
results in her lover’s becoming involved with someone
else.

Of course she suffers acutely. She is desolate. But
ber situation is gratifying beyond words. She has creat-
ed the very state of affairs she always “knew” would

limwt. ——
ow let us observe, as an aside, that the desire to be

in control of our lives is entirely human; it is hardly
irrational. But it can lead to irrational behavior, when
we are unconsciously manipulated by our self-destruc-
tive and self-sabotaging beliefs. To be “in control”
means to understand the facts of reality that bear on
our life so that we are able to predict, with reasonable
accuracy, the consequences of our actions. Tragedy
occurs when; out of a misguided notion of control, we
attempt to “adjust” reality to our beliefs, rather than to
adjust our beliefs to reality. Tragedy occurs when we
cling to our beliefs blindly and manipulate events with-
out awareness of doing so, insensitive to the fact that
alternative possibilities exist. Tragedy occurs when we
would rather be “right” than happy, when we would
rather sustain the illusion that we are “in control” than
notice that reality is not the way we have told our-
selves it is.

If we hold negative self-concepts of which we are
unaware, if we hold self-sabotaging beliefs of which we
are unconscious, we are their prisoner. Only when we
become conscious of our self-sabotaging beliefs do we
become able to change our behavior.

As we see ourselves, so do we act. And our actions
tend to produce results that continually support our
self-concept.

With a positive self-concept, this principle can work
in our favor. With a negative self-concept, it results in
disaster.

When we feel rejected, when we look at past rela-
tionships and see nothing but a string of disappoint-
ments, frustrations, and defeats, it is often illuminating
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to ask: Do I feel it is natural or normal for someone to
love me? Or does it feel like an impossible miracle that
could not happen? Or could not last?

The first requirement of happiness in romantic love
is a vision of ourselves that contains the rightness of
being loved, the naturalness of being loved, the appro-
priateness of being loved. People who know how to
make themselves happy in love relationships are people
who are open to accepting love. And in order to accept
love, they must love themselves. People who love
themselves do not find it incomprehensible that others
should love them. They are able to allow others to love
them. Their love has ease and grace.

As we proceed we shall see more and more clearly
how essential an accomplished self-esteem is in this
aspect of life. To enjoy our own being, to be happy in
a profound sense with who we are, to experience the
self as worthy of being valued and loved by others—
this is the first requirement for the growth of romantic
love.

The Appropriateness of Being Happy

Contained in the experience of self-esteem, as I have
already indicated, is the sense of our right to assert our
own interests, needs, and wants: the experience of
feeling worthy of happiness.

Working with thousands of people in 2 variety of
professional contexts and settings, I have been struck
again and again by the prevalence of people’s fear and
doubt in this area, their feeling that they do not de-
serve happiness, that they are not entitled to the fulfill-
ment of their wants. Often there is the feeling that if
they are happy either happiness will be taken away
from them or something terrible will happen to coun-
ter-balance it, some unspeakable punishment or trage-
dy. Happiness, for such people, is a potential source of
anxiety. While they may long for it on one level of
consciousness, they dread it on another.

A person may insist, “Of course Tm entitled to
happiness!” On the conscious level there may be 2
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normal longing for it, including the felicity associated
with romantic love. But when happiness is actually
experienced, when the person is in a relationship that is
working, often the response is a feeling of anxiety and
disorientation. There is the wordless sense of “This is
not the way my life is supposed to be.”

Many an individual, particularly if raised in a reli-
gious home, has been taught that suffering represents a
passport to salvation, whereas enjoyment is almost
certainly proof that one has strayed from the proper
path. Psychotherapy clients have spoken to me of
times when, as children, they were ill, and a parent
told them, “Don’t regret that you are in pain. Every
day you suffer, you are piling up credits in heaven.”
What is the implication? What is one piling up on the
days when one is happy?

Or the child has been encouraged to feel, “Don’t be
so excited, Happiness doesn’t last. When you grow up,
you’ll realize how grim life is.”

For such people, to experience themselves as happy
may be to experience themselves as, in effect, out of
step with reality—therefore in danger. When will the
lightning bolt strike?

Now suppose that a2 man and woman who share this
orientation meet and fall in love. In the beginning,
focused on each other and on the excitement of their
relationship, they are not thinking of these matters;
they are simply happy. But inside, the time bomb is
ticking. It began ticking at the moment of their first
meeting,.

Facing one another across a dinner table, feeling
joyful and contented, one of them suddenly can’t stand
it and starts a quarrel over nothing or withdraws and
becomes mysteriously depressed.

They cannot allow the happiness just to be there;
they cannot leave it alone; they cannot simply enjoy
the fact that they have found each other. Their sense
of who they are, and of what their proper destiny is,
cannot accommodate happiness. The impulse to make
trouble arises, seemingly from nowhere, actually from
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the deep recesses of the psyche where the antihappi-
ness “programming” resides.

Their view of self, and of the universe, allows them,
perhaps, to struggle for happiness—to yearn for happi-
ness—“sometime in the future”—perhaps next year—
or the year after that. But not now. Not at this mo-
ment. Not here. Here and now is too terrifyingly close,
too terrifyingly immediate.

Right now, in the moment of their joy, happiness is
not a dream but a reality. That is unbearable. First of
all, they don’t deserve it. Second, it can’t last. Third, if
it does last, something else terrible will happen. This is
one of the commonest responses of people who suffer
from a significant lack of self-esteem, of confidence in
their right to be happy.

I am continually impressed by the fact that whenev-
er I raise this issue in my Intensives on Self-Esteem
and the Art of Being or Self-Esteem and Romantic
Relationships, the majority of those present respond to
the point immediately; very little explanation seems
needed; they are very familiar with the phenomenon.
Some are defensive, some struggle to avoid coming to
grips with the problem, but the majority—interestingly
enough—respond honestly, if sadly. Once the issue is
pointed out, they notice readily how often they inter-
rupt their own happiness, sabotage it, create trouble
where none need exist—do anything to escape the fact
that they can be happy right now, if only they will
accept the moment, not fight it, not resist, just yield to
the joy of being, yield to the joy of each other, yield to
the ecstatic potential of romantic love. But no, they
prefer to take workshops, consult marriage counselors,
enter psychotherapy, study sex manuals, accumulate
books on psychology, so that they can make them-
selves happy in the future, at some unspecified time, a
time that never comes, like the horizon that keeps
receding as one approaches.

Sometimes I will ask a group, “How many of you
have had the experience of waking up one morning and
noticing that in spite of all sorts of problems, difficul-
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ties, worries, you feel wonderful, you feel happy, you
feel delighted to be alive? And after a while, you can’t
stand it, you have to do something. So you manage to
fling yourself back into a state of misery. Or perhaps
you are with someone you really care about and you’re
feeling very contented, very fulfilled, and then feelings
of anxiety or disorientation arise and you feel the
impulse to stir up conflict, to make trouble. You can’t
keep out of the way and allow happiness to happen.
You feel the need to throw a little ‘drama’ into your
life.” Inevitably, at least half the hands in the room go
up.

The evidence is clear: for a great many people,
happiness-anxiety is a very real problem—and a pow-
erful barrier to romantic love.

Happiness-anxiety is itself not an uncommon conse-
quence of the failure to achieve adequate separation
and individuation. Poor self-esteem and inadequate
separation and individuation go hand in hand; they are
intimately linked. Without successful separation and
individuation, I do not sufficiently discover my own
internal resources; I do not discover my own strength;
I can very easily persist in the belief that my survival
depends on protecting my relationship with my mother
and father, at the expense of enjoying the rest of my
life. Let us consider where this can lead.

Suppose that a woman has witnessed the unhappy
marriage of her parents. It is not uncommon for a
child to internalize a subtle message from Mother or
Father to the effect, “You are not to be any happier in
your marriage than I was in mine.” A woman with
inadequate self-esteem, a woman who wants to be a
“good girl,” who feels the need to retain Mother’s or
Father’s love at all costs, often proceeds very obedient-
ly either to select a husband with whom happiness is
clearly impossible or to manufacture unhappiness in a
marriage where happiness might have been possible.
Many women have reported the feeling, “I couldn’t
bear to let Mother see that I was happy in my relation-
ship with a man. She would feel betrayed, she would
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feel humiliated. I might cause her to feel overwhelmed
by her own sense of inadequacy and failure. And I
couldn’t do that to her.” But beneath these statements
are other, clearly evident, feelings. “Mother might be-
come angry at me, Mother might repudiate me, I might
lose Mother’s love” (Friday, 1977).

To be unhappy, as Mother or Father were, is to
“belong.” To be happy may mean to stand alone,
against Mother or Father, perhaps against the whole
family—and that prospect may be terrifying.

The problem may exist between a woman and her
mother or between a woman and her father. And the
problem is not confined to women. Men, too, can
receive messages from either parent to the effect that
they are not to be happy romantically. For many
persons, to be happy romantically means no longer to
be a “good girl” or a “good boy.” To be happy
romantically may mean to separate from one’s family.
This demands a level of independence that many worm-
en and men do not achieve. Here we observe the
interpenetration of the themes of separation and indi-
viduation, self-esteem deficiency, and happiness-
anxiety.

If we feel that our relationships always seem to be
unhappy, always seem to be frustrating, it is relevant
to inquire: Am I allowed to be happy? Does my
self-concept permit it? Does my view of the universe
permit it? Does my childhood programming permit it?
Does my life scenario permit it?

If the answer is in the negative, it is futile to try to
solve romantic problems by learning communications
skills, improved sexual techniques, or methods of “fair
fighting.” This is what is wrong with so much marriage
counseling. All such teachings rest on the assumption
that the persons involved are willing to be happy, want
to be happy, feel entitled to be happy. But what if they
don’t.

The growth of love in romantic relationships re-
quires an appreciation of the fact that happiness is our
human birthright.




136 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ROMANTIC LOVE

If happiness feels natural to me, feels normal, I can
allow it, can be open to it, can flow with it; I do not
feel the impulse to sabotage and self-destruct.

When there is an accepting attitude toward happi-
ness, romantic love grows. When there is a fearful
attitude toward happiness, romantic love tends to die.

For seme individuals, the simple act of allowing
themselves to be happy, with the independence and
self-responsibility that implies, may be the most heroic
act life will ever require of them.

How are they to proceed? What are they to do if
happiness triggers anxiety? The desire to reduce anxie-
ty is obviously normal. And if happiness ignites anxie-
ty, then the impulse to reduce or sabotage happiness is
very understandable. It is a thoroughly human re-
sponse.

A better solution exists, but it must be discovered, it
must be learned—and then it must be practiced.

When we feel happy, and that happiness triggers
anxiety and disorientation, we must learn to do nothing
—that is, to breathe into our feelings, to allow them, to
watch our own process, to enter into the depths of our
own experience while at the same time being a con-
scious witness to it and not be manipulated into behav-
ing self-destructively. Then, across time, we can build
a tolerance for happiness, we can increase our ability
to handle joy without panicking.

Slowly, in this manner, we discover that a new way
of being is possible. We discover that being happy is
far less complicated than we had believed. We discover
that, given half a chance, joy is our natural state.

Then . . . romantic love is allowed to grow.

Autonomy

Romantic love is for grown-ups; it is not for children.
It is not for children in a literal sense, and also in a
psychological sense: not for those who, regardless of
age, still experience themselves as children.

Let us remind ourselves of the meaning of autonomy.
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Autonomy pertains to an individual’s capacity for self-
direction and self-regulation. Autonomy and self-
esteem are inseparable; both presuppose successful
separation and individuation.

Autonomous individuals understand that other peo-
ple do not exist merely to satisfy their needs. They
have accepted the fact that no matter how much love
and caring may exist between persons, we are each of
us, in an ultimate sense, responsible for ourselves.

Autonomous individuals have grown beyond the
need to prove to anyone that they are a good boy or a
good girl, just as they have outgrown the need for their
spouse or romantic partner also to be their mother or
father. This does not nullify the fact that they may
experience moments when they would like their partner
to function in that role; that can be quite normal, but it
does not form the essence of their relationships.

They are ready for romantic love because they have
grown up, because they do not experience themselves
as waifs waiting to be rescued or saved; they do not
require anyone else’s permission to be who they are,
and their egos are not continually “on the line.”

This last issue is important and needs elaboration.
An autonomous individual is one who does not experi~
ence his or her self-esteem as continually in question or
in jeopardy. His or her worth is not a matter of
continuing doubt. The source of approval resides with-
in the self. It is not at the mercy of every encounter
with another person.

In the best of relationships there are occasional
frictions, unavoidable hurts, times when individuals
“miss” one another in their responses. The tendency of
nonautonomous, immature individuals is to translate
such incidents into evidence of rejection, evidence of
not really being loved, so small frictions or failures of
communication are easily escalated into major con-
flicts.

Autonomous individuals have a greater capacity to
ssoll with the punches,” to see the normal frictions of
everyday life in realistic perspective, not to get their
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feelings hurt over trivia, or, even if they are hurt
occasionally, not to catastrophize such moments.

Further, autonomous individuals respect their part-
ner’s need to follow his or her own destiny, to be alone
sometimes, to be preoccupied sometimes, not to be
thinking about the relationship sometimes, but rather
about other vital matters that may not even involve the
partner in any direct sense, such as work, personal
unfolding and evolution, personal developmental
needs. So autonomous individuals do not always need
to be “center stage,” do not need always to be the
focus of attention, do not panic when the partner is
mentally preoccupied elsewhere. Autonomous individu-
als give this freedom to themselves as well as to those
they love.

This is the reason why, between autonomous men
and women, romantic love can grow. And this is the
reason why, between nonautonomous men and women,
romantic love so often dies: panicky clinging suffocates
love.

No matter how passionate the commitment and de-
votion autonomous men and women may feel toward
the one they love, there is still the recognition that
space must exist, freedom must exist, sometimes alone-
ness must exist. There is the recognition that no matter
how intensely we love, we are none of us “only” lovers
—we are also, in a broader sense, evolving human be~
ings.

Autonomous individuals have assimilated and inte-
grated the ultimate fact of human aloneness. Not re-
sisting it, not denying it, they do not experience it as a
burning pain or a tragedy in their lives. Therefore, they
are not constantly engaged in the effort to achieve,
through their relationships, the illusion that such alone-
ness does not exist. They understand that it is the fact
of aloneness that gives romantic love its unique intensi-
ty. Their harmony with aloneness is what makes them
uniquely competent to participate in romantic love.

When two self-responsible human beings find each
other, when they fall in love, they are able, to a degree
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far above the average, to appreciate each other, to
enjoy each other, to see each other for what he or she
is, precisely because the other is not viewed as the
means of avoiding the fact that each must be responsi-
ble for him- or herself.

Then they can fall into each other's arms, then they
can love each other, then sometimes one can play the
child and the other the parent—and it doesn’t matter,
because it is only a game, it is only a moment’s rest;
each knows the ultimate truth and is not afraid of it, has
made peace with it, has understood the essence of our
humanity.

When we have not matured to the point of being
able to accept the fact of our ultimate aloneness, when
we are frightened of it, when we try to deny it, we tend
to overburden our relationships with an unhealthy de-
pendence that stifles and suffocates them. We do not
embrace, we cling. Without air and open spaces, love
cannot breathe.

This is the paradox: only when we stop fighting the
fact of our aloneness are we ready for romantic love.

Realistic Romanticism

Perhaps one of the clearest requirements for a success-
ful romantic relationship is that it be based on a
foundation of realism. This is the ability and willing-
ness to see our partner as he or she is, with shortcom-
ings as well as virtues, rather than attempting to carry
on a romance with a fantasy.

To deal first with the negative case: If I do not see
and love my partner as a real person in the real world,
if instead I elaborate a fantasy about him or her, using
the person merely as a springboard for my imagination
and my wishes, then I am doomed sooner or later to
resent the actual person for not living up to my fanta-
sies. If I choose to pretend that my partner does not
have the shortcomings he or she has, if I refuse to
include the knowledge of those shortcomings in the
overall picture of my partner, later I am likely not only
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to feel hurt, outraged, and betrayed but also to cast
myself in the role of a bewildered victim. “How can
you do this to me?”

The truth is, of course, that on a deeper level, as we
have already seen, we know whom we choose—but it
is easy enough to deny and disown this knowledge
when it seems desirabie to do so. And if our life
scenario dictates that we be a betrayed victim, such
self-deception will indeed feel desirable,

One reason why so many men and women seem to
fall in love with a fantasy rather than with the actual
person they profess to love is that they have a great
many disowned needs, disowned longings, disowned
hurts, disowned desires which they are consciously
unaware of, perhaps, while subconsciously seeking to
satisfy, resolve, or heal. A person unaware of his or
her own deepest needs can respond to another on the
basis of fairly superficial characteristics if some of
those characteristics trigger the hope or belief that in
the present relationship those needs can be fulfilled.
For example, a sensitive, intelligent man who was not
popular with girls during his teenage years—perhaps
he was too serious or too shy—may in his twenties
meet a beautiful young woman who is in type and
manner just the kind of girl that he never could have
had in adolescence. He is fascinated, he is enchanted,
and subconsciously he entertains the hope and expecta-
tion that if he can win her it would somehow heal all
the hurt and the loneliness of his adolescence; it would
wipe away all the past rejections; it would fulfill all the
unrealized dreams of those painful, lonely years. None
of this is verbalized, of course, none of it is conceptual-
ized, but such are the considerations operating within
him. It js easy enough, especially since he is motivated
to deceive himself, for him to overlook the fact that he
and this woman have nothing in common, neither val-
ues nor interests nor sense of life nmor outlook om
important matters, and that if he were somehow to win
ber, it would not be very long before she would bore
him to death. If she does respond to him, if a relation-
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ship forms, there may be a great deal of passion and
intensity in the beginning; but there is very little mys-
tery as to why such “love” will die.

On the other hand, when and if we choose to see our
partner realistically, not deceiving ourselves, love, if it
is real in the first place, has the best of all opportuni-
ties to grow. We know whom we are choosing and we
are not shocked when our partner acts in character. A
very happily married woman once said to me, “An
hour after I met the man I married I could have given
you a lecture on ways be would be difficult to live with.
1 think be’s the most exciting man I’ve ever known, but
I’'ve never kidded myself about the fact that he’s also
one of the most self-absorbed. Often he’s like an ab-
sent minded professor. He spends a great deal of time
in a private world of his own. I had to know that going
in, or else I would have been very upset later. He never
made any pretenses about the kind of man he was. I
can’t understand people who profess to be hurt or
shocked at the way their mates turn out. It’s so obvi-
ous what people are if youwll just pay attention. I've
never been happier in my whole life than I am right
now in this marriage. But not because I tell myself my
busband is ‘perfect’ or without fault.” She added,
“You know, I think that’s why I feel so appreciative of
his strength and virtues. I'm willing to see everything.”

This is realistic romanticism, not fairy-tale romanti-
cism. When passion and sight are integrated, love can
flourish.

Mutual Self-Disclosure: The Meaning of
Sharing a Life

One of the characteristics of love relationships that
flower is a relatively high degree of mutual self-dis-
closure—a willingness to let our partner enter into the
interior of our private world and a genuine interest in
the private world of that partner. Couples in love tend
to show more of themselves to each other than to any
other person.
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This implies that they have created an atmosphere
of trust and acceptance, but it implies more than that.
It implies first and foremost, that each is willing to
know and encounter him- or herself. This is the neces-
sary precondition of the willingness for mutual self-
disclosure.

And here we confront one of the greatest obstacles
to the sustaining of romantic love: the widespread
problem of human self-alienation. Self-alienation tends
to make self-disclosure impossible.

The problem is not new, but perhaps at no time in
history has there been such awareness on the part of so
many people of the fact that they suffer from a sense
of personal unreality, that they have lost touch with
themselves, that too often they do nmot know what they
feel, but they act with numb obliviousness to that
which prompts or motivates their actions. For romantic
love, the results are disastrous.

The source of this self-alienation—or, as it might
better be described, this unconsciousness—springs
from several factors. To begin with the simplest and
most obvious: Many parents zeach children to repress
their feelings. They teach unconsciousness as a positive
value, as one of the costs of being loved, found accept-
able, regarded as “grown-up.” A little boy falls and
burts himself and is told sternly by his father, “Men
don’t cry.” A little girl expresses anger at her brother,
or perhaps shows dislike toward an older relative, and
is told by the mother, “It’s terrible to feel that way.
You don’t really feel it.” A child bursts into the house,
full of joy and excitement, and is told by an irritated
parent, “What’s wrong with you? Why do you make so
much noise?”

Children also learn to repress their feelings by ex-
ample. Emotionally remote and inhibited parents tend
to produce emotionally remote and inhibited children,
not only through their overt communications but also
by their own behavior, which proclaims to the child
what is “proper,” “appropriate,” “socially acceptable.”

Parents who accept certain teachings of religion are
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very likely to infect their children with the disastrous
notion that there are such things as “evil thoughts” or
“evil emotions.” The child is then filled with moral
terror of his or her inner life.

Thus a child can be led to the conclusion that his
feelings are potentially dangerous, that sometimes it is
advisable to deny them, that they must be “con-
trolled.” What such “control” means practically is that
a child learns to disown his or her own feelings, effec-
tively ceasing to experience them. Needless to say, this
process does not take place through conscious, calcu-
lated decisions; to a large extent it may be described as
subconscious. But the process of self-alienation has
begun. In denying feelings, in nullifying his or her
judgments and evaluations, in repudiating his or her
experience, the child has learned to disown parts of the
self, of the personality.

The child begins in a natural state, in contact with
his or ber organism. And a conflict is set up: the child
is taught that certain feelings or emotions are unac-
ceptable. But they are felt. The child produces a solu-
tion: unconsciousness.

This same strategy is utilized by the child to defend
against any feelings which are experienced as threaten-
ing or overwhelming: pain, fear, anger, and so forth.
It is not only negative feelings that become blocked.
Joy, excitement, sexuality can equally become targets
of emotional repression—when and if they are experi-
enced by the child as threatening to his or her equilib-
rium, safety, or self-esteem.

This problem, which originates in childhood, be-
comes built into the personality, built into an individu-
al’s manner of being and of coping with life, so that, by
the time he or she is an adult, a conditionr of self-
alienation feels “normal.”

Yet that which is disowned and repressed does not
cease to exist. On another level, it continues to operate
within us. Only it is not integrated. So, to the extent
that we suffer from self-disowning, we are in a chronic
state of disharmony with ourselves.
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Yet in romantic love it is precisely the self that we
wish to make visible and to share.

In my Intensive on Self-Esteem and the Art of Being,
one of our central tasks is the rediscovery and reclaim-
ing of various disowned parts of the self, so that
self-esteem can expand and the capacity for love can
flower. Sometimes—often, in fact—when submerged
parts of the self begin to rise to awareness, there is
resistance, there is struggle, there is anxiety and dis-
orientation. “How will people react? Will people still
love me if they learn about my anger? Will people still
care for me if they learn that I am not so helpless? Will
I be abandoned and left alone if T allow my full intel-
ligence to flower and to be seen? Will T still be able to
tolerate my job—or my marriage—if I own who I
really am, if I own what I really feel and what I really
am capable of?”

The point is not that we must act on or express
everything we feel, not even in our most intimate
relationships. Obviously, in matters of behavior, judg-
ment and discrimination are always needed. Sometimes
it may be appropriate to communicate our feelings,
sometimes not. Sometimes it may be appropriate to
share our thoughts and perceptions, sometimes not. We
will say more about that when we turn to the process
of communication. Here what needs to be recognized is
that the primary issue is not berween us and other
people. 1t is between us and ourselves.

If we are free to know honestly what we feel and to
experience it (not merely to acknowledge it verbally),
then we can decide with whom and in what context it
is appropriate to share our inner life. But if we our-
selves do not know, if we are forbidden to know, if we
are afraid to know, if we ourselves have never encoun-
tered who we are—if we are self-alienated—then we
are crippled and incapacitated for genuine intimacy,
which means that we are crippled and incapacitated for
romantic love.

So much of the joy of love—so much that nurtures
love—has to do with showing and sharing who we are.
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Self-disclosure enhances the experience of visibility,
makes possible support and validation, stimulates
growth. Mutual self-disclosure opens the door to many of
the most precious values that we seek in romantic love.

We cannot demand of our lover that he or she
applaud everything we feel, think, fantasize, or desire.
We “merely” need to be able to express ourselves
without fear of moral condemnation or attack, in an
atmosphere of respect and acceptance. And we are
also bound to create the same atmosphere for our
partner. But it is very difficult to give to another person
that which we have not learned to give to ourselves. If
we have learned to lecture and reproach ourselves for
“inappropriate” feelings, emotions, and reactions, we
almost certainly will treat others the same way. We will
lecture and reproach our partner, we will lecture and
reproach our children. We will encourage the person
we love to practice the same self-disowning, the same
self-alienation that we practice. This is one of the ways
we kill love. This is one of the ways we kill passion.

So we must ask ourselves: Do I create a context in
which my partner can feel free to share feelings, emo-
tions, thoughts, fantasies, without the fear that I will
condemn, attack, launch into a lecture, or simply with-
draw? And does my partner create such a context for
me?

If we cannot answer these questions ir the affirma-
tive, we need not wonder at the failure of our
relationship. If we can answer in the affirmative, we
understand a great deal about its success. When a man
and woman feel free to share their fantasies, to express
their wants, acknowledge their feelings, and communi-~
cate concerning their thoughts, with each confident of
the other’s interest and engagement in the process, then
they are masters of one of the most essential elements
in fulfilled romantic love.

Communicating Emotions

Romantic-love relationships are made or broken by the
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of communication. The
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essence of mutual self-disclosure is communication.
And no element of communication is more important to
romantic love than that of feelings and emotions.

Pain

Sometimes we feel hurt, we are in pain. We experience
a desire to express our state to the person we love. We

eerH'é“uuﬂ rieed to talk about it, to express whatever
1s appemng within us.

to be takep seriously, 10 5oL ted We do not wish
0 be told, “You s ou n't eel that.” Or “It’s foolish

to feel that.” We do not wish to be lectured. Very often
the healing is achieved, or the solution is found,
through the simple act of expressing our pain. Nothing
more is needed. We want our partner to understand
that. And our partner needs the same understanding
from us. When each can give this understanding to the
other, the bond of love is strengthened.

But sometimes it is very hard for one partner to give
the other what that person would like because the
partner does not allow the self freedom to experience
and accept his or her own suffering. So how can one
person give to another what that person cannot give
the self?

talking about pain, by seeking to ex I¢
W S e B

,_n_Ih.e_Io.tm_.nf_.anxmt;L Out of the wish to escape

anxiety, the person cuts the speaker off. The partner
does not intend to be cruel, does not really understand
what is happening. But communication has failed, and

ay feel abandoned.
The greatest gi Ometimes give a person we

love is just to listen, just to be there, just to be
available, without amy obligation to say something bril-
liant, or to find a solution, or to cheer our partner up.
But to be able to give that to another, we must be able
to give it to ourselves. If we are harsh and moralistical-
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ly judgmental toward our self, we will not treat our
pariner any better. Self-acceptance js the foundation of
QOEEEI%:LM&IS. The acceptance of our own feel-
ings 1s the foundation of our acceptance of the feelings
of others.

This is an art that can be practiced, an art that can

be learned, by a simple decision to begin, based on an
understandmg of the pnnc1ples we are discussing,.

But su me-
how ggntnbuted to the pain our partner iS_experienc-

ing? Nothing changes; the principle is. the same. The
appropriate response is to listen, to give our partner
the experience of being heard, to show that we care, to
acknowledge our error honestly if we have made one,
and to take whatever corrective action seems appropri-
ate. But first—to listen, to accept—not necessarily to
agree with, but to accept our partrer’s feelings for
what they are, and in any event, not to turn into a
punitive parent.

Fear

Sometimes we experience fear, or our partner experi-
ences fear. It helps to be able to express this fear, to
talk about it, but often this is very difficult. Most of us
have been taught that fear is an emotion to be T,
0 e associate being afraid with humil-
1ation. We associate it with “loss of face.” We_asso-

ciglxi “strength” with lying, with pretending that we do

If we can express our fear with honesty and dignity,
or listen to our pariner’s expression of fear with respect
and acceptance, something beautiful can happen. Two
people can draw closer. The fear itself, through being
accepted and expressed through being d1scharged can
disappear. Or, at minimum, we can gather the courage
to act against the fear—for example, to submit to
surgery that is medlcally necessary, or to undertake
some difficult task in our career, or simply to face
and be honest about some difficult truth

But here again, we deal with the problem of self-
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acceptance: How much better can we respond to the
fear in our partner than we respond to the fear in
ourself? Can we give our partner permission to feel
that which we cannot give ourself permission to feel?
Kilrfldness always begins at home—with kindness to the
self.

If communication is to be successful, if love is to be
successful, if relationships are to be successful, we
must give up the absurd notion that there is something
“heroic” or “strong” about lying, about faking what we
feel, about misrepresenting, by commission or omis-
sion, the reality of our experience or the truth of our
being. We must learn that if heroism and strength
mean anything, it is the willingness to face reality, to
fac;e truth, to respect facts, to accept that that which is,
is.

Anger

Sometimes we are angry with our partner, or our
partner is angry with us. This is entirely normal: it is
part of life, it does not mean that love has gone.

To express anger honestly, to express feelings hon-
estly—to desctibe what we see, Or what Wwe Have
Obscrved, or what we fhink has happened—and to

—describe how e teet abour f=—teTy tie 3ir, Gpens the
door to productive communication.

This is entirely different Itom attacking our partner’s
character, “psychologizing” about our partner’s mo-
tives: “You are always irresponsible!” “You did this
only to hurt me!” “You are just like my last husband
(wife)!” Such expressions are intended not to commu-
nicate but to cause pain, and, generally speaking, they
succeed. They succeed in causing pain—and in inspir-
ing counterattack—but they do not succeed in achiev-
ing productive communication or conflict resolution.

There is an art to expressing anger, and it is an art

*As I discuss in The Disowned Self, when we deny and repress un-
wanted feelings, we remain stuck in them, imprisoned; when we allow our-
selves to experience them fully, we discharge them and bt_agin to move
beyond them. Change becomes possible, growth becomes possible.
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imperative for lovers to learn. The art does not consist
of denying or disowning anger. The art does not consist
of smiling while inwardly burning. The art consists of
being honest. Honest about what? About one’s own
feelings. (Ginott, 1972)

If we wish to be in a love relationship, we owe to
our partner the freedom for him or her to express
anger. We owe it to our partner to listen, not to
interrupt, not to fight back, but to listen. After our
partuer is finished, after he or she feels satisfied about
having said everything, then and then only is it appro-
priate to respond. Then, if we believe our partner has
misinterpreted the facts, we can point that out. If it is
clear that we are in the wrong, the solution is to
acknowledge that.

Relationships are not destroyed by honest expres-
sions of anger. But relationships die every day as a con-
sequence of anger that is not expressed. The repression
of anger kills love, kills sex, kills passion.

In order to repress anger, we often “turn off” to the
person who has inspired the anger. We “solve” the
problem of our anger by making ourselves numb. Re-
lationships are buried by such “solutions.”

1t is to our self-interest to know that if our partner is
angry at us, he or she will tell us so. It is not to our
self-interest to have one who never complains about
things that hurt or anger him or her.

The willingness to share our pain, our fear, and our
anger serves the growth of romantic love. Unwilling-
ness to do so subverts its growth.

So we must ask ourselves: To what extent do I
create a context in which my partner feels comfortable
sharing such feelings with me? To what extent do I feel
comfortable sharing such feelings with him or her?

Love, Joy, Excitement

Communication is the lifeblood of a relationship, and
this includes, of course, not merely the commuircation
of unhappy feelings, such as those we have just dis-
cussed, but also the communication of love, of joy, of
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excitement, not only the communication of emotiomns,
but also the communication of perceptions, thoughts,
fantasies—in other words, the full range of our mental
and emotional world.

To “share a life” means far more than merely to live
in the same house or to “keep company” with some-
one; it means to share our inner processes, our inner
experience, all that pertains to the self.

This observation seems so obvious, and yet, working
with people, it is impossible to escape the conclusion
that it is one of the least understood facts of our
existence.

Expressing feelings of love and appreciation and
desire is vital to the sustaining of a passionate relation-
ship. And yet very often we observe that people are
afraid to express such feelings, afraid to put their
feelings into words, afraid to show how much they
care, how deeply they feel, so they invent transparently
absurd rationalizations to explain their lack of such
communications. “I married you, didn’t I? What more
is necessary? Doesn’t that show I love you?”

And stranger still, perhaps, there is often fear of
being the recipient of expressions of love or apprecia-
tion or desire. Often the person feels uncomfortable.
Perhaps he or she feels undeserving. Perhaps he or
she feels an obligation to say or do something clever or
inspired, when all that is required is to listem, to accept,
to be there.

But what should we do if we experience fear of such
intimacy? The solution, as always, is to accept our
feelings, to own the fear, to admit it honestly, to allow
it to be experienced and expressed, so that it then
becomes possible to move beyond it, not to be forever
imprisoned by it.

We need to ask ourselves: Can I accept my part-
ner’s expressions of love? Of joy? Of excitement? Can
I allow my partner to feel, to experience, and to
convey such states, whether or not I am always fully
able to share them? Or do I turn my partner off, as
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others once turned me off, as, perhaps, I have learned
to turnm myself off?

Small wonder that people who cannot handle the
realm of emotion—either happy emotions or unhappy
ones—complain that inevitably “passion dies.” The
miracle, perhaps, is not that for them passion dies but
that passion ever existed at all, even for a moment.
That it can and does is a tribute to the power of the
life force within us, which, breaking through the barri-
er of our repression and self-alienation, however brief-
ly, points the way to the possibility of ecstasy. Our task
is to learn not to betray that possibility.

We shall have more to say, later in the chapter,
about our fear of excitement, in ourself and in others.
But let us consider next the issue of communicating
our wants.

Wants

If I am afraid to know what I want or to express it
unambiguously, then too often, rather than own the
fear, I blame my partner; I feel hurt and resentment
over the fact that my partner has failed to provide that
which I have not taken responsibility for knowing I
want, let alone communicating it.

Often there is a great fear of knowing what we want
and a greater fear still of expressing to our partner
what we want. There is fear that our partner will not
care, will not respond. There is fear that we will put
ourselves in his or her hands, give the partner too much
“power”—through letting the partner see our naked
feelings and desires. There is fear of self-assertion and
there is fear of surrendering to love. There is fear of
self-expression.

Instead of communication, there is silence, and hurt,
and resentment, and self-created loneliness.

We can readily understand how such a situation
arises, we can readily understand why it is so common,
when we realize how rare it is for a child to be taught
that his or her wants matter, how rare it is for a child,
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even a child who is loved, to have the experience of
being taken seriously as a human being, to have his or
her feelings taken seriously.

If we wish to succeed at romantic love, we need to
be aware of the questions: Do I know what I want?
Am I willing to express what I want? And do I accept
the fact that another person may not always be able to
give me what I want—or may not choose to give me
what I want? Can I allow for that?

Sometimes people justify not asking their partner for
what they want by saying, “Suppose I ask and nothing
happens? Suppose there is no response?” The answer
is: Ask again. And if still there is nmo response? Ask
again. And if still there is no response? Communicate
our feelings about receiving no response. Invite our
partner to share his or her feelings and reactions. And
if our partner refuses, will make no effort even to
- understand? Then we must face something it may be
painful to face: our partner does not seem to be
interested in our desires or even in communicating on
the subject. If that is a fact, it needs to be faced
squarely; we can consider whether or not a solution is
possible, and, if not, whether or not we are willing to
live with the problem. But no good purpose is served
by being afraid to discover the truth.

Manipulation

Often, when we do not feel free to express our wants
directly, we try to get them satisfied indirectly, by
manipulative behavior, which, whether or not it suc-
ceeds in the short term, tends to alienate and antago-
nize our partner and to create distance rather than
closeness and intimacy.

We deal here with one of the fundamental barriers
to communication: the substitution of manipulations
for honest expressions of thoughts, feelings, and de-
sires.

If we are so insecure that we cammot believe honest
expression will ever get us what we want, if we feel
that only manipulations can work, inevitably we will
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sabotage our love relationships. Inevitably we will sab-
otage all our important relationships.

It needs to be stressed, of course, that no one camn
always give us what we want, no one can always
respond to us just as we would like and just at the
moment we would like. No one else exists for the
satisfaction of our desires. And if we attempt to ma-
nipulate a partner into this role, either by playing for
sympathy or by playing for guilt, all we will succeed in
doing in the end is to stimulate resentment, regardless
of whether or not our partner is maneuvered into
complying with our immediate request.

Honest communication, therefore, has a great deal
to do with our willingness and courage to be who we
are, to show who we are, to own our thoughts, feclings,
and desires—to give up self-concealment as a survival
strategy. But we cannot relinquish an error we are
unwilling to recognize. So what is needed is a leap—
into honesty. Just as romantic love is not for children,
s0 it is not for liars, or for cowards.

Honesty and courage serve the growth of romantic
love. Dishonesty and cowardice inevitably subvert it.

None of the foregoing discussion implies that we are
to blurt out indiscriminately every passing feeling,
urge, impulse, desire, fantasy, and thought. Such a
policy is neither possible nor advisable. I am concerned
here with establishing, in a very geperal way, commu-
nication behaviors that serve romantic love and behav-
jors that subvert it. In applying these principles in
practice, sensitivity, intelligence, an appreciation of
specific contexts and situations is always required; the
foregoing are not rules to be followed mechanically.

If, for example, we see that our partner is struggling
with some weighty problem of his or her own, we may
wisely hesitate to share certain of our thoughts or
feelings at that time; we may wait till a later time or
else choose to deal with them alone. Further, commu-
nication is rarely effective when unaccompanied by
benevolence and respect, particularly in the context of
romantic love; there is a difference between expressing
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wants simply, directly, and lovingly and expressing
them with shrill, demanding hostility or resentment.
And there will be times when we will see clearly that
our partner is not i position to satisfy some of our
wants and no good purpose is achieved by introducing
reproach and guilt into the situation.

This said, the underlying truth remains: If we wish
to understand why, with one couple, love seems to
grow, and why, with another, love dies, it is instructive
to watch how the woman and man talk to and relate to
each other—how they communicate. There we will see
an essential ingredient of the answer.

Projecting Visibility

It is clear that romantic love entails a desire to see and
be seen, to appreciate and to be appreciated, to know
and to be known, to explore and to be explored, to
give visibility and to receive it. As discussed in Chapter
2, this is not an incidental feature of romantic love,
but its core, its essence. )

If we talk to people who have been happily in love
for some time, we will often hear such statements as
the following: “He (she) makes me feel appreciated.”
“He (she) makes me feel better understood than I've
ever felt in my life.” “He makes me feel like a wom-
an.” “She makes me feel seen.”

If we watch two people who are in love, if we watch
their eyes, we can notice how central seeing is to
passionate love. The ability to see and to communicate
what one sees—that is, the ability to make the partner
feel visible—is essential to the longevity of a romantic
relationship.

1f we watch a couple who have grown tired of each
other we will notice that they rarely look at each other,
or rarely look in the sense of active secing; there is
dullness in their eyes, a blankness, as if something
inside them had shut down.

For men and women who are not afraid to love, who
are not obsessed with fear of rejection, one of the great
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pleasures of being in love is the pleasure of making the
partner feel more visible to him- or herself, more
self-aware and more self-appreciative. One of the great
pleasures is to lead the partner to deeper and deeper
levels of self-discovery.

Such an attitude originates in the fact of being truly
fascinated with the partner, of wanting to see and
understand this other human being, and of realizing
that this is a process without end. Contrary to the cliché
that “love is blind,” love has the power of secing with
the greatest clarity and to the greatest depth, because
the motivation is there, the inspiration is there. Those
whom we do not love we do not ordinarily look at
closely or for such long periods of time.

Sometimes I will hear a person say, “But I under-
stand my partner totally. There is nothing new to see
or discover. How could there be? We have been to-
gether for ten years!” A person who speaks in this
manner is revealing something else entirely, not about
the partner but about the self: an attitude of mental
passivity that commonly is manifest in other areas of
life as well. It is never true that there is “nothing more
to understand.” There is always more, if only because
a person is engaged in a constant process of unfolding.
And further, our active desire to see our partner and
our ability to do so with fresh eyes encourages the
process of growth and unfolding within him or her.

I am thinking of couples I know who have suc-
ceeded in sustaining love over long periods of time.
Very commonly the two people will ask each other,
“What do you think? What do you feel?” They will
watch each other with genuine interest; they will lean
forward with excitement, their eyes sparkling with
awareness. They enjoy communicating what they see
or sense about the other.

The excitement in their relationship is the reflection
of an excitement existing within each of them as indi-
viduals. This excitement needs to be better understood
because of its relevance to the sustaining of visibility in
particular and romantic love in general.
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Visibility and Excitement

Many people live automatically; they live off past
thinking and past perceptions and past learnings.
Hence life loses its freshness very early. Enthusiasm
dies quickly. Passion dies quite soon. They have turned
themselves more or less into machines and, as ma-
chines, they speak with great authority on the fact that
inevitably passion is short-lived, as inevitably romantic
love must die, as inevitably all enthusiasm must flag.
Their delusion is that they are speaking about reality;
the truth is that they are speaking about themselves.

It is often observed that creative people exhibit a
childlike quality, a freshness and spontaneity in their
way of perceiving and responding to life. The essence of
creativity is refaining the capacity to see life afresh every
day and therefore to be able to perceive the unexpected,
to leap into the unfamiliar, to be open to the novel.

This is precisely the attitude that is required for the
sustaining of passion—and for the continuing commu-
nication of visibility to the person one loves.

Observe that, for most people, it is not only that
romantic love has died by the time they are in their
thirties (or much earlier); virtually all their enthusi-
asms and passions have faded away. Why single out
romantic love? It is not as if they had kept their other
passions aflame and only romantic love has become
extinguished. They have become extinguished.

The question is not must romantic love die? The
question is must all excitement and enthusiasm die?

However we answer, we will be answering for our-
selves. People who have become machines naturally
insist that to be a machine is the essence of our
humanity. But those who have not become automa-
tons, those who perceive the world anew every day,
those who delight in consciousness and in the activity
of consciousness, can only listen to such statements of
despair with incredulity. Their experience is different.

Of course, they are a minority. But they exist. And
their existence is a living refutation of so much of the
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nonsense that is written on the subject of romantic love
by self-proclaimed experts who lost the capacity to
experience it very early, if they possessed it at all.

None of the foregoing is intended to refute the fact
that romantic love tends to pass through stages, and
that the tenth year of a relationship will obviously be
experienced, in some respects, differently from the first.
But I cannot resist mentioning that, as I was editing
this section, a couple came to see me for counseling;
during the session, even while airing disagreements,
they could not keep their hands off each other; she
was sixty-two years old, he was sixty-five.

“Excitement” is the felt energy that we experience
flowing within us and that we have available for our
responses. The enemy of excitement, and therefore of
the ability to experience and express continuing appre-
ciation of our partner, is emotional repression, self-
disowning, self-alienation. People leamn to turn against
themselves, to “turn off” so as to avoid getting hurt or
to win approval or status; they then complain of feel-
ings of emptiness and futility and loss of passion.

Sometimes they decide that romantic love is “too
narrowly selfish,” that personal passion and excitement
are “socially unimportant,” or even “antisocial,” and
they try to discover a mew source of aliveness and
affiliation with some “great cause,” a doctrine, an
ideology, a movement, something “greater than them-
selves,” something that promises them a substitute for
selfhood and personal identity. They are incapable of
loving a single human being, but they love “humanity”
(Hoffer, 1951).

We stay alive, psychologically, by staying in touch
with our feelings, with our emotions, with our thoughts
and longings and fantasies and judgments—with every-
thing that pertains to the world of our inner experi-
ence. And we keep our relationships alive by sharing
this inner world, by exposing it, by expressing it, by
making it part of the lived reality of our existence. And
this includes, as an essential feature, remaining sensi-
tive to what we see in our partner and to how he or she
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affects us, the feelings and thoughts our partner in-
spires irr us, all of which pertain to the issue of psycho-
logical visibility.

Relationships can starve to death through silence,
the absence of this flow of energy between two people,
the absence of exchanging the experience of visibility.
This is one of the reasons why it is so important to
express one’s feelings when we are hurt or angry. If we
fail to do so, after a time we bury more than hurt and
anger; love and appreciation tend to be submerged as
well. We become silent, withdrawn, remote. In supress-
ing negative feelings, we also disown positive ones,
building a protective wall of indifference. Our partner
is now experienced not as a source of pleasure but as a
source of pain against which we protect ourselves by
numbness. We “shut down,” refuse to give our partner
the pleasure of feeling visible and appreciated. But
then where does our relationship go from there? It
becomes a dead end.

We all know that nothing gives us the experience of
being loved as much as when we feel that we are a
source of joy to our partner. There is very little nour-
ishment in a dispassionate analysis of our “virtues,” or
in compliments so sweeping and general that they have
no specific meaning or emotional charge. But the smile
of pleasure on our partner’s face when we enter the
room, a glance of admiration aimed at something we
have done, an expression of sexual desire or excite-
ment, an interest in what we are thinking or feeling, a
recognition of what we are thinking or feeling even
when we have not explained, a conveyed sense of joy
from being in contact with us or simply from watching
us—these are the means by which the experience of
visibility and of being loved are created, are made real
to us. And these are the means by which we create the
experience for our partner.

Fear of Excitement

Can anything be more inspiring than to allow our
partner to see the excitement that he or she stimulates
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in us? Unfortunately, many of us were raised to con-
ceal such excitement, to subdue and submerge it, to
extinguish it in order to appear grown up—soc we are
afraid to let our partner see how much we feel, how
much love radiates through us, how much pleasure our
mate can inspire.

Or perhaps we want to express it, we want to com-
municate it, and it is our partner who withdraws, who
turns us off, who signals that such messages are better
left uncommunicated, because our partner is made
anxious by excitement, even by the excitement that he
or she ignites.

But fear of excitement kills romantic love.

During my Intensives I sometimes take a group
through a simple exercise. Students are asked to close
their eyes and imagine themselves as children playing
alone, feeling happy and joyous and filled with energy,
and then to imagine first Mother and then Father
entering the scene, and then to notice what happens
physically, to notice what happens on a body level, to
notice what happens to their breathing, to their feel-
ings, to their emotions.

The majority report a tensing, a shutting down, a
relinquishing of their excitement. The majority report
that Mother and Father are experienced as the enemy
of their excitement. They become aware of the extent
to which they have learned to suppress or repress
excitement as a matter of course, to treat it almost as a
shameful secret not to be shared or exposed.

I will sometimes say to the group, “Never marry a
person who is not a friend of your excitement.” If our
partner is not comfortable with excitement, in the end
he or she will not be comfortable with love, even the
love we feel for him or her. And if we do not feel that
our partner is the friend of our excitement, then no
matter how much he or she may profess to love us, we
cannot feel fully visible, we cannot feel fully loved, we
cannot feel fully accepted—and we cannot even feel
that our love for our partner is fully accepted.

As I have repeatedly stressed, our partner’s manner
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of treating us is only a reflection of the mamer of
treating him- or herself, just as our manner of treating
our partner is only a reflection of our manner of
treating ourselves. If we cannot accept the excitement
within ourselves, if we do not feel free to show it, how
can we hope to do better by the excitement i anyone
else?

One of my happiest memories of Patrecia is of the
look on her face when she would come to collect me at
the airport when I returned from a trip—a look of
eagerness, expectancy, and enchantment, as if some-
thing wonderful were in the process of happening. It
was a special look, more eloquent than words. Seeing
that look, it was impossible not to feel visible, impossi-
ble not to feel loved. She was not afraid to experience
her excitement or show it. It was her greatest gift.
l?m;c. that energy joins with mine in the writing of this

00

Interlude: An Experiment in Intimacy

We have been discussing mutual self-disclosure and the
art of communication, both of which are vital to the
creation of that quality of infimacy between a man and
a woman which romantic love requires. Intimacy per-
tains to the sharing of the self on the deepest and most
personal and private level—an “exchange of vulner-
abilities,” in the words of Masters and Johnson
(1970). I should like to pause here to report on what I
have called “an experiment in intimacy” that I some-
times suggest in the course of my work with couples.
Sometimes, when working with a man and woman
who have become estranged from each other or whose
relationship appears to have become lifeless and
mechanical, I will propose a certain “homework as-
signment.” They are asked to spend a day together,
entirely alone. No books, no television, no telephone
calls. If they have children they make arrangements for
someone to take care of them. No distractions of any
kind are allowed. They are committed to remaining in
the same room with each other for twelve hours. They
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further agree that no matter what the other might say,
neither will leave the room refusing to talk. And of
course there must under no circumstances be any phys-
ical violence. They can sit for several hours in total
and absolute silence if they like, but they must remain
together.

Typically, in the first hour or two there is some
stiffness, there is self-consciousness; there may be jok-
ing or sparks of irritation. But almost always, after
awhile, communication begins. Perhaps one partner
talks about something that has angered him or her.
Perhaps a quarrel develops. But then, within another
hour or two, the situation begins to reverse itself; there
is growing closeness, a new intimacy. Very often they
make love. Afterward they are generally cheerful and,
although it may be only three o’clock in the afternoon,
one of them, out of nervousness, frequently proposes
that the experiment has “worked” so it is all right now
to go off to the movies or take a drive or visit friends
or do something. But if they stay with their original
commitment, which of course they are urged to do,
they soon move down to a much deeper level of con-
tact and intimacy than the earlier one, and the area of
communication begins to expand. Often they share
feelings they have never discussed before—talk of
dreams and longings that they have never revealed
before. They discover things in themselves and their
partner that they have never realized before. They are
free during this twelve-hour session to talk about any-
thing, providing it is personal, as opposed to discus-
sions of business, problems conceming the children’s
schoolwork, domestic details, and so forth. They must
talk about themselves or each other or the relationship.
Having placed themselves in a situation where all other
sources of stimulation are absent, they have only their
own selves and each other, and then they begin to
learn the meaning of intimacy. There is almost always
a gradual deepening of feeling, a deepening emotional
involvement, an expanding experience of aliveness.

More often than not the day ends happily. But
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sometimes it ends with the realization that the relation-
ship may no longer serve the needs of either and that
they may not wish to remain together. This is not a
failure of the experiment, but a success. It is a success
because the waste of two lives in an empty marriage or
relationship is a tragedy.

When I first propose this experiment to couples I
receive one of two reactions, generally speaking: antic-
ipatory excitement—or anxiety. Fither reaction is in-
formative. If the thought of spending twelve hours in
the presence of “only my mate” fills one with appre-
hension, that is a fact worth knowing.

I have found that for two people who love each
other but who do not know how to make their rela-
tionship work, or do not seem to know how to com-
municate effectively, a twelve-hour session of this kind,
participated in at least once a month, can produce the
most radical changes in the quality of the relationship.
One of the changes is the unexpected discovery of
communication skills they did not evenrr dream they
could possess.

If a human being is always on the run, always
engaged in “doing something,” he or she has little or
no chance for self-encounter and self-exploration. We
need times of stillness to enter into ourselves, to ex-
perience who we are, to revitalize ourselves. The same
thing is true of two people in a relationship. A relation-
ship needs time, it needs leisure.

A couple may run from the tennis court to the
bridge table to the Saturday night dance at their club,
and insist that they are truly sharing a life, and not
notice that they spend no time encountering each oth-
er. They are together, but they never meet.

It is generally recognized that creativity requires
leisure, an absence of rush, time for the mind and
imagination to float and wander and roam, time for the
individual to descend into the depths of his or her
psyche, to be available to the barely audible signals
rustling for attention. Long periods of time may pass in
which nothing seems to be happening. But we know
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that that kind of space must be created if the mind is
to leap out of its accustomed ruts, to part from the
mechanical, the known, the familiar, the standard, and
generate a leap into the new.

Something very similar happens when a couple cre-
ate a time and space for themselves without the dis-
traction of any routine activities, so they can sit
together, sometimes not talking, sometimes thinking
aloud, permitting their thoughts and fantasies to lead
them, slowly going deeper and deeper into who they
are and what they feel and what they mean to each
other. Hovering on the edges of the situation, there
may be the risk of boredom; perhaps nothing will
happen today; perhaps they will just sit, with seemingly
endless time stretching out before them. The risk is
necessary, just as it is necessary for one who creates. A
person who schedules every moment of the day out of
fear of ever being bored or having nothing to do is
condemned to living on the surface of his or her mind,
living superficially, living mechanically, living off the
known and the familiar, because the new resides in the
depths and, for entry into the depths, time without
activity is needed.

Of course there is another risk involved: the risk of
discovering things about each other, or about their own
feelings, that they had been afraid to know. There are
relationships that manage to survive only by virtue of
what the couple have agreed not to talk about, never to
discuss; for such couples intimacy and time spent alone
together is a threat. In all unhappy relationships, where
the couple choose to go on living together, there is a
tacit agreement about that which is not to be dis-
cussed, not to be mentioned, not to be faced or ac-
knowledged—such as how the man or woman feels
about the quality of their sex life, or about what one or
the other does when away alone on trips, or about how
one feels about some habit of the other, and so forth.
Such relationships are characterized by a quality of
emotional deadness. When a couple in such a relation-
ship agrees to participate in the “experiment in intima-



164 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ROMANTIC LOVE

cy” I propose, there is often considerable apprehension
that everything will blow up in their faces because they
will no longer be able to avoid discussing what they
have agreed not to discuss. And when they spend
twelve hours together, often they do begin moving into
the forbidden area, sometimes with surprising results.
Contrary to their fears, the relationship is not de-
stroyed, it is revitalized, often accompanied by needed
changes in their respective behaviors.

When couples who do not spend time together in
this manner, or who refuse to do so, hear of another
couple who does, they sometimes respond by saying,
“Well, it’s easy for them to do it because they find
each other very interesting.” But it is no less true to
say that the people find each other interesting precisely
because they spend time together in this manmer: the
method forbids them to live mechanically.*

In my experience, the results are often far more
powerful than those achieved through marriage coun-
seling.

I trust it is clear that the time span need not be
twelve hours. Sometimes it can be longer, sometimes
shorter. But here is what will not work: A man rushes
home from the office, sits down opposite his wife in the
living room, looks at his watch and says, “All right, we
don’t have to start dressing for the club for half an
hour. Let’s talk intimately. What do you want to say?”

There is no aphrodisiac in the world so powerful
and, in the end, so reliable, as authentic communica-
tion that flows from the core of one being to the core
of another. This, incidentally, is one of the reasons
couples often find sex wunusually exciting after a
screaming fight. They have broken their mechanical
pattern of relating. But there are other and better
forms of intimacy than screaming fights. Fights have
their uses, true enough, but as a steady diet or as an
exclusive form of contact they do not provide much

*For couples who have troubles in their relationship, I genera_lly sug-
gest that they agree to from four to six such all-day sessions, at intervals
of once a month.
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nourishment. We should not need the force of anger to
break down our walls. We should master the art of
shattering them ourselves, if we wish to participate in
romantic love.

Once, following a lecture in which I was discussing
some of these issues, a couple came over to me, very
enthusiastic about the talk, and proceeded to tell me
how happily in love they were—which was how they
looked. Then the man said to me, “But there’s one
thing that troubles me. How do you find the time for
that intimacy?” 1 asked him what his profession was
and he told me he was a lawyer. I said, “There’s one
thing that troubles me. Given how much in love you are
with your wife, and looking at you both it seems clear
that you are, how do you find the time to attend to your
law practice?”” He looked disoriented and nonplussed,
as if the question were one he could not even grasp.
“The question is incomprehensible, isn’t it?” I said to
him. “I mean, you have to attend to your law practice,
don’t you?—that’s important.” Slowly a light began to
dawn in his face. I went on, “Well, when and if you
decide that love really matters to you as much as your
work, when success in your relationship with this wom-
an becomes as much an imperative as success in your
career, you won’t ask: How does one find time? You'll
know how one does it.”

I wish it were possible for me to claim that this last
is a principle I have always understood. It isn’t. When
we are young we are so often reckless with life, reck-
less with love. We imagine that we, and those we love,
will live forever. If, at times, we are neglectful of love,
fail to be sufficiently nourishing to our partner because
we are involved in our work, or some other activity, we
tell ourselves, “Later. I'll take care of it later.” Patrecia
and I probably spent a good deal more time alone
together than most couples, but still . . . I think of the
times we could have been together and weren’t, be-
cause I was doing something else, and I try to remem-
ber what it was that seemed so important at the time.
It is not one of my happier memories.
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In my observation the biggest time-threat comes, not
from our work, but from our social relationships or
what we tell ourselves are our social obligations. Often
it is against these that love needs to be protected. The
time that we and our partner spend in the company of
friends or colleagues can be a source of pleasure, but it
is not a substitute for time spent alone together. Noth-
ing is. Evenings spent with people who do not matter
to us, or do not matter nearly as much as the one we
love, cannot be reclaimed at a later date, cannot be
taken back and relived. It is now or never.

Sometimes, when counseling people who seem genu-
inely to be in love and yet who seem to be reckless
with their relationship and unmindfu! of time, I want
to cry out to them, “We are not immortal! Don’t
assume you will have all the time you need! None of us
knows who will still be here next week! Be here now!
Let your love happen now!”

The Art of Nurturing

Virtually all of the qualities and attitudes needed for
the fulfillment of romantic love require maturity; this
can hardly be stressed enough. If we can see only our
own needs and not the needs of our partner, we are in
the relation of a child to a parent, not of an equal to an
equal. In romantic love, independent equals do not
drain each other; they nurture each other.

To nurture another human being, in the sense meant
here, is to accept him or her unreservedly; to respect
his or her sovereignty and integrity; to support his or
her growth and self-actualization needs; and to care,
on the deepest and most intimate level, about his or
her thoughts, feelings, and wants. It is to create a
context and environment in which a person can live and
flourish.

To nurture another human being means to accept
that person as he or she is, and yet to believe in
possibilities within that person still unrealized. It is to
be honest with that person about our own needs and
wants, and always to remember that the other person



THE CHALLENGES OF ROMANTIC LOVE 167

does not exist merely to satisfy our needs and wants. It
means to express confidence in the person’s strengths
and internal resources, and yet be available to offer
help when it is asked for (and sometimes to recognize
that it might be needed even when it is not being asked
for). It is to create a context in which the person can
experience that he or she matters, that the expression
of thoughts and feelings will be welcomed, and yet to
understand that there are times when what our partner
needs is silence and aloneness.

To nurture is to caress and stroke, without making
demands; to hold and protect; to allow tears and to
offer comfort; to fetch a cup of tea or coffee un-
asked.

Without any implication of immaturity, there exists
in each one of us the child we once were, and there are
times when that child too needs nurturing. We need to
be aware of the child in ourselves and in our partner.
We need to be in good relationship with that child. To
nurture someone we love is to murture the child within
that adult person, and to accept that child as a valid
part of who that person is. To nurture is to love not
only our partner’s strength but also his or her fragility,
not only that within our partner which is powerful but
also that which is delicate.

It is just this pattern of mutual caring and nurturing
that we can observe between men and women who love
each other and who know how to love. Out of the
fullness of their own being comes their ability to nur-
ture. Out of their sensitivity to their own needs, they
are semsitive to the needs of their partner. Out of
acceptance of the child in the self, comes acceptance of
the child in the partner. It is easy enough to under-
stand why for such persons love grows.

And it is easy enough to understand why, in the
absence of such understanding and such nurturing,
love tends to diminish, dry up, and die.

To be nurtured is to experience that I am cared for.
Not to be nurtured is to be deprived of the experience
that I am cared for.
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I am thinking of a couple I know who are very
much in love and very immature, the woman in partic-
ular. Their relationship is tense and stormy, filled with
passion, tears, separations, and reunions. There are
many reasons for their conflict but one clearly has to
do with the woman’s inability to nurture. Not that she
is callous or indifferent; not that she does not try. She
cares and does try; she thinks she does “all the right
things” and cannot understand why her man is unsatis-
fied and unfulfilled. She “plays” at being nurturing,
going through some of the motions as conscientiously
as she can: See what a good girl I am? Now will you
take care of me? The nurturing she offers is not organ-
ic, it does not come from her core, and the man senses
this, even if he cannot put his feelings into words. Tt
does not come out of the spontaneous fullness of love
or the spontaneous fullness of self. And it is subtly
manipulative, although T doubt that the woman is
aware of this, in the ordinary meaning of awareness.

It sometimes happens that men and women who
genuinely do love each other fail to be nurturing. In
addition to what I have already said, the following
considerations seem relevant. If we do not have a fairly
solid level of self-esteem, it will not be all that real to
us that what we do matters to another human being,
one way or the other; we will not feel that effective; we
will not be aware of our ability to have an impact upon
another person—and consequently we can fail to know
that we have the power to nurture the person we love.
Or, even if we do know it, out of an accumulation of
past hurts and resentments undealt with, we may be
emotionally blocked with our partner in ways that
inhibit the flow of feeling and energy that nurturing
entails. Or, after years of frustration, we may have
disowned and repressed our own need and desire for
nurturing and, in consequence, are out of touch with
that need in our partner. For example, in my observa-
tion and experience, men and women who are insensi-
tive to moments when their partner needs to be held
and stroked are often oblivious to their own needs to
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be held and stroked. Whatever the reasons why a man
and woman may fail to nuture each other, there is no
way for love not to suffer.

Returning to the “good girl” of the preceding story,
for example, it is not that she is too “selfish.” Far from
it. It is that her self is too undeveloped, too immature,
There are, after all, limits to how nurturing a child can
be.

Indeed, if she were to try to be “unselfish,” the
problem would only be compounded. Her man would
have reason to feel still more resentment. We do not
want to be nurtured as an act of self-sacrifice. We want
to feel that our partner is selfishly invested in the act of
nurturing. The woman’s problem is not that she is
“selfish” but that her selfishness does not include and
embrace her partner, which is precisely what does
happen in mature love.

The concept of selfishness is so central to mature,
romantic Jove that we shall take a moment to clarify it
further.

Love and Selfishness

Of all the nonsense written about love, none is more
absurd than the notion that ideal love is selfless. What
I love is the embodiment of my values in another
person; properly understood, love is a profound act of
self-assertion.

To love selfishly does not mean to be indifferent to
the needs or interests of the partner. To say it once
more: When we love, our concept of our self-interest
expands to embrace the well-being of our partner. That
is the great compliment of love: to declare to another
human being that his or her happiness is of selfish im-
portance to ourselves.

It would hardly be a compliment to tell 2 person we
love that his or her well-being and happiness are not of
selfish interest to us. To love is to see myself in you
and to wish to celebrate myself with you; this is hardly
unselfish. Yet it is the very essence of love.
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If T accept and respect you, it is not selfless. If I
honor your integrity, it is not selfless. If T care about
your thoughts and feelings, if T hold you in my arms, if
I stroke and caress you, if I love you as I love my own
life—it is not selfless.

And when we who are in love have the wisdom to
spend time together alone...doing nothing as the
word doing is ordinarily understood .. . just being to-
gether, just sharing our beings, sharing our thoughts,
our feelings, our fantasies, our longings . . . sharing the
voyage into that self, using each other to go deeper and
deeper into that self, using each other as a guide, a
facilitator, a mirror, a sounding board for the explora-
tion of the self...making of love a pathway to self-
discovery, making of love a vehicle for personal
growth, making of love a doorway to personal evolu-
tion—is this not the noblest and most exalted expres-
sion of intelligent selfishness?

To love selflessly is a contradiction in terms.

To help us understand this, let us ask ourselves
whether we want our lover to caress us unselfishly,
with no personal gratification in the doing, or do we
want our lover to caress us because it is a joy and a
pleasure for him or her to do so? And let us ask
ourselves whether we want our partner to spend time
with us, alone together, and to experience the doing as
an act of self-sacrifice? Or do we want our partner to
experience such time as glory? And if it is glory that
we want our partner to feel, if we want our partner to
experience joy in our presence, excitement in our be-
ing, ardor, passion, fascination, delight, then let us stop
talking of “selfless love” as a noble ideal.

Even in the most intimate and loving of relation-
ships, we need to be aware of and to respect our own
needs and wants. Not that compromise and accommo-
dation have no place in a love relationship; obviously
they have. But if too often T ignore or sacrifice my own
needs and wants in order to please or satisfy you, I
commit a crime against both of us: against myself,
because of the treason I commit to my own values—
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and to you, because in allowing you to be the collector
of my sacrificial offerings I am allowing you to become
someone I will resent. Love is hardly served by such a
policy.

If we see a person who professes to love but does
not understand the art of nourishing, as discussed
above, that person’s problem is one not of “selfishness”
but of immaturity. It is not self-sacrifice that romantic

love requires, but a grown-up’s understanding of
selfishness.

Sex as an Expression of Love

Sometimes, when we think about the challenges of
romantic love, think about all the hurdles that have to
be met and crossed, it is difficult not to feel sadness—
sadness for every couple who has ever fallen in love,
and then helplessly watched while love slipped away
and they did not know how to stop it, did not know
what had happened or why.

Sometimes it is easy enough to see where people are
being irresponsible or willfully and perversely uncon-
scious or petulantly childish, and then, perhaps, we
do not feel a great deal of sympathy. But when the
causes of love’s disintegration are subtler, less trans-
parent, and the couple’s bewilderment more authentic,
then we can hardly help but feel the pain of all those
who struggle in the dark to create a life for them-
selves.

I am thinking of those who grew up alienated from
their own sexuality, those who experience their sexual
responses, fantasies, and behavior as something dis-
quietingly foreign, not an organic and natural expres-
sion of the self. For them love can be very difficult
because their desires do not follow the pathway of
their admiration, do not follow the pathway of their
professed values, but take their orders from a different
source, 2 self that has never matured.

We recognize, of course, that sex and love, though
related, are obviously different. We recognize that
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sexual desire does not necessarily entail love. We rec-
ognize that gratifying sexual experiences can occur
without great love. That is not the point. We recognize
also that the greatest and most intense sexual experi-
ences occur in the context of love, occur as an expres-
sion of love. What is the torment, then, of those who
claim that when they feel love they do not necessarily
feel ardent desire, or who claim that their best sexual
experiences take place when “unencumbered” by love?
These are the sexually self-alienated men and women
whose love lives are inevitably unsatisfying. Sometimes
their “solution” is to declare with casual indifference
that they are not really interested in love, that it “gets
in the way.”

We need to remember that sexual self-alienation,
like every form of self-alienation, is a state of mind. By
this T mean that, in fact, our sexual responses are
always an expression of the self, always an expression
of who we are, but that is not necessarily how we
experience them.

It is generally recognized that antisexual messages
absorbed in childhood from parents and religious
teachers encourage and exacerbate sexual self-aliena-
tion. The tendency then is to view sex as the darker
and least acceptable side of the self. But of course
sexual self-alienation can have many roots.

Whenr we enjoy healthy self-esteem, when we feel
love of ourself and in harmony with ourself, then sex is
a natural and spontaneous expression of our feelings
for our partner, for ourself, and for life. But when we
are deeply insecure about our worth, when we live with
the chronic sense of feeling threatened or doomed, sex
can become a means of proving we are “bad,” just as
Mummy or Daddy said, of reassuring ourselves that we
are not “bad,” of controlling another human being and
thus proving we are “safe,” of reconnecting in uncon-
scious fantasy with Mother or Father, and so forth.

The bed is like a metaphysical arena in which we
play out the basic drama of our existence. We know,
for example, that a high proportion of persons who are
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strongly preoccupied with power—more particularly
with political power—are inclined to reach their great-
est peaks of sexual intensity in sadomasochistic experi-
ences (see Janus, Bess, and Saltus, 1977). Pain—the
ability to inflict pain and/or to endure pain—is at a
very high emotional premium. Rarely are such persons’
best sex with their marriage partner; they generally do
not feel free to explore the depths of their fascination
with pain, humiliation, and degradation in that context;
often, prostitutes serve their purpose better.

Bed can be a place where we play out our fear of
intimacy, so that sex never truly rises above the level
of masturbation. Bed can be the place where two
children hold hands against the mysterious terrors of
the adult world. Bed can be the place where a man or
woman endlessly reenacts the struggle to gain the love
and approval of a rejecting parent.

Bed can also be the place where an individual’s love
affair with life explodes and overflows in a torrent of
joy and excitement. Bed can be a place in which two
lovers, in the act of worshiping each other, overflow
the boundaries of flesh and spirit and make manifest
the deepest values of their existence.

What successful romantic love requires is a sexuality
that is integrated with the self, that is not experienced
as being at war with other cardinal values of the
self.

If we are not divided against ourselves, if we are not
engaged in a constant struggle to “prove” our worth or
to “prove” anything, then we are free to enjoy our own
being, to enjoy the state of being alive, to enjoy and
appreciate our partner; we do not experience a split
between mind and body, between spirit and flesh, be-
tween admiration and passion. Then we truly think and
feel that our partner is wonderful; we take pride in the
direction of our sexual desires.

The trouble is that if we do not like our particular
sexual responses, we are inclined to disown them even
while acting on them, to deny or avoid the reality of
what we are feeling and what we are doing, and thus to
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keep our sexual psychology hermetically sealed, cut off
from the rest of our conscious experience, cut off from
our knowledge and intelligence, and so we remain
helplessly stuck, unnecessarily stuck. We cannot hope
to outgrow a condition whose reality we will not own,
will ot accept, will not allow ourselves to experience
fully. And so we remain the prisoner of our immaturi-
ty, of the unfinished business of our childhood, which
keeps us from the joys and gratifications of adult-
hood.

In this trapped state, romantic love can be felt only
as a painful longing for a distant, unattainable ideal,
possible, perhaps, to others, but never to oneself.

So we can appreciate how preciously valuable is an
attitude of guiltless and joyous acceptance of sex and
of one’s own sexual feelings and responses, and of
one’s own body and of the body of the opposite gen-
der.

When sex is experienced not as a source of shame or
guilt, but as a vehicle for self-worship and for the
worship of our partner, when sex is experienced as an
expression of our aliveness, of our joy in being, then a
major road has been opened to the fulfillment of ro-
mantic love.

Through the giving and receiving of sexual pleasure
lovers continually reaffirm that they are a source of joy
to each other. Joy is a nutrient of love: it makes love
grow. On the other hand, it is very difficult not to
experience sexual neglect as rejection or abandonment,
no matter what the partner’s other protestations of
devotion, No, sex is not all there is to romantic love;
but can one imagine fulfllled romantic love without it?
Perhaps under very unusual, very tragic circumstances;
but never as a preferred way of life. Sex at its highest
potential is the ultimate celebratior of love.

Admiration

While acknowledging the importance of sexual passion,
the fact remains that sexual passion alone cannot sus-
tain a couple across a lifetime, cannot provide a suf-
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ficient support for all the weight a relationship must
carry. Only admiration can do that.

Throughout the preceding discussion there is the
clear implication that the two people in a love relation-
ship admire each other. Unfortunately, this is not al-
ways the case. But what is the case is that, in the
absence of admiration, it is extraordinarily difficult for
romantic love to survive the stresses to which it inevi-
tably is subject.

The admiration between two people is the most
powerful support system a relationship can have, the
most powerful foundation. Consequently there is the
greatest likelihood that the couple will be able to
handle the pressures and weather the storms that inevi-
tably are a part of life and, therefore, sooner or later
part of every relationship.

For many people it is frightening to ask, “Do I
admire my partner?” It seems less frightening to ask,
“Do I love my partner? Do T desire my partner? Do T
have a pleasant time with my partner?” To ask, “Do I
admire my partner?” is to risk discovering that I may
be bound to him or her more through dependency than
admiration, more through immaturity or fear or “con-
venience™ than genuine esteem.

Whenever I raise the subject of admiration in the
context of romantic love at a public lecture, it seems to
me that I can almost literally see a ripple of apprehen-
sion moving through various couples in the room. On
the positive side, it must be stressed, there are couples
who visibly beam with pleasure and pride when the
subject is raised.

What is odd is how unconscious many people keep
themselves concerning the importance of this issue.
They can talk for hours about the difficulties in their
relationship and never think to raise this question.

I remember once a woman came for a consultation
because she was unhappy with her husband. She pro-
fessed to be bewildered as to the reason. I asked her
what kind of man her husband was and what she
thought of him. She answered, “He is marvelous. He
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brings me breakfast in bed every morning, He is very
kind, never criticizing, never complaining, never de-
manding. He is thoughtful in every possible way. I've
never been treated so well in my life. He is wonderful.”
1 said, “But aside from that, aside from how he treats
you, how do you see him as a human being?” She
answered spontaneously, “He’s terrible. A liar. A
weakling. Right now he’s embezzling money from the
firm where he works. He lives off his charm. He’s—
he’s a great big nothing!” When I gently inquired as to
whether any of that could be relevant to her feelings of
unhappiness, she looked as if she were the sudden
recipient of a miraculously profound revelation,

Any number of internal or external pressures may
cause our love to falter, during the long course of a
relationship, on just about any of the virtues described
in this chapter; admiration may sustain a relationship
when this happens. Where admiration is lacking, we
far less easily tolerate what we perceive to be our
partner’s defects. Besides providing support in the mid-
dle of a storm, however, admiration is enriching in
many ways. In receiving admiration we feel visible,
appreciated, loved, and thus reinforced in our love for
our partner. In experiencing and expressing admira-
tion, we feel pride in our choice of mate, confirmed in
our judgment, and strengthened in our feelings of love.
Two lovers who profoundly admire each other know a
form of delight that is a continuing source of fuel to
romantic love.

Which leads us back to the beginning of this chap-
ter: the importance of self-esteem. When high-self-
esteem people fall in love, admiration is most likely to
be at the core of their relationship. They are most
likely to admire and to be admired. Admiration does
not figure prominently in relationships between people

with low self-esteem. Indeed, in my experience the _

question of admiration is one they generally prefer not
to hear raised.
Small wonder that when a man and woman admire
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each other, love tends to grow. Small wonder that
when they don’t, love tends to die.

The Courage to Love

When people discuss the challenges and difficulties of
romantic love there is an issue they rarely mention:
Romantic love can be terrifying.

When we fall in love we experience another human
being as enormously important to us, enormously im-
portant to our personal happiness. We allow that per-
son to enter the private world within us, which, per-
haps, no one else has ever entered or even known
about, So there is a surrender, not a surrender to the
other person so much as to our feeling for the other
person. Without that surrender love is aborted at the
outset.

In allowing another human being to become so vital-
ly important to us, what is the problem? What is the
obstacle? Very simply, it lies in the possibility of loss.
It lies in the possibility of the other person’s not loving
us in return. Or falling out of love with us. Or dying.

In my Intensive on Self-Esteem and Romantic Rela-
tionships, 1 ask students to break up into small groups,
with men and women separated, and to explore their
feelings about needing the opposite sex. It is very
common for participants to get in touch with feelings
not only of fear but also of anger, of resentment: Need
creates a vulnerability that can be frightening—and
enraging.

In my experience a great deal of the so-called war of
the sexes is a result of a fear of rejection, abandon-
ment, or loss. Often men and women experience great
resistance to owning how much they need each other,
how important the opposite sex is for the enjoyment of
life and the fulfillment of their own masculine or femi-
nine potentialities. Often there is almost hatred of the
fact that we need the opposite sex as much as we
do.
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I am convinced that a great many of the foolish
things women say about men and men say about wom-
en in moments of hurt, suspiciousness, or anger are
merely the product and reflection of past painful expe-
riences of rejection or abandonment. There is a ten-
dency not to own the fear, not to face it honestly, not
to recognize it for what it is, but to rationalize it, to
justify it in terms of sweeping generalizations about
“men” or “women,” to avoid confronting the anxiety
and hurt that is at the real root of such talk.

Since most people have already experienced painful
feelings of rejection in childhood they are, in effect,
“primed” for catastrophe, “primed” for tragedy when,
as adults, they fall in love. They “know” that love
means pain, hurt, nonacceptance, loss. In addition to
childhood experiences they may have been emotionally
bruised or battered in earlier love affairs. So they
“know” that love means torment.

Earlier I spoke about the importance of communica-
tion. But this fear is itself a massive barrier to commu-
nication. When a couple in love quarrel it is very
common to see each of them “shut down,” disconnect
from the depth of their feelings for each other, discon-
nect from the depth of their love, so as to protect
themselves in case things don’t work out. They become
impersonal, remote, even hostile. They are afraid but
they do not acknowledge that they are afraid; instead,
they throw up defenses, throw up barriers. They do
not remain open and vulnerable. In consequence, com-
munication is blocked, sabotaged. When they talk they
rarely express what they are actually feeling. Their
communications are a distortion because their deepest
feelings are forbidden expression. This is why the reso-
lutionr of conflicts can be so difficult. They do not talk
to each other from their core; they talk from behind
their masks.

Many men carry within them conscious or uncon-
scious feelings of hostility toward women and many
women carry within them conscious or unconscious
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feelings of hostility toward men. This is not—and
cannot be—in the nature of life. Men and women meed
each other. That should make them friends. Instead,
too often, it makes them enemies because of the fear
and anticipation of being hurt.

It is mot the fear as such that causes the damage, but
the denial of the fear, the refusal to own it and to deal
with it honestly. Each senses this hostility in the other,
and his or her own fear and hostility are subsequently
reinforced. If it is a love affair, it is a love affair
between two fortresses.

When there is trouble between them the man or
womarn does not say, “I love you and I am frightened
of losing you.” He or she says, “I am no longer so sure
I love you.” It takes courage to say, “I'm afraid.”
When they lack this courage the price often paid is the
destruction of a relationship. And when, through cow-
ardice, they have wrecked several relationships they
are more than ready for those who will tell them that
romantic love is an immature delusion. Better to blame
romantic love than to acknowledge that it is not a
game for the frail of heart.

Sometimes I have heard a man or a woman discuss
their fear of romantic love, not in terms of rejection or
abandonment, but in terms of the loss of self. There is
the fear that romantic love will necessitate a surrender
of personal identity, a fear, in effect, that they will be
taken over, body and soul, by their lover. I have never
heard this fear expressed (with full seriousness) by a
man or a woman with a high Ievel of self-esteem and a
strong sense of personal autonomy. On the contrary:
Im my experience it is precisely men and women who
are self-assured and self-confident who exhibit least
anxiety in surrendering to love. My sense is that people
who speak of fearing the loss of self, in this contexf,
are unwittingly acknowledging the intensity of their
longing for love, of their craving for love and their fear
that in order to obtain it they will sacrifice anything,
their mind, their values, their integrity. If this is true



180 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ROMANTIC LOVE

then the problem lies in inadequate autonmomy, in an
underdeveloped personal identity, and not in the nature
of love.

Sometimes I have had a man or woman speak of
love as a threat to their work. To surrender to love,
they say, is to undermine their total commitment to
their careers. As a man who has been achievement-
oriented all his life and who knows rather a lot about
what it means to love his work, I have never for a
moment believed this argument. I am convinced it is a
rationalization for fear of intimacy. Sometimes there is
the additional fear that the lover will not respect their
work needs and that out of fear of displeasing the lover
they will no longer give work its due. This is very
much like the problem of the person who speaks about
loss of self. It is a problem of inadequate self-assertion,
inadequate autonomy. It is a problem of inadequate
maturity. Of course, if a person has this problem and
does not know how to resolve it, it is better that he or
she face that fact consciously and not attempt intimate
relationships. But this is rarely what such persons
choose to do. They want love, they want relationships,
they want marriage, but they do not want that which is
logically entailed by a serious commitment: They do
not want the obligation to carry their own weight, they
do not want to be there, in the relationship, except at
unpredictable moments, and they want their partner to
accept that, to absorb it uncomplainingly, and to sup-
port the pretense that they have a romance. What they
want, then, is a contradiction: to be in love and yet not
to be in love.

But even if we have made none of these mistakes,
even if we have not suffered from rejection in child-
hood or in past love affairs, even if we do not ap-
proach love with any of the fears or misgivings I have
described, there is still one ultimate threat that must be
acknowledged: the loss of our loved ome through
death. As a possibility, this is, after all, in the very
nature of our existence. Someone has to die first. And
we cannot know when. We do not have to torment
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ourselves with this realization, but we can hardly avoid
the knowledge that the issue exists. And even if we
have the wisdom to accept it serenely, still we must
face it first, acknowledge it, look at it. And for this,
clarity is needed, honesty is needed—courage is needed.

Whe i j ia’s death, T
found myself falling in love with another woman, the
terror that 1 sometimes felt is truly indescribable. I was
forced to confront, at the deepest level, the most fear-
some aspect of romantic love.

I have spoken earlier about the art of accepting
one’s feelings, the art of not fighting reality, of flowing
with one’s experience. There is never a time when our

M@M&@%%@LUMw
_ than whea we must deal with the loss of 2 loved ope
through death. Mourning 18 ﬁééessgr_z, grieving is nec-
€ssary € 012 1s to recover, I emotional well-
being is ever again to be possible. But it is a process
terrible beyond words.

1t is not simply a matter of allowing pain to be felt.
It is a matter of being willing to experience everything,
of accepting without censorship and without self-re-
proach all the feelings, thoughts, fantasies that arise to
torment one at such times.

To make the full reality of the situation clear I need
to say something about what life was like the year
following Patrecia’s death.

On some days, or during some moments or hours, I
would feel the horror of the accident and the loss rising
within me and I would feel my body involuntarily
tensing against the agony and I would tell myself,

- : ccept.” Sometimes I would feel
myself assailed by guilt and self-reproach and I would
not attempt to argue that this was irrational. I would
tell myself, “Fine. Today is your day to feel guilty.
Accept this, too.” On some mornings I would awaken
feeling unaccountably euphoric and then, minutes or
hours later, the euphoria would turn into tears and
then into animal wails; there was nothing to be done
but accept all of it, not to fight but to allow, to permit
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the organism to do whatever it needed to do, to experi-
ence whatever it needed to experience. Sometimes, at
unpredictable moments, there were violent sexual feel-
ings—then violent rage—then, at other times, a devas-
tating sense of powerlessness. There were days when I
would find myself recalling every bit of Patrecia’s be-
havior that had ever bothered me, as if by focusing on
real or imagined faults I could thereby minimize the
magnitude of the loss. I tried not to fight, I tried not to
change or correct anything. I simply allowed, watched,
and waited. Worst of all, perhaps, were the times when
everything inside me seemed to be disintegrating, as if
the entire structure of my mind and body were crum-
bling and I was falling endlessly through space. I could
hear every cell i my body screaming Patrecia’s name.

Of course there were times when I did fight against
feeling what I was feeling, times when I did resist,
times when it all became too much and my whole body
contracted into one immense “No!” Then the challenge
became to accept the resistance, to allow the fighting
and the denial, to experience that—and to wait.

It was an act of trust, trust in the organism’s powers
of self-repair, trust that if I did my best not to disown
my experience and to own my moments of disowning
when they did occur, eventually a healing integration
would happen. This is what has happened—and what
continues to happen.

But, in the throes of all this, to open myself to
another woman, to allow another human being to mat-
ter, to matter all the way down, to matter without
reservation or restraint, meant, in principle, to make
myself once again vulnerable to this kind of agony, at
some unkmnown point in the future, to the possibility of
it. It was in this manner that I had to confront the
worst terror of romantic love.*

I have been very fortunate. The woman with whom
I have fallen in love encourages me to speak about and

*Sometimes something of this terror is experienced when & person falls
in Iove again, not after a death but after an excruciatingly painful divorce.
The principle—and the problem—are the same.
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share not only my feelings of anxiety about falling in
love again but also all the feelings I experience relative
to Patrecia. I have never had to hide or conceal any-
thing.

What are we to do when and if we feel the terror 1
am describing? We own it. We express it. We talk
about it. We do not pretend it does not exist.

It is not the fear of loss that destroys us. It is
denying the fear. If we own it, if we express it, we
discover that gradually it disappears. And even when it
is still present it does not manipulate us into behaving
in ways that sabotage love. But if we make ourselves
unconscious of it, if we deny it, then we become its
unwitting pawn and we find ourselves mysteriously
withdrawing from our partner or become inappropri-
ately critical or wondering if we do not perhaps long
for our freedom, or practicing some other maneuver
that will subvert our happiness.

Unconsciousness is Orl=

bt . - : X
scious lutio tion 1is
a acc ion.

I said at the start that T see romantic love as one of
the great challenges and one of the great adventures of
our existence. It requires much of us. It demands a
high level of personal evolution. And it is pitiless—Ilike
the law of gravity. If we are not ready, we fall. If we
are not ready, we fail.

But even if we fulfill the requirements of love, we
wonder whether or not it will last forever. We wonder
whether or not it will or should lead to marriage. We
ask ourselves: What is the purpose of marriage? We
wonder if, evenr if we love our marriage partner, we
will ever love or desire anyone else. Everywhere we
look we see that life changes and evolves; we wonder if
romantic love can be an exception.

Let us turn to these and other questions.

Marriage, Divorce, and the Question of Forever

When two people wish to commit themselves to each
other, to share their lives, to share their joys and their
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struggles, and when they wish to make a statement to
the world around them about the nature of their rela-
tionship, to give it social objectivity, they look to the
form or structure of a marriage agreement as a means
through which to express, solemnize, and objectify
their choice.

The institution of marriage, certainly as it exists
today, is a response to our desire for, and perhaps need
of, structure. This does not mean that every couple
who fall inr love automatically think of marriage; many
do not. More and more couples currently are choosing
to live together without marriage in the legal sense. But
if and when they do choose to marry, I think their
motive is best understood in terms of a very human,
very natural longing for structure.

We can acknowledge the legal and financial consid-
erations that often make marriage desirable, considera-
tions having to do with the protection of children,
questions of inheritance, and so forth. These practical
considerations can obviously be important. But I do
not believe they represent, for most people, the essence
of marriage or the ultimate grounds for its existence.

The desire for structure is hardly irrational. It is
only irrational to imagine that structure per se will
solve all the problems of human relationships. Clearly,
it doesn’t.

Neither religion nor the state created marriage. They
merely arrogated to themselves the right to sanction or
bless or otherwise control a relationship that developed
out of the choices and needs of individual men and
women. This point needs to be stressed because some-
times resentment of religious or political involvement
in the marriage agreement turns into resentment against
marriage itself. Yet the two issues are entirely sepa-
rate.

The essence of marriage—especially in the sense we
are concerned with here—is not legal but psychologi-
cal. There are people who live together without legal
sanction and yet who are more truly married, psycho-
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logically, than others who have participated in a for-
mal wedding ceremony. The essential issue is one of
commitment.

This means, first of all, the acceptance, without
resistance or denial, of the importance of the other
person to our life. It means that we experience our
partner as essential to our happiness and are at peace
with this fact. But it means more than that: it means
that our experience of self-interest has expanded to
include the interests of the person we love, so that the
happiness and well-being of our partner becomes a
matter of our personal, selfish concern. Without any
denial or loss of individuality, there is the sense of
being a unit, especially in regard to the rest of the
world. There is the sense of an alliance: Whoever
harms my partner harms me. And more: the protection
and preservation of the relationship exists on my high-
est level of priorities, which means that I do not
knowingly or deliberately act so as to jeopardize our
relationship; profoundly respecting the needs of the
relationship, I try to be responsive to those needs to
the best of my ability.

It is easy enough to see that if this is the meaning of
commitment, most marriages exist with far less than a
full measure of commitment on the part of those in-
volved.

Sometimes a couple will ask, “But why bother with
all that? Tsn’t it enough that we love each other? Why
marry? Especially since we don’t plan to have chil-
dren.” Marriage is not an obligation; it is a choice. No
one can reasonably say that two people “should” get
married. There is no rule about it. If a couple wish to
live together without the formal commitment of mar-
riage, there are no grounds for urging them to change
their policy. Marriage is too difficult and hazardous an
undertaking to be entered into without total, unre-
served enthusiasm. At the same time, it is hard to
escape the impression—which some recent studies
seem to support—that antipathy to marriage is linked
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in the minds of many people with a fear of commit-
ment, fear of dedicating themselves totally and unre-
servedly to any relationship.

The ability to make the kind of commitment that
marriage logically requires presupposes a reasonable
level of maturity. It presupposes, among other things,
the wisdom to choose a partner with whom sustaining
such a commitment is realistically possible. We know,
of course, that the younger people are when they
marry, the more likely it is that the marriage will end
in divorce. This is hardly surprising. Unfortunately, the
ideal age for child-bearing is not the ideal age for
marriage, at least as we are mow psychologically consti-
tuted. We must live with the fact that the great majori-
ty of young marriages will end in divorce, and there is
every reason to believe that the divorce rate will be
even higher in the future. Divorce has become, increas-
ingly, a normal way of life; it is not a deviation from
the normal pattern, it is the normal pattern.

And yet, most people who divorce remarry subse-
quently. They may have lost their joy in a particular
partoer, but they have not lost their enthusiasm for
marriage, judging by the statistics on second and third
marriages, Marriage continues to represent the pre-
ferred state for most men and women.

While lifelong monogamy is still the more-or-less
official ideal of our culture, the social reality seems
better described by a different pattern: serial monoga-
my. We are only married to one person at a time
(monogamy), but in the course of our lifetime we may
be )married to two or three people (serial monoga-
my).

This need not be viewed as a misfortune or a trage-
dy. There is no necessary implication in this of taking
marriage lightly or irresponsibly. It is an error to
assume that a marriage is invalid if it does not last
forever.

The value of marriage is to be gauged by the joy it
affords, not by its longevity. There is nothing admira-
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ble about two people remaining together in marriage,
thoroughly frustrated and miserable, for fifty years.

Morever, it would be an error to assume that serial
marriage is becoming more and more the morm only
because of people’s immaturity, only because most
people do not know how to function effectively in a
love relationship or to choose a partmer wisely in the
first place. Important as this consideration is, it is only
one of the reasons marriages end.

We have to recognize that change and growth are of
the very essence of life. Two human beings, each
pursuing separate paths of development, can encounter
each other at a point in time where their wamts and
needs are congruent and can share their journey over a
period of years with great joy and nourishment for
both. But a time can come when their paths diverge,
where urgent needs and values impel them in different
directions, and it can become necessary to say good-
bye. This is painful, undeniably; we want to cling, we
want to hang on, we sometimes passionately resist the
forces within ourselves that urge us into new and
unfamiliar situations.

I am thinking of a romance I witnessed between a
twenty-two-year-old woman and a forty-one-year-old
man. He had recently come out of an unhappy mar-
riage, she out of a highly frustrating relationship with a
very immature youth, Looking at the older man, she
saw a maturity she had never experienced in a man,
combined with an excitement for life that seemed to
match her own; looking at her, he saw in her eyes an
appreciation of his excitement and a radiant excite-
ment of her own that he had not experienced with his
wife. They fell in love; for awhile they were ecstat-
jcally happy together. Time passed and frictions slowly
and subtly developed between them. She wanted to be
free, to play, to experiment—in a word, to be young;
he wanted the stability of a firm commitment. Gradu-
ally they saw how different were their respective stages
of development and, consequently, many of their wants
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and needs. They felt compelled to say good-bye. But
was their relationship a failure? I do not think they
would say so. Each one of them gave the other some-
thing beautiful, something nourishing and memorable.

Sometimes couples choose to place the preservation
of the relationship above other growth or developmen-
tal needs and to repress the impulse to move along new "
pathways. The security and value of what they have
takes precedence over the possibility of what they
might become. This is a choice. We take what we
want—and we pay for it. Sometimes romantic love
survives this choice; sometimes it doesn’t.

Interlude: Process Versus Structure

It is very common these days to hear such assertions as
“Monogamy doesn’t work.” Or “Marriage doesn’t
work.” There is a sense, of course, ir which these
statements are true. There is another sense, however,
in which they are totally misleading. The fact is non-
monogamy doesn’t work, either, and neither does non-
marriage. For most people nothing works.

There is certainly no evidence to suggest that being
unmarried makes most people happier than being mar-
ried. The reverse is true. And there is no evidence to
suggest that being nonmonogamous makes people hap-
pier thar being monogamous. Every choice creates its
own problems and generates its own difficulties.

When I am asked, do I believe in monogamy (more
precisely, in sexual exclusivity) or do I believe in
marriage, I cannot answer the question as stated. I
neither believe nor disbelieve. There is an inaccurate
presupposition in the question.

The implication of the question is that one structural
arrangement between people is inherently superior to
another, regardless of who the people are, regardless of
their psychology, regardless of how they conduct them-
selves, regardless of how they deal with their partrer. I
call this the “structure approach” to human relation-
ships. In contrast, I am a proponent of the “process
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approach.” The difference is this: The structure ap-
proach puts its primary emphasis on the form that a
relationship takes; the process approach puts its pri-
mary emphasis on what specifically happens between
the people involved. When I speak of “the form™ of
the relationship I refer to such matters as whether or
not two people live together, whether or not they are
married, whether or not extramarital affairs are an
agreed-on part of their understanding, and other mat-
ters of this kind. When I speak of “process™ I refer to
the kinds of behavior that go on between them, the
kind of issues discussed in this chapter.

If, to take an extreme example, two couples choose
to live together in a “four-person marriage,” this is an
issue of the form of the relationship; it does not yet tell
us how the four people will deal with one another,
which is a question of process. It does not tell us, for
example, whether they will own their feelings or deny
them, whether they will express their wants or conceal
them, whether they will be interested in anyone else’s
context or only in their own, whether their dealings will
be honest or manipulative, whether they will make one
another feel visible or invisible, whether they will cre-
ate an atmosphere of respect and dignity or hysteria
and game playing. If the processes by which they deal
with one another are rational, appropriate, grounded in
respect for reality, they will discover soon enough
whether or not a four-person marriage works for them.
If their processes are not rational, not appropriate, not
grounded in reality, nothing will work for them, neither
a four-person marriage, nor a two-person marriage,
nor casual affairs, nor celibacy.

The point is that if a person does not know how to
deal sensitively and intelligently with his or her lover,
taking a second lover will probably not enhance wis-
dom. It will merely expand the area of incompetence.
And if a person does have the sensitivity and intelli-
gence to deal with another human being in a love
relationship, then he or she will know that there are
not absolute rules concerning such matters as sexual
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exclusivity and that such issues are always a matter of
the context, individual histories, personal life-styles,
developmental and emotional needs, and overall psy-
chology of the persons involved.

In matters such as sexual exclusivity, about which
we will talk more shortly, we cannot realistically write
prescriptions that will fit the whole human race. Solu-
tions must be custom-tailored to individuals, not ac-
quired “off the rack.” '

If the old-fashioned orthodoxy was that only sexual
exclusivity between partners is moral, appropriate, psy-
chologically healthy, then the new orthodoxy, in some
quarters, is that only multiple sexual relationships are
moral, appropriate, psychologically healthy. Once
upon a time, if a couple came for marriage counseling
because one party desired to have an outside affair, the
consensus was that the problem belonged to the person
desiring the outside affair; today it is often considered
to be the problem of the party who objects. I do not
believe that this is progress. Both views assume that
someone must be guilty, that there is one right pattern
for everyone and that whoever is outside the pattern
needs to be “fixed.”

Whatever choices we make, there will be conse-
quences. Of all proverbs I have ever heard, my favorite
is a Spanish one which says, “ “Take what you want,’
said God, ‘and pay for it.’” Mature people project
consequences in advance—and take responsibility for
their actions. Sometimes, it is true, we cannot foresee
all the consequences of an action; but if we choose to
take it anyway, we need to be clear about our uncer-
tainty and about the fact that consequences we may
not like will follow.

There are individuals who know how to make mar-
riage and sexual exclusivity work for them. There are
individuals (smaller in pumber) who know how to
make nonmarriage and nonsexual exclusivity work for
them. In both cases, they are a minority.

I can think of couples who began their relationship
on the premise of sexual exclusivity, then later chose
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to drop that requirement, then later chose to reinstate
it. I can think of couples who began their relationship
on the premise of nonsexual exclusivity, then later felt
the need for it, then once more returned to their first
choice. Sometimes such relationships survive; some-
times they don’t. ““Take what you want,” said God,
‘and pay for it.’ ”

If I go by my own experience and the experience of
colleagues with whom I have discussed the question,
most couples or individuals who have experimented
with sexually “open” relationships in their younger
years are generally inclined, by the time they are in
their forties or early fifties, to favor sexual exclusivity.
This seems to be the conclusion of Nena O’Neill, in
The Marriage Premise (1977), which was written
some years after Ms. O’Neill coauthored the famous
book, Open Marriage (1972). The reasons seem to
involve the desire for a firm commitment, the stability
and security that result from total dedication to one
person and one relationship, plus, no doubt, a certain
boredom or disenchantment with the pursuit of sexual
variety for its own sake. There is the feeling that
romantic love, in the context of an exclusive relation-
ship, may in the end be the most exciting adventure
there is.

This is my own conviction.

Sexual Exclusivity

But within the context of marriage or, for that matter,
of any romantic relationship where there is serious
co;nmitment, what of the question of sexual exclusivi-
ty

When we love passionately, I believe the desire for
sexual exclusivity is entirely normal. When we love
passionately, the act of sex is experienced by us as
anything but “merely a physical act,” because it is
such a powerful vehicle for our expression of love. It is
not only our bodies that meet in bed, it is our souls. In
consequence, the thought of our partner sharing that
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particular response with another person is painful. Cul-
tures that take extramarital sex for granted are not
cultures in which marriage is associated with intense
passion.

I do not wish to imply, let me say at the outset, that
an extramarital affair, if it happens, should or will
necessarily lead to catastrophe for the primary rela-
tionship. Not at all; I am simply observing that the
desire for sexual exclusivity is thoroughly understand-
able and is not a manifestation of neurosis or mérely a
remnant of “old-fashioned conditioning.”

At the same time, we are sexual beings and we do
not cease to become sexual beings—fortunately—when
we fall in love. We do not become blind to the rest of
the human race merely because we are in love, al-
though it sometimes seems that way for awhile. We are
not oblivious to the attractiveness of human beings
other than our partner. Sometimes our awareness of
that attractiveness generates desire. Whether or not we
will choose to act on the desire is another question
entirely, but that such a desire can arise, and almost
certainly will from time to time, seems an obvious and
inescapable fact of human psychology.

Obviously, the more secure we are within ourselves,
the stronger our self-esteem and the stronger our sense
that we are loved and desired by our partner, the easier
it is for such occasional desires in our partner to be
accepted by us. We are not obliged to enjoy them, but
neither are we inclined to catastrophize them. On the
other hand, if we are insecure within ourselves, if it
never really felt plausible that anyone should love us,
and if we suffer doubts about the depth of our part-
ner’s love and desire for us, then any sexual response
of our partner toward another person almost inevitably
generates anxiety if not panic. We live waiting for the
ax to fall.

Assessing the matter realistically, it seems clear that
long-term sexually exclusive relationships are far more
likely to happen in the second half of life than in the
first. When people fall passionately in love in their
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forties, they are not so likely to be still sexually in-
experienced; there is a better chance that much of their
sexual curiosity has been satisfied; and they are more
likely to be interested in and psychologically motivated
to preserving a sexually exclusive, or at least pre-
dominantly sexually exclusive, relationship.

When people fall in love and marry in their twenties,
the likelihood of their preserving that relationship, with
or without sexual exclusivity, across a Lifetime, is very
remote, as we have already noted. In our twenties we
are very unlikely to be sufficiently developed to be able
to make a lifelong commitment. And even if our choice
of partner is appropriate at the time, even if it is a
wise, intelligent, and mature choice, the normal process
of change, growth, and evolution may generate differ-
ent desires and needs in later years.

To make this point clear, consider that if our normal
Iife expectancy were a thousand years, no one would
imagine that a couple marrying in their twenties were
marrying “for life.” It would be recognized that their
commitment was a commitment to share part of a
journey, not its entirety. And if our life expectancy
were five hundred years? A hundred years? Where is
the line to be drawn?

None of the foregoing is intended to demy that there
are people who marry in their twenties or thirties and
do remain together, happily together and with sexual
exclusivity, for as long as both of them Jive. What
needs to be challenged, however, is the assumption
that any other pattern necessarily represents a fail-
ure.

Let us consider some of the reasons persons
involved in an important primary relationship may
sometimes find themselves drawn to outside sexual
encounters. We are not discussing relationships in
which there is neither serious love nor serious com-
mitment.

A common popular assumption—quite mistaken, as
it happens—is that the basic reason for extramarital
affairs is sexual frustration in the primary relationship.
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While this is sometimes the case, it is far from being a
universal explanation. Many persons engage in outside
relationships with partners they perceive as less attrac-
tive and less sexually exciting than their mate. What is
involved, often, is a powerful desire for movelty and
variety.

Especially when people marry who have had little or
no previous sexual experience, it is highly likely that in
later years they will wonder what they might have
missed, what else might be “out there” that they don’t
know about, and extramarital experimentation can fol-
low as a consequence.

But at any age, and regardless of our past experi-
ence, an outside affair is sometimes sought to relieve
what we experience as the staleness of our existence, to
relieve a generalized sense of tedium or boredom, or is
sought as consolation for some frustration, not it our
primary relationship, but in our work or career.

All of these considerations may be subsumed under
the concept of the hunger for new stimulation, new
levels of excitement. Yet we need to look more closely
at this desire for novelty and variety, not because it is
not often real and authentic, but because it is an
explanation often used to cover a multitude of other
motives. In other words, sometimes it is the explana-
tion offered but is not a true explanation. It is unneces-
sary, in this context, to attempt to list all the possible
factors that might lead to an extramarital sexual en-
counter other than a hunger for novelty, but listed
below are some common motives worth recognizing.

Sometimes what is involved is the desire to assure
ourselves that we are still attractive; the desire is for
ego enhancement or ego gratification.

Sometimes we wish to be with a person who does
not know our history, has not seen our growth, is not
familiar with our faults—who sees us as a fresh per-
son, as it were.

Sometimes we feel hurt by our partner and an affair
is a form of revenge or ego salvaging. Sometimes we
are retaliating for an affair undertaken by our mate.
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Sometimes we are involved with a partner whose
own life scenario requires a mate who will be “unfaith-
ful,” who will “wrong” him or her, who will “betray”
him or her, and we who have the affair may be totally
unaware of having been manipulated into it by the
“wronged”™ and “betrayed” partner.

Sometimes extramarital affairs arise simply out of
loneliness, as when circumstances cause partners to be
separated from each other for some period of time.

Sometimes we meet a new person of a kind who, in
our earlier years, we felt we could not possibly have,
and now, when the opportunity is presented, the temp-
tation may be felt as irresistible.

Sometimes we meet a new person who strikes chords
within our being that have never been struck before;
new doors are opened; new understandings and new
gratifications are experienced. And we feel drawn to
encounter this new person on every level—including
the sexual—even though the attachment may not be
strong enough to motivate us to separate from our
primary partner.

My purpose is not to evaluate these motives as
“s00d” or “bad,” but simply to draw attention to them
and to the fact that they should not be obscured
beneath clichés about the “desire for novelty.”

One thing seems clear: It is an error to assume that
if two people “really” love each other it is impossible
for either of them to have an affair—or to desire
one—with anyone else.

Some people are far more comfortable with sexual
exclusivity than others. Some people, no matter how
much they love, would probably experience several
decades of sexual exclusivity as more or less impossi-
ble for them. We do not understand all the reasons for
these differences in psychology. What is certain, how-
ever, is that neither moral applause nor moral con-
demnation nor swift and easy umiversal prescriptions
are of any value whatever.

We might wish that such problems did not arise in
the course of our marriage. We might hope that they
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will pot arise. And indeed they may not. But if they
do, wisdom asks that we do not catastrophize, do not
conclude that the only possible meaning is that love is
gone, do not conclude that our relationship is now
unavoidably doomed.

I can think of cases in which an extramarital affair
seems to have strengthened the primary relationship. I
can also think of cases in which it seems to have
destroyed it. One has to look at each situation in its
own terms, in its own context,

I do not think anyone can reasonably argue against
the fact that extramarital affairs threaten a primary
relationship. When we open a door and walk through
it, we cannot know for certain what lies beyond. Let us
not ignore the obvious: When our partner has affairs
with other people, we usually feel hurt, and too great
an accumulation of pain can cause love to die. This
does not mean that the couple necessarily separate;
they may continue, but on different terms; the charac-
ter of the relationship has changed; their new accom-
modation may still include love, but they may no
longer wish to characterize it as romantic love. The fire
is gone.

And yet...I am thinking of a couple who had the
wisdom to see very clearly that the involvement of one
of them in an extramarital affair pointed to some
unresolved problems in their relationship. They saw
that that was the time mot to surrender to fear but to
summon their courage and their wisdom, to fight for
the relationship, not to abandon it. They saw that their
most imperative need was to understand why the affair
happened. They succeeded, and their relationship was
reborn and revitalized.

If our partuer sleeps with someone else it is under-
standable that we may feel hurt or angry. Perhaps we
feel frightened; perhaps we feel threatened. But what-
ever we may feel, we peed to understand that no good
purpose is achieved by attempting to hold and control
our partner by means of guilt, by means of reproaches.
The impulse to attack, to lash out, may feel very
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natural. But if the preservation of romantic love is our
purpose, we need to recognize that this is not a strate-
gy that heals, it is a strategy that alienates. Neither is it
a healing strategy to pretend an indifference we do not
experience. What is needed is not lies, but understand-
ing and an honest effort at communication.

Some couples accept the fact that outside affairs can
happen, and agree, in principle, to accept them, pro-
viding there is full disclosure. Other couples express a
preference for discretion and silence; they agree, in
principle, to accept such affairs, but ask not to be told
about them. Both policies have their hazards.

Whatever choice and decisions a couple makes will
have consequences. Sometimes a couple will begir with
one policy, realize it does not work for them and
change to another. All one can say, both to those
couples who are inclined to sexual exclusivity and to
those who are not, is, “Be as honest with each other as
you can be about your feelings, preferences, and ac-
tions. Don’t lie to yourself. Dor’t lie to your partner.
And youwll discover what works for you and what
doesn’t work for you.”

In any event, I am personally convinced that a con-
tinuing practice of deception can poison the best of
relationships. Lies are unavoidably alienating. Lies
create walls, barriers.*

What seems to be changing today, and changing for
the good, is an increasing unwillingness on the part of
people to live with lies in this area—an increasing
impatience with a life of deception, and a greater
desire for the whole issue to be brought into the
open.

It seems clear that fewer and fewer couples today
are willing or able to dedicate themselves to sexual

*The difficulty in writing about such a subject s that almost anything
one says can be misinterpreted. For example, I have just stressed the
desirability of honesty. But there are men and women who, when they
bave extramarital affairs, rum home to tell their spouse in intimate
detail what they have done, blow by blow, caress by caress, as if their
spouse were a “Mummy” or “Daddy”™ whose blessing they were seeking.
When challenged, they might very well insist that they are metrely prace
ticing the virtue of honesty.
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exclusivity across a lifetime. Men and women will need
the wisdom, early in their relationship, to face this
issue squarely, to formulate a policy for dealing with it
that each can live with. Ideally, they will formulate a
policy before the issue arises.

One cautionary observation seems appropriate at
this point. A possible pitfall in extramarital relation-
ships, which I have seerr again and again, is that they
make marriages bearable. Hence they may keep the
men and women involved from confronting the pain
and frustrations in their primary relationship; their
affairs are not a solution but an anodyne, a pain-killer.
So for those who are tempted by extramarital affairs, it
can be very important to ask: How do I imagine I
would feel about my marriage if 1 were not to have
extramarital affairs? s

It is easy enough to declare, dogmatically, that sex-
ual exclusivity is the only workable life-style for every-
one, or to declare, equally dogmatically, that “open™
sexual relationships are the only practical answer. Nei-
ther assertion shows adequate respect for the subtleties
and complexities of relationships or the profound dif-
ferences that exist among people.

There are no easy answers.

Jealousy

This is clearly the appropriate moment to consider the
problem of jealousy and romantic love.

The first thing we should understand about jealousy
is that it is a word used to describe a variety of
emotional states that are by no means identical. It is
confusing when, for example, the same word is used to
describe the simple pain we might feel at learning that
our partner has slept with another person, the frenzied
suspiciousness of a person who is constantly seeing
signs of infidelity where none in fact exist, and the
anxiety-ridden possessiveness of a person who cannot
bear for his or her partner to find value or pleasure in
any other human being, male or female.
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In a sexual-romantic context, “jealousy” involves
feelings of anxiety, feelings of being threatened, fanta-
sies of Tejection or abandonment, and, very oftem, rage,
in response to our partner’s real or imagined interest
in, or involvement with, another persorn.

There are those who say that jealousy, however
understood, is irrational. This is not a view I share.
Emotions are neither rational nor irrational. Human
beings can be described as rational or irrational;
thought processes can be described as rational or irra-
tional; but emotions simply are. One might reasonably
be tempted to call jealousy irrational in one context
only: when it is experienced it the absence of any
objective provocation; when it has no basis in external
reality. Even then, of course, if we are t0 speak literal-
ly, what is irrational is not the feeling but the distorted
thinking processes that give rise to it.

Sometimes people feel jealous because they have
deep self-doubts and insecurities and live with constant
anticipations of rejection and abandonment. Sometimes
they experience jealousy because they feel ignored or
neglected by their partner and now see someone else
receiving the very consideration they wanted them-
selves. Sometimes jealousy arises, in a new relation-
ship, because of painful experiences in past relation-
ships involving the partner’s involvements with other
people. Sometimes jealousy arises because one person
has disowned his or her own sexual interest in other
people and projected the problem onto the partner.
Sometimes jealousy comes out of a generalized appre-
hension that somehow happiness will be destroyed.
Sometimes jealousy is ignited by the anxiety triggered
by the direct knowledge that a partner is involved with
another person.

Obviously jealousy can be damaging to romantic
love. What is needed to counter this danger is the art
of managing jealousy when it arises.

Typically, when people are jealous they respond
with anger, accusations, tears, and character assassina-
tion of their partner. All of this tends to provoke
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defensiveness and counterattack on the part of the
accused party. Screams, denials, Hes, or angry silence
take the place of authentic communication.

When people feel jealous they very rarely own their
feelings honestly. Suppose, for example, that a woman
sees her husband flirting with another woman at a
party. She is far more likely to become hostile, bitter,
or accusing than to say to him, “Watching you, I felt a
little anxious, I felt a little scared. I began having
fantasies of your running off and leaving me.” Were
she to speak to him in this manner she would be
reaching out in trust; she would not suddenly be treat-
ing him as an enemy. She would be taking responsibili-
ty for her own feelings. She would have done her part
to create a context in which they can talk about the
event as friends. If her husband does npt feel attacked,
he does not have to defend. He can listen, he can try to
be truthful about his own feelings. If there is a prob-
lem, it is one they can face together.

Sometimes, when we honestly admit our feelings of
jealousy, when we move from talking about jealousy to
the deeper level of talking about anxiety, fantasies of
abandonment, and so forth, our painful feclings be-
come less intense or vanish altogether. Each partner
needs to learn the art of leaving the surface and going
to the root, to feelings of fear, of helplessness, perhaps
to memories of past abandonment. If, in the example
given above, the husband was attracted to the other
woman, it is far kinder to acknowledge this truthfully.
If he denies a fact which his wife perceives clearly, he
only deepens her anxiety and feelings of distrust. Then,
inevitably, her jealousy worsens,

Many a wife has said to me, “It’s not that my
husband is sometimes turned on to other women that
bothers me. I can handle that. It’s the fact that he
won’t admit it, that he always lies about it. That drives
me crazy.”

One principle is certain here beyond any dispute: If
we wish to minimize problems of jealousy in our part-
ner, we must never give our partner grounds to doubt
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our honesty. And we must never ignore or refuse to
deal with our partner’s painful feelings.

We always need to go “underneath” the jealousy. If
we feel jealous because our partner is sexually interest-
ed in, or having an affair with, another person, this
principle becomes of extreme importance. We need to
go deep into the feeling, deep into the roots of the pain
and to experience that, to face it, to talk about it, not
to remain on the superficial level of talking about
“jealousy.” Such talk tends to lead nowhere.

I remember counseling a couple who had been ar-
guing for many months about the husband’s feelimgs of
jealousy. All the debates were about whether it was or
was not reasonable for him to feel jealous. When he
learned to stop talking about jealousy and tell her of
his pain, of his fear of losing her, a door opened. She
heard him for the first time. She felt loved. She ac-
knowledged her extravagantly flirtatious behavior at
parties and cheerfully abandoned it.

Life does not always present us with problems for
which there are easy solutions. Our partner may be-
come seriously interested in someone else; we do not
know how the story will end, and anxiety and pain
may be an inevitable part of what we have to go
through. It is very difficult in such situations to be
honest about our feelings rather than simply to attack
and condemn. Of course, we are not obliged to accept
the situation; that, too, is a choice. No one can tell us
what we must find acceptable or tolerable. How can
there be rules in such matters? Sometimes, when a
partner sees how much suffering he or she is causing
by having an affair, he or she decides to terminate the
affair; but sometimes not. Can we say that he or she
“should” or “must” terminate the affair? I do mot
know who is in the position to make such a state-
ment.

But what if we feel jealousy in the absence of any
discernible provocation? What if our partner has done
nothing the slightest bit objectionable and still we feel
torn by painful suspicions? Of course it is possible that



202 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ROMANTIC LOVE

we have received provocation, but of a kind too subtle
for the conscious mind to register; at the same time, on
the subconscious level, the signal has been received.
But there is another possibility that I mentioned earli-
er: Sometimes, when we deny and disown our own
sexual impulses, we attribute them, through the mech-
anism of projection, to our partner. So a person who is
chronically jealous without apparent reason needs to
ask: Am 7 interested in outside affairs?

Sometimes jealousy is understood to mean a blow to
one’s self-esteem or sense of personal worth in re-
sponse to someone’s interest in, or involvement with,
another person. By this definition—and it is not with-
out validify—one could say that the more solid one’s
self-esteem, the less prone one is likely to be to jealousy.

But this may prove to be an overly narrow interpre-
tation of jealousy. What name shall we give to that
pain which even the most self-confident people exhibit
—or sometimes exhibit—when the person they love
becomes sexually involved with someone else? Such
pain can be felt without any diminishing of self-
esteem.

Let us not ignore an obvious fact: It is, in the nature
of reality, possible for our partner to fall in love with
someone else. It is a specious notion of maturity to
insist that were this to happen, a highly evolved person
would be above any feelings of loss. Feelings of loss
are painful. We can accept them—we do not have to
go crazy or become irrational—but they are painful.
That is reality.

If either I or my partner feel jealousy—whatever the
reasons—and we share our feelings, honestly and
openly, without trying to induce guilt, and if the other
listens with respect and acceptance and responds with
honesty, then we are doing our best to protect our
relationship; romantic love may grow. If we deny and
disown our true feelings, if we refuse to recognize our
underlying anxiety and talk only on a superficial plane;
if the other refuses to hear the cry of pain, refuses to
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respect it, or responds dishonestly, then we are sabo-
taging our relationship; romantic love may die.

Children and Romantic Love

As we approach the conclusion of our discussion of the
challenges of romantic love, it seems in order to say a
few words about the subject of children and their
impact on a love relationship.

It is clear by now that the vision of romantic love
that has emerged in this work goes considerably be-
yond the concept generally upheld in Western culture.
While it has its roots in the Western tradition of
individualism and a this-worldly orientation, it is rather
a long step away from the ideal of a vine-covered
cottage and the patter of little feet—or, to speak more
seriously, from the domesticated, “tame” version of
romantic love on the one hand and the adolescent
fantasy version of romantic love on the other.

Up to this point I have said nothing about the issue
of children or the family. This is because my primary
focus has been on the psychological dynamics between
man and woman. But to ignore the subject completely
would surely be to leave a gap in our presentation.

It is true that children can be a beautiful expression
of love between two human beings. It is also true that
they can be a disaster.

If T focus more on the second possibility than the
first, it is because we have all heard so much about the
first. We have all heard so much about the gratifica-
tions and rewards of raising a family. Those gratifi-
cations can be very real. Who can deny the joy of
creating a new life and watching it grow? But it is the
other side of the story that now needs more atten-
tion.

Let us begir with the observation that, as recent
studies reveal, many mothers, if given a second chance,
would choose not to have children. This is hardly
surprising. This fact surfaces in my psychotherapeutic
practice very frequently. Of course once children are
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born we normally become attached to them and lTove
them. This does not alter the fact that, looking back
over their life, many women feel, “From what I know
today, I see that I could have had a very different life
and a more rewarding one had I chosen not to have
children.”

Across the years I have asked many women, “Do
you feel that having children has contributed positively
to your marriage, to your relationship with your hus-
band?” The majority of women responded that having
children, while rewarding in many ways, was perceived
by both them and their husbands as constituting an
obstacle to preserving the romance in their marriage,
The demands of parenthood are frequently seen not as
serving romantic love but as an obstacle that that love
needs to overcome.

And yet most women are raised with the view that
they are to achieve their destiny through the role of
wife and mother. They are educated to define them-
selves solely in terms of their relationships—to a man
and to children. In both cases, “femininity” is associ-
ated with “service.” And since it is normal to want to
be feminine if one is a female, the mystique of mother-
hood is a very easy trap to fall into—the “bait” is
one’s self-esteem.

But an interesting paradox is generated: to be “fem-
inine,” by this definition, is to place in jeopardy one’s
ability to function effectively in romantic love.

To state the matter bluntly: The most important
thing a woman has to learn in this context is that she
has a right to exist. This is the core issue. She has a
right to exist and she is responsible for her own life.
She is a human being, not a breeding machine whose
destiny is to serve others. In other words, women have
to learn intelligent and honorable selfishness. There is
nothing beautiful or noble about self-annihilation. If
romantic love is to be served, to say nothing of indi-
vidual happiness, this principle must be understood
(whether or not one chooses to have children).

A great many women, working with me in therapy,
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have confessed that they struggled very hard to per-
suade themselves that they had “a maternal instinct” in
order to feel that they were “truly feminine.” Then they
go on to acknowledge that after having had three or
four children they have to confront the fact that the
notion is absurd and has no basis in their own immedi-
ate, honest experience.

Let us remember that life consists of making
choices. Each one of us has many more potentialities
and many more impulses than we are ever going to be
able to actualize. Even if there are certain inherent
impulses to become a mother, this does not mean that
those impulses must be followed. For example, we all
probably experience sexual attraction for a great many
people across the course of our lifetime. We do not
make love to them all. We discriminate. We choose. We
evaluate our responses and our inclinations in the light
of our long-term goals and interests—or we should. So
it is essential to ask ourselves: In the total context of
what I want from my life, how will children affect
those goals? Am I prepared to give that which the
proper raising of children requires?

And, staying with this point a moment longer, if we
are concerned with the suppressing of natural impulses,
what about all the natural impulses to creativity,
achievement, independence, that are commonly sup-
pressed by women who elect to devote their lives to
having children?

Further, in considering the impact of children on a
man/woman relationship, consider this: Couples are
able to take a great many risks, in the interests of
advancing their growth and development, that are far
more difficult when they have children. For example,
one can throw over a boring, unrewarding job and take
a chance on some new venture more easily if no one is
involved but two adult individuals who are quite capa-
ble of taking care of themselves. But with children?
The whole situation becomes different. How many
great opportunities are passed by, how many chances
are not taken, how much growth is stified because a
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man or a2 woman is afraid to make a move that might
threaten the well-being of children? And if, because we
have allowed too many opportunities to pass us by, our
lives feel more and more weighted, more and more
colorless, it is foolish to imagine that romantic love will
remain unaffected.

Studies clearly indicate that contrary to the popular
myth, children do not help a marriage but tend to
make it harder for the marriage to proceed happily.
The biggest problem confronting a couple who plan to
have children is how they will preserve a romantic
relationship in the contexi of assuming the role of
mother and father. Studies reveal that friction between
couples tends to increase with the birth of the first
child and the relationship between the couple begins to
improve when the last child leaves home.

Another kind of problem is presented to romantic
love when one member of a couple desires to have
children and the other does not. Obviously this is an
issue that is best resolved before marriage. A psycho-
therapist friend of mine, when doing premarriage coun-
seling, suggests that a couple planning to get married
should fantasize where they see themselves being in
five years, how they see their life, and then share their
fantasies with each other. Sometimes they discover in
this mammer that they have very different goals, very
different dreams. Care and thought must be given to
negotiating those differences; otherwise it is almost
inevitable that romantic love will be a casualty.

It is not hard to understand why two people who
love each other would want to share the adventure of
creating a mew human being. I am hardly arguing that
no one should have children. My argument is against
having children as a matter of routine, or blind social
tradition, or out of a sense of duty, or out of the need
to prove one’s femininity or masculinity. My argument
is against having children without awareness of the
potential impact on romantic love.

Let me simply say, in conclusion to this discussion,
that those men and women are particularly to be
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admired who, choosing thoughtfully and responsibly
to have children, know how to preserve the integrity of
their love relationship against the demands of parent-
hood. To accomplish this is no easy task.

Preserving an Abstract Perspective

The sustaining of romantic love requires two attitudes
or policies that superficially may appear contradictory.
One is the ability to be in the present, to be in the
moment. The other is the ability to hold an abstract
perspective on one’s life and not get lost in the con-
cretes that may immediately confront us. We realize
that this is not a contradiction when we acknowledge
that it is necessary both to see the trees and the
forest.

Sometimes couples fight; sometimes they feel alien-
ated. Sometimes our partner may do something that
hurts or exasperates us. Sometimes we—or our partner
—want passionately to be alome for awhile. None of
this is unusual or abnormal. None of it is inherently a
threat to romantic love.

One of the characteristics of mature love is the
ability to know that we can love our partner deeply
and nonetheless know moments of feeling enraged,
bored, alienated, and that the validity and value of our
relationship is not to be judged by moment-to-moment,
day-to-day, or even week-to-week fluctnations in feel-
ing. There is a fundamental equanimity, an equanimity
born of the knowledge that we ﬁave a history with our
partner, we have a context, and we do not drop that
context under the pressure of immediate vicissitudes.
We remember. We retain the ability to see the whole
picture. We do not reduce our partner to his or her last
bit of behavior and define him or her solely by means
of it.

In contrast, one of the manifestations of immaturity
is an inability to tolerate temporary discord, temporary
frustration, temporary alienation, and to assume in the
face of distressing conflicts or difficulties that the rela-
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tionship is finished. Some couples seem to decide this
several times a month. They have little or no staying
power, little or no ability to see past the immediate
moment, little or no ability to reach for a broader
perspective on their immediate problems. So their life,
and their love affair or marriage, hangs always on the
edge of an abyss. This is mot an environment in which
love grows. It is an environment in which, sooner or
later, love tends to wear out.

We need the ability to remain in contact with the
essence of our relationship i the face of temporary
mishaps, conflicts, hurts, or estrangement. We need the
ability to see the essence of our partner, past what our
partner may be doing at this moment. We need not to
step outside the moment but to see the essence of our
relationship and our partner in the moment, even when
the moment is not a happy one.

Then, even our times of struggle can in the end
strengthen love.

I recall something beautiful once said to me by a
man very much in love with his wife. “No matter how
upset she sometimes gets with me—and believe me
sometimes her eyes are really blazing—her face always
shows that she loves me and that she knows it, even at
that moment. I feel very good because the other day
she said the same is true of me; she said my eyes
always show that I love her, no matter what else I'm
feeling.”

Clearly this is one of the secrets of self-rejuvenating
relationships.

The Final Challenge: The Longing for
Permanence and the Inevitability
of Change

When men and women embark on a career in their
twenties or early thirties that they intend to pursue
across a lifetime, they rarely assume that the next forty
or fifty years will be one smooth flight from triumph to
triumph. If they have any maturity at all, they know
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there will be high points and low points, unexpected
detours, unforeseeable problems and challenges, occa-
sional crises, and days when they will wake up in the
morning wondering why they chose this parficular ca-
reer and whether they are really suited for it.

But when men and women embark on that journey
called marriage (or any serious relationship), they
tend to do so with far less realistic appreciation of the
challenges and vicissitudes that await them. The deci-
sion to marry is, rationally, the decision to share 2
journey, to share an adventure, not to lock oneself
away in some womblike, unchanging paradise. No such
paradise exists.

Love is a necessary condition for happiness in mar-
riage, but, as we have seen, it is far from being a
sufficient condition for permanent happiness.

The desire for permanence, especially when we are
deeply happy, the desire to hold the moment forever,
may be thoroughly understandable; but such an ar-
rangement cammot be had. Not because love is im-
permanent—love can be the most permanent thing in
our life—but because change and motion are the most
natural things i this universe.

Someone said that every relationship needs to be
redefined roughly every five years. It may be seven or
eight years rather than five, but the principle is cor-
rect.

Just as a human being does not remain immutable,
but evolves through stages of development, so do rela-
tionships. And in each case, different stages have their
own challenges and their own distinctive gratifications.
When a new relationship is forming there is the ex-
citement and stimulation of novelty; there is also the
anxiety of not knowing whether or not the relationship
will grow and prevail. Later, with greater security and
stability, there is some loss of the excitement and
novelty; there is the serenity of problems solved, of
understanding achieved, and the joy of discovering that
harmony contains its own excitement.

Sometimes, especially when problems that need to
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be faced and solved arise in a relationship, there is a
turning away from the present and a longing for the
past, a yearning for what cannot possibly recur. A man
dreams of the days when his wife was content just to
love him, just to be there for him; why has she sud-
denly decided that she wishes to resume her education?
What has happened to the young girl he married?
Instead of welcoming this process of growth, instead of
seeing that he too must continue to grow, he fights the
process, he resists, he makes himself the enemy of his
wife’s evolution. Whether he crushes her spirit and
ambition and she gives in or whether he drives her
away by his lack of respect for her needs, the love is
destroyed, the marriage is destroyed.

Sometimes a couple break up, not because their
growth and development require it, as they may tell
themselves, but because one of them fought and re-
sisted the process of the other’s evolution. One of them
tried to freeze a moment that had already vanished.
One of them lacked the flexibility and inner security to
allow the emerging change to happen, to flow with it,
to learn what new possibilities might open for both of
them.

A man may have held the same job for fifteen years;
suddenly or not so suddenly he is dissatisfied, he is
bored, he feels unfulfilled—he wants a nmew challenge.
His wife is bewildered and frightened. What will hap-
pen? Will they be as financially secure as they were in
the past? Why is he losing interest in their friends?
Why has he taken to reading so much? Is he going to
become interested in other women next? She panics.
When he tries to explain his feelings, she does not
listen. She is terrified of losing what she has. And out
of her terror she proceeds to lose it.

A husband complains that his wife is scatterbrained,
that she cannot even balance her checkbook. He loves
her, he says, but how he wishes she were more mature!
Something happens; through some mysterious process
of growth he had not noticed, she becomes more re-
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sponsible. She takes an interest in his business. She
asks intelligent questions. She decides to start a busi-
ness of her own. He is devastated; what has happened
to the wonderful little girl he was so happy with? She
looks into his eyes and sees an enemy, the enemy of
her self-realization. She wants his love, she wants their
marriage, but she wants to be a human being too. Shall
she revert to being a little girl again—and hate her
husband for the rest of her life? Shall she continue to
fight for her own development—and drive her husband
away?

These are the kind of hard and painful choices that
many a couple has to face.

Every relationship has a system. And in a system
when one part or component changes, the other parts
and components must change also—or else equilibrium
is lost. If one partner grows and the other partner
resists growth, disequilibrium arises, them a crisis—
then a resolution, or a divorce, or worse than a di-
vorce: a long, slow process of disintegration made of
dying love, bewildered anguish, and hatred.

If we have the self-confidence and the wisdom to be
the friend of our partner’s growth, then that growth
need not be a danger or a threat. But if we set our-
selves against it, we only invite tragedy.

And by the same token, if we attempt to protect our
relationship by aborting our own growth and evolution,
again we invite tragedy. We deprive our self and our
relationship of aliveness.

Life is motion. Not to move forward is to move
backward. Life remains life only so long as it ad-
vances. If I am not evolving, T am decaying. If my
relationship is not getting better, it is getting worse. If
my partner and I are not growing together, we are
dying together.

But stillness is impossible. The moment can be lived,
but it cannot be captured. We must be in the moment,
feel it, experience it, then let go, then move on—to the
next moment and the next adventure. And we cannot
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demand always to know in advance what that will
be

It is obvious that the attitude I am proposing re-
quires self-esteem. Here again we can see the impor-
tance of self-esteem to the success of romantic love. It
is self-esteem that gives us the courage not to fight
change, not to fight growth, not to fight the next
moment of our existence. And the exercise of that
courage in turn strengthens our self-esteem.

Our greatest chance at permanence lies in our ability
to handle change. Love has the greatest chance to
endure when it does not fight the flow of life but learns
to join with it.

If my partner and 1 feel that we are truly the friends
of each other’s growth, then that is one more bond
between us, one more force to support and strengthen
our love. If my partner and I feel that, out of fear or
bewilderment, we make ourselves the enemy of each
other’s growth, then that is but a short step from
feeling that each is the enemy of the other’s self.

I am thinking of a woman I know who is afraid of
any change in her and her husband’s life that she does
not initiate. When she was a child, her father aban-
doned her mother for another woman, and somewhere
deep within her there is still abandonment anxiety. So
when her husband, in his fifties, proposed certain
changes in the direction of his career, she very subtly
talked him out of it without ever opposing him direct-
ly. She got her way. But I saw something within him
die. Neither she nor her husband may ever recognize
the chain of cause and effect, but in one form or
another she will pay for her “victory.” I wish that she
could have owned her anxiety, talked about it openly
and honestly, and at the same time been a better friend
to her husband’s dreams.

To understand and respect our longing for perma-
nence, and at the same time to ally ourselves with the
process of growth and inevitable change—this may be
the ultimate challenge of romantic love.
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If we do have the wisdom and courage to be the
friend of our partner’s dreams and aspirations, then we
have the very best chance that our love will indeed be
“forever.”



Epilogue: A Final Word
on Love

I do not know if there has ever been a time in
history when the word love has been used quite so
promiscuously as it is at present.

We are told constantly that we must “love™ every-
one. Leaders of movements declare that they “love™
followers they have never met. Enthusiasts of personal-
growth workshops and encounter-group weekends
emerge from such experiences announcing that they
“love” all people, everywhere.

Just as a currency, through the process of becoming
more and more inflated, has less and less purchasing
power, so words, through an analogous process of
inflation, through being used less and less discriminate~
ly, are progressively emptied of meaning.

It is possible to feel benevolence and goodwill to-
ward human beings one does not know or does not
know very well. It is not possible to feel love. Aristotle
made this observation twenty-five hundred years ago
and we still need to remember it. In forgetting it, all
we accomplish is the destruction of the concept of love.

Love by its very nature entails a process of selection,
of discrimination. Love is our response to that which
represents our highest values. Love is a response to
distinctive characteristics possessed by some beings,
but not by all. Otherwise, what would be the tribute of
love?

If love between adults does nrot imply admiration, if

214
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it does not imply an appreciation of traits and qualities
that the recipient of love possesses, what meaning or
significance would love have and why would anyone
consider it desirable?

What are we to think, then, of such a statement as
the following, made by Erich Fromm (1955): “In
essence, all human beings are identical. We are all part
of One; we are One. This being so, it should not make
any difference whom we love.”

If we were to ask our lover why he or she cared for
us, consider what our reaction would be if told, “Why
shouldn’t I love you? All human beings are identical.
Therefore, it doesn’t make any difference whom I love.
So it might as well be you.”

Not everyone condemns sexual promiscuity, but I
have never heard of anyone who hails it as an out-
standing virtue. But spiritual promiscuity? Is that an
outstanding virtue? Why? Is the spirit so much less
important than the body?#*

The kindest thing one can say about current uses of
“love” is that such usages represent inexcusable intel-
lectual sloppiness. My own impression is that people
who talk of “loving” everyone, are, in fact, expressing
the wish or plea that everyone should love them. But
to take love—above all love between adults—serious-
ly, to treat the concept with respect, and to distinguish
it from generalized benevolence or goodwill, is to ap-
preciate that it is a unique experience possible between
some people but not between all.

When a man and woman with significant spiritual
and psychological affinities encounter each other and
fall in love, if they have evolved beyond the level of
problems and difficulties described in this study, if they
are beyond the level of merely struggling to make their
relationship “work,” then romantic love becomes the
pathway not only to sexual and emotional happiness

*Commenting on this paradox, Rand (1957) writes, “A morality that
professes the belief that the values of the spirit are more precious than
matter, a morality that teaches you to scorn a whore who gives her body
indiscriminately to all men—the same morality demands that you surrender
your soul to promiscuous love for all comers.”
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but also to the higher reaches of human growth. It
becomes the context for a continuing encounter with
the self, through the process of interaction with an-
other self. Two consciousnesses, each dedicated to per-
sonal evolution, can provide an extraordinary stimulus
and challenge to the other. Then ecstasy can become a
way of life.

It is this vision of the possibilities of love that has
animated the writing of this book.

One day Devers—the woman I am in love with—
said to me, “What you are writing is a love story.” At
first 1 thought she meant Patrecia. But then I realized
that she meant something else entirely. What this book
is about is my own love for love, my love for the
experience and adventure that love offers. And in that
sense Devers is right: This is a love story.

Devers and I were married a few weeks ago, as I
was approaching the completion of this chapter. A new
journey begins.



A NOTE TO MY READERS

For more than twenty years the central theme of my
work has been the importance of self-esteem and the
process of its attainment. Now, in an increasing number
of cities throughout the United States, I am offering a
40-hour Intensive on SELF-ESTEEM AND THE ART OF
BEING. The purpose of this Intensive is to raise—
radically—the level of the participant’s self-esteem.

Since first announcing this Intensive, I have received
many requests for further details about the nature of the
program. The problem in responding is that the Inten-
sive is a unique learning experience and there is nothing
to compare it to. It is not a lecture course, although it does
contain elements of teaching. It is not psychotherapy,
not a form of clinical treatment, although it does include
a number of psychological exercises and processes that
facilitate personal growth. And it is not like other “per-
sonal development” programs currently being offered—
either in approach, methods, philosophy, or goals.

It is a special kind of adventure, like no other I have
ever offered—a voyage into inner space, produced by the
complex orchestration of a wide variety of personal
growth processes. The goal is a profoundly enhanced ex-
perience of self-acceptance, self-trust, self-assertion and
self-esteem—and an increased capacity for honesty and
authenticity in human relationships. The corollary of in-
creased, self-understanding is increased understanding of
others—and the consequence of both is an increased ca-
pacity for intimacy and effectiveness in love relationships.

Readers are invited to write to: The Branden Institute
for Self-Esteem, P.O. Box 2609, Beverly Hills, CA 90213-
2609 (213) 274-6361.

Nathaniel Branden
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

The central focus of my work as a psychologist has
been the study of self-esteem, its role in human life,
and, most particularly, its impact on work and love. If
you found the book you have just read of value, then
the following works are suggested for further reading.
(You will notice that the theme of the present book has
also been summarized below.)

The Psychology of Self-Esteem. This is my first major
theoretical exploration and overview of the entire field.
Unlike my later books, it puts heavy emphasis on the
philosophical foundations of my work. It deals with
such questions as: What is self-esteem and why do we
need it? Why is self-esteem such a powerful force in
human life? What is the meaning—and justification—of
the idea of free will? What is the relation of reason and
emotion? How do rationality and integrity relate to
self-esteem? Which moral values support self-esteem
and which undermine it? Why is self-esteem the key to
motivation?

Breaking Free. This is an exploration of the child-
hood origins of negative self-concepts, dramatized
through a series of vignettes taken from my clinical
practice. Through these stories we see in what ways
adults can adversely affect the development of a child’s
self-esteem. Indirectly, therefore, the book is a primer
on the art of child-rearing.

The Disowned Self. This book examines the painful
and widespread problem of self-alienation, in which
the individual is out of touch with his or her inner
world, and indicates pathways to recovery. It takes a
fresh look at the relation of reason and emotion that
goes beyond my earlier treatment of this subject in its

scope and depth. Demonstrating how and why self-
acceptance is essential to healthy self-esteem, it points



the way to the harmonious integration of thought and
feeling.

The Psychology of Romantic Love. Presenting an origi-
nal interpretation of the passionate relationship between
a man and a woman that we call “romantic love,” this
work explores the meaning of love, the needs it satisfies,
the reasons for our particular romantic choices, and
why love flourishes or dies. It demonstrates the crucial
importance of self-esteem to successful love. “The first
love affair we must consummate successfully is the
love affair with ourselves. Only then are we ready for a
relationship with another person.”

What Love Asks of Us. Originally published as The
Romantic Love Question-and-Answer Book, this revised and
expanded edition, written with my wife and colleague,
Devers Branden, addresses the questions we hear most
often by those struggling with the practical challenges
of making love work. It covers a wide range of topics,
from the importance of autonomy in relationships, to
the art of effective communication, to conflict-resolution
skills, to dealing with jealousy and infidelity, to coping
with the special challenges of children and in-laws, to
surviving the loss of love.

Honoring the Self. Again returning to the nature of
self-esteem and its role in our existence, this book is
less philosophical than The Psychology of Self-Esteem and
more developmental in its focus. It looks at how the
self emerges, evolves, and moves through progressively
higher stages of individuation. It explores what adults
do that nourishes or subverts the growth of a child’s
positive sense of self—and what we as adults can do to
raise the level of our own self-esteem. It examines the
psychology of guilt. It addresses the relationship between
self-esteem and productive work. It is the best summa-
tion of my thinking on self-esteem to date.

If You Could Hear What I Cannot Say and To See What
I See and Know What I Know. These two workbooks
teach the fundamentals of my sentence-completion
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technique and how it can be used by an individual!
working alone for self-confrontation, self-healing, self-
understanding, and personal growth. In addition, these
books aim to provide counselors and psychotherapists
with tools to be utilized in their own clinical practice.

How To Raise Your Self-Esteem. The purpose here is
lo provide the reader with specific strategies for build-
ing self-esteem. The discussion is more concrete than
in the earlier writings, more action-oriented. It is
addressed equally to persons working on their own
development and to parents, teachers, and psychother-
apists who are invited to experiment with the tech-
niques it describes.

Judgment Day: My Years with Ayn Rand. This inves-
tigative memoir tells the story of my personal and
intellectual development through my relationships with
three women, of which the centerpiece is my relation-
ship with novelist-philosopher Ayn Rand (The Foun-
tainhead, Atlas Shrugged). It describes the extraordinary
contexts in which I came upon some of my most im-
portant psychological ideas, including my first under-
standing, at the age of twenty-four, of the supreme
importance of self-esteem to human well-being.

All of these books are published by Bantam Books,
with the exception of Judgment Day, which is published
in hardcover by Houghton-Mifflin and in softcover by
Avon.

In addition, I have developed a series of self-
actualization audiocassettes aimed at carrying forward
in new ways the material in the above titles. Informa-
tion about these cassettes is available from our Insti-
tute. Through the Institute we offer psychotherapy and
family counseling, give lectures, seminars, and work-
shops, create self-esteem programs for organizations,
and do telephone consulting with individual and busi-
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