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Cutting Edge Issues in the Study of Love in Religion 

Contextual Reflections on the Contours of Love; its Socio-Political 

Dimensions; the Relationship Between Erotic and Other Forms of Love  

Paul Weller 

 

Situational introduction 

The question on which we have been asked to reflect is: “What are ‘cutting edge’ or 
‘frontier’ research areas on the topic of the place of love – divine or human – in 
religion, as seen from the perspective of my discipline?” In terms of discipline, prior 
to becoming an Emeritus Professor, at my former institution (University of Derby) my 
title was “Professor of Inter-Religious Relations”. In the light of that it would have 
been possible to write a paper on selected people and/or organisations that have 
either theorised and/or practised inter-religious relations, reflecting on the role of 
“love” within their thinking and practice. Although I have not done this, in many ways 
my previous identity as a Professor of Inter-Religious Relations nevertheless shapes 
the kind of contribution that I make here. This is because the contribution is not one 
that is written out of a specific discrete traditional discipline within theology, 
philosophy, ethics or history, even though I am personally located within the Baptist 
tradition of Christianity and do undertake some scholarly work in theological 
registers. Rather the contribution that I seek to make comes out of a scholarly 
concern with relations, framed in particular by inter-religious concerns. In connection 
with this, it should be noted that my professorial title was not focused only on the 
study of such relations, but was also very concerned with the praxis of them.  
 
As my work in this field has developed over the years, it has been especially oriented 
to the wider social and political context for such relations, as reflected in my current 
Regent’s Park College title as Research Fellow in Religion and Society. 
Methodologically speaking, much of my work in these areas has been informed by a 
broadly social scientific approach, albeit one that has always sought to be attentive 
to, and informed by, believing perspectives, and I think that such approaches will be 
important for the overall balance and “earthedness” of the Love Project’s future work. 
So I could also have approached this contribution from an attempt at a social 
scientific evaluation of the praxis of love as articulated by religious and other 
traditions. But I also did not do that. Instead, in approaching the topic of love, while 
bringing to bear upon it our scholarly disciplines and, where we have them, our 
religious traditions, I would like to suggest that it is important that we do so 
recognising that as scholars we are also persons whose interpretations of love are 
inevitably affected by our own experiences of it, including our intellectual 
engagement; our personal experience and commitments; and our social-political 
contexts.  
 
Methodologically speaking, one might even argue that, in order fully and properly to 
engage with the topic of love, alongside our disciplines and our intellects, we also 
need to bring ourselves as human beings to the table in a readiness for the kind of 
mutual vulnerability that is entailed in the phenomenon that we are seeking to 
research and discuss. Human vulnerability and the readiness to embrace it is 
something that is generally not foregrounded in the exchanges that go on within 
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modern scholarly communities where the readiness to admit to not knowing 
something is often hidden, while a technical expertise that defends its gains and its 
hard-won territory is foregrounded and sometimes paraded. Thus the first cutting 
edge issue research issue in the study of love in religion that I want to identify is that: 
 
We will only properly appreciate some aspects of a topic such as love if we are 
willing to essay a shared scholarly and religious/philosophical vulnerability - 
not only through the more common forms of scholarly interdisciplinarity, but 
also in ways that extend into embracing at least some of our more broadly 
mutual human vulnerability relating to our personal experience of love.  
 
It is for this reason that, as well as offering a series of considerations/reflections 
informed by aspects of my scholarly concerns and approaches, I have decided to 
make myself at least to some extent vulnerable as a person, as well as a scholar, by 
sharing some attempts at poetry written on the question of love at various times in 
my life. This, I would guess, is something that many of us will have done at one point 
or another in our lives, even if written in a way intended to be only for ourselves and 
maybe one other to see. But we will have done it both because the human 
experience of love, and especially (even if not only) erotic love, is something that 
profoundly disturbs our lives at certain points; and also because when we attempt to 
write in poetic mode (as also in hymnody and in sermons as distinct from lectures), 
we are already recognising that the descriptive and analytical registers of language 
can only go so far, and that another approach to language is also needed in 
exploring love’s meaning for human lives. 
 
 
Delineating the contours of love? 
 
In developing any field of study, including that of the study of “love in religion”, the 
defining of terms is generally thought to be of considerable importance in relation to 
the question of what is “in scope” and “out of scope”. And precisely because of the 
importance of this, it must be undertaken with a heightened sense of scholarly and 
(especially when dealing with a topic such as love) also human care, in which both 
need to be characterised by a proper reticence.  
 
Therefore, reflecting from within my own Christian tradition, I have always been 
fascinated by the approach to characterising love that was taken by the Apostle Paul 
in what is recorded as the thirteenth chapter of his Letter to the Church in Corinth. In 
this famous passage, which is often read at Christian wedding celebrations, it can be 
observed that of fifteen things that Paul had to say about love, he had as much to 
say about it “negatively”, so to speak, as positively. Thus, while he makes seven 
“positive” statements about love such that love: “is patient” ; “is kind”; “rejoices with 
the truth”; “always protects”; “always trusts”; “always hopes”; “always perseveres”. Of 
equal importance, “negatively” speaking he made seven statements about what love 
is not (underlining mine in the following phrases). In other words, love: “does not 
envy”; “does not boast”; “is not proud”; “does not dishonour others”; “is not self-
seeking”; “is not easily angered”; “does not delight in evil” as well as making what 
can be seen as the both “positive” and “negative” statement that love: “keeps no 
record of wrongs”. Thus the second cutting edge issue in the study of love in religion 
that I want to identify is: 
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In the Christian tradition, the apostle Paul seeks to delineate the contours of 
love not in terms of (either a positively or negatively) defined “state of being”. 
Rather his famous scriptural chapter about love underlines that while love 
cannot be fully conceptually defined, where “love is a verb” 1 it is something 
that can be recognised through the living of it.  
 
In the Apostle Paul’s approach to the phenomenon of love one might argue it is 
possible to perceive echoes of the Jewish tradition’s reluctance to “pin down” by 
attempts at “naming” what is precisely the “uncapturableness” of the living God, as 
later also developed in “via negativa” of Latin Christian theology and the “apophatic” 
Orthodox Christian traditions of Christian theology.  
 
Thus, bearing in mind Paul’s reluctance to delineate the contours of love unless 
concurrently balancing “positive” with “negative” statements, so also in delineating 
the focus of the “Love Project”, it may be important to be alive to the danger of 
reifying and creating an idol out of love rather than facilitating its living reality to 
inspire and to flourish. To quote the German Lutheran theologian (1886-1965) to 
whom this paper will return later, Paul Tillich (1948): “I have given no definition of 
love. This is impossible, because there is no higher principle by which it could be 
defined. It is life itself in its actual unity. The forms and structures in which love 
embodies itself are the forms and structures in which love overcomes its self-
destructive forces.”2  
 

Love in the social, political and economic realms? 

However, while a hesitancy about delineating the contours of love is an important 
starting point (at least for the Christian tradition and the centrality within it of an 
incarnational approach within an overall Trinitarian framework) for human beings 
who are historicised in this world of materiality, of time, of contingency, and of 
ambiguity, love can only have meaning if it is – in the rather ugly modern idiom – 
“concretised”, or better, truly “embodied”. And this brings us to the second of the 
cutting edge issues I want to highlight. While for many (even if maybe not for all) our 
personal experiences have made it possible to conceive of love’s concretisation in 
individual and familial relations, there remains the question of the applicability or 
otherwise of love in the wider world of the social, the political and the economic. 
These at least appear to be part of a world of forces/powers that are beyond the 
influence of the personal and/or lie in the realm of political calculation and 
compromise: within which both the sound of the word itself, and the actualisable 
possibility of “love” often appears “foreign”, and certainly challenging, if not 
impossible.  
 
But especially given that love is so often seen as being limited to the inter-personal 
realm, the title of one of Paul Tillich’s (1954) books is very much pertinent and 
challenging to this: namely Love, Power and Justice. 3 Indeed, this title’s particular 
combination of words can still lead to the Christian or Western cultural reader 
needing to take a sharp intake of breathe. Significantly, the book’s subtitle is 

                                                           
1  After the title of a film on Fethullah Gülen and the Hizmet movement associated with the Turkish Muslim scholar. 
2  The Protestant Era, University of Chicago Press, p. 197 (the emboldening here, for emphasis, is by the present  

author) 
3  Oxford University Press. 
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“Ontological Analysis and Ethical Implications” as one might, perhaps, expect from a 
German theologian who opposed the rise of Nazism and who in 1933, became the 
first non-Jewish academic to be barred from teaching in a German university, having 
been taken in neither by German Christian nationalism; nor by a seductive flight into 
an-apolitical Christian pietism; nor indeed – despite Tillich’s strong sense of the 
divine in all things - by the form of nature mysticism held to by many Nazis. 
 
Perhaps not surprisingly, out of the crucible of their country’s experiences with 
Nazism, other theologians of German heritage have been notably strong in their 
advocacy of the importance of understanding love in relation to both power and 
justice. This includes, for example, the German liberation theologian, political activist 
and feminist Dorothee Soelle (1927-2004) who was famous for making the argument 
that “Every theological statement must be a political statement as well”. This bold – 
and for many very controversial, because seen as reductionist – statement is both 
descriptive of what Soelle held to be the case in relation even to theological 
articulations that themselves sought to eschew such an understanding. But it was 
also something that Soelle argued should be consciously embraced to the extent 
that, in articulating theology, one should always consciously recognise its political 
implications. Examples of this in Soelle’s own life and work include, among other 
things, the regular “Politisches Nachtgebet” that Soelle organized in Köln between 
1968-1972, and which engaged theology and spirituality against the Vietnam War 
and the Cold War. This was a practical orientation of the political import of love, as 
strongly reflected particularly in two of her books: her single authored (Soelle, 1983) 
Of War and Love4 and, her co-authored book with Shirely Cloynes (1984) on To 
Work and to Love: A Theology of Creation.5 
 
Moving outside of the realm of German and European Christian theology and 
religious life, and into the USA where both Tillich and Soelle later worked, there is of 
course the example and challenge in this field presented by the Baptist pastor and 
black civil rights leader, Martin Luther King Jnr. King very specifically sought to 
translate what he saw as the power of “love” into the overcoming of social, political 
and structural injustices. Initially this was around racism – as reflected 
characteristically for a black Baptist theologian in the collection of King’s (1963) 
sermons, written while in prison and published under the title The Strength to Love,6 
and also his later – and arguably even more controversial and challenging work 
around the relationship between love, war and economic injustice. So the third 
cutting edge issue I have identified is that of: 
 
The need to consider love in the social, political and economic realms and, in 
doing this - in order to guard against the possibility of the project becoming 
lost in self-referential abstractions (whether of a personal, philosophical or 
theological kind) - it will likely be important to include empirical studies on 
love especially in these social, political and economic realms.  
 
But also more broadly, one of the things that empirical testing might be able to help 
with in complementing a conceptual approach, concerns the question of how far 
does the same word – such as “love” - as used by people in lived practice across 

                                                           
4  Orbis. 
5  Fortress Press 
6  Harper Brothers. 
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(and indeed within) different religions seek at the least to point to, if not also to 
describe, the same or very similar realities? Or conversely, there is the question of 
how different, but possibly profoundly related, words do this? At present the Love 
Project is focusing primarily on Islam, Judaism and Christianity, but it will later extend 
to engagement with other religious traditions and therefore just to flag up the 
question but without attempting any response at this point, to what is extent is the 
compassionate ideal of the Bodhisattva tradition within Buddhism similar or not to 
that of “love”?  
 
 
Erotic and other kinds of love and their relationship? 

Broadly speaking much Christian theology – and certainly much Western Christian 
piety – has sought to draw a sharp distinction between various types of love as in 
C.S. Lewis’s (1960) book The Four Types of Love7 which has had considerable 
influence, certainly among Protestant Evangelical Christians. In that book, Lewis 
sought to distinguish clearly between affectionate love (storge); friendship (philia); 
romantic love (eros); and spiritual love (agape). However, Paul Tillich (1957) - to 
whom we return yet again - took a different approach, arguing that: 
 
“Different types of love have been distinguished, and the Greek eros type of love has 
been contrasted with the Christian agape type of love. Eros is described as the 
desire for self-fulfilment by the other, agape as the will to self-surrender for the sake 
of the other being. But this alternative does not exist. The so-called “types of love” 
are actually “qualities of love”, lying within each other and driven into conflict only in 
their distorted forms. No love is real without a unity of eros and agape. Agape 
without eros is obedience to a moral law, without warmth, without longing, without 
reunion. Eros without agape is chaotic desire, denying the validity of the claim of the 
other one to be acknowledged as an independent self, able to love and to be loved. 
Love as the unity of eros and agape is the implication of faith.” 8 
 
In fact, even Lewis’ more differentiating approach caused some controversy when it 
was broadcast on the radio in the USA because of the frankness of its approach to 
sex within erotic love. But heightened interest in the erotic within Tillich’s thought has 
also occurred following his death and the publication of his wife, Hannah Tillich’s 
(1973), biography of him9 (or perhaps more her autobiography of her life with him), 
following which it became more widely known that Tillich had a number of erotic and 
sexual relationships with women outside his marriage. For some, this has brought 
into question the integrity of his theology and of his Christian commitment and one is 
aware that discussing this openly at all within an inter-religious setting could be seen 
as doing one’s tradition’s “dirty washing in public”. However, I am referring to this 
here not out of the kind of prurient interest in the sexuality of theologians and other 
religious figures displayed in the popular media, but precisely because of the 
argument – which I believe to be a profound insight – made by Tillich and noted 
above, that: The so-called “types of love” are actually “qualities of love”, lying within 
each other and driven into conflict only in their distorted forms. No love is real without 
a unity of eros and agape.”  

                                                           
7  Geoffrey Bles. 
8  The Dynamics of Faith, pp.132-133. 
9  From Time to Time, Stein and Day 
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This does not mean that I do not think that what may be thought to be known 
(necessarily from the perspective of others alone, since Tillich cannot on this speak 
personally) about Tillich’s personal life should be insulated from a feminist critique 
that may be necessary in relation to his potentially triple patriarchal power relative to 
erotic others who were concurrently young, female and students. Rather, precisely 
because Tillich did write theologically about these matters, he is arguably more open 
to legitimate critique of his sexual practice. However, the purpose of my raising this 
relates to the fourth cutting edge issue in the study of love in religion that I want to 
identify, and which is that: 
 
The relationship between different forms of love - including the divine love and 
eros (specifically as inclusive of sexually embodied love) - is deserving of 
greater interrogation in a (Christian) religious tradition that has all too often 
(and with damaging consequences) seen these as located in completely 
different and often oppositional realms.  
 
Indeed, I would go further to suggest that an important question might be asked 
about the closeness or otherwise between the religious intensity of love and sexual 
intensity of love. Or at least to ask the question of how far this may or may not 
sometimes include forms that, at least to external others, seem apparently to be 
incompatible, but where such apparent incompatibility does seem to have been 
present in the lives of more than one in other ways revered figure in the Christian 
tradition. Thus, notwithstanding the clear political intent of the American FBI to use 
whatever means deemed necessary to discredit Martin Luther King Jnr., it would 
appear that King also had a number of erotic and sexual relationships with women 
outside of his marriage.10 As with Tillich, given King’s leading position in the civil 
rights movement, this can again be questioned in terms of patriarchy and power.  
 
But is that all that there might be to say about these instances? Or how far might 
they also be a more magnified (because made public by others through the medium 
of modern media) reflection of some aspects of what may in fact be a more widely 
shared aspect of the complexity of the wider human experience of love as “life itself 
in its actual unity” – as inclusive of its often present ambiguity and sometimes 
present “disorder”? And perhaps these aspects do not become so widely apparent, 
not only because of the possibility that perhaps they do not actually figure in the lives 
of some; but also because of a proper concern with one’s own, and especially with 
others’, privacy; and/or maybe sometimes because of an all too ready willingness to 
hide (especially erotic and sexual) ambiguities, and possibly also disorders, in one’s 
own life while magnifying their significance relative to all other ambiguities and/or 
disorders in the lives of others.  
 
So the question might be asked of whether we only know about these particular 
instances as compared with others in theology and history due to the impact of 
Western modernity and media that has brought about both greater interest in, and 
knowledge of, the private lives of public figures in comparison with historical 
societies. And also about whether we might know more about these instances within 
the Christian tradition and in “Western” cultural contexts, than in relation to other 
than Christian religious traditions where such phenomena might equally be found, 

                                                           
10  M. Dyson, I May Not Get There With You: The True Martin Luther King Jnr, Simon and Schuster, 2001. 
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but where it is possible that they could less frequently be acknowledged - especially 
given that the making public of such things, where they occur, can in itself be 
culturally or religiously seen as either a problem, or as a symptom of a problem.  
 
Taking into account all of this, given the undoubted distortions that have occurred 
within the Christian tradition in relation to this whole area, one might therefore ask 
how the Love Project might engage with the relationship between divine love and 
human erotic (including sexual) love, by also taking into account religious traditions 
where the erotic and the divine have not been separated or seen as at odds with 
each other to the degree that has historically occurred at least in much of Western 
Christianity - as in the Tantra of Hindu traditions, and maybe even extending into 
aspects of Goddess religious traditions.  
 
The latter is likely to prove quite challenging from the perspective of Abrahamic 
religions where at least the traditional hermeneutics of scriptures often seem sharply 
to differentiate ethical monotheism from other religious eroticisms  portrayed as 
lacking in ethical responsibility. But the reluctance of (much) Christian tradition and 
theology seriously to consider these matters in their relationship to love except as 
departures from divine love, and furthermore to suppress even consideration of 
such, can arguably feed into the potentiality and actuality for “shadow side” 
developments.11 This “shadow side” includes historical examples such as the “witch 
crazes” of medieval Europe, and contemporary examples such as the record of 
sexual abuse that especially (but not only) the Roman Catholic Church has had to 
confront, and in relation to which Christianity is unlikely to be alone among the 
Abrahamic religions. 
 
 
Personal exploration and vulnerabilities 
 
At this point in the paper as it moves towards a conclusion, as explained in its 
introduction I am sharing the following poems not because I am arrogant enough to 
think of myself as a fully-fledged poet. Nor am I doing so in order to “let it all hang 
out”. Rather it is to encourage us in our scholarly discussions of love not to exclude 
our personal experiences and attempts to understand them. And in doing so to flag 
how the words of poetry, the pictures of art, and the sounds of music are all 
important media to take into account within the Love Project if it is to avoid being a 
unidimensional intellectual exercise, since it is in our lives as we live them that the 
most important cutting edge issues in the study of religion are ultimately to be found 
 
The inclusion of the three poems spaced over a decade between each one also 
highlights that our experience and our understanding of love is unlikely to be fixed or 
finished. Thus there are differences reflected in the first poem on “Love”, written over 
forty years ago now just before I came up to Regent’s Park College to read Theology 
as an undergraduate student; through a period of life in which there was marriage, 
divorce, remarriage, and the experience of parenthood, and within which period the 
second poem “For a Friend” was written; and then, on the other side of the loss of 
married love through death and, in the title of the third poem, being again “Surprised 
by Love”.  

                                                           
11  Helen Ellerbe, The Dark Side of Christian History, Morningstar and Lark, 1995. 
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There is much in the first poem that I feel I can still affirm. At the same time, in 
retrospect I can see its strongly gendered inflections given its emergence within a 
patriarchy of which I was at the time barely conscious. And the ending of it, too – 
notwithstanding that one can argue for a proper theological interpretation of the 
notion of “submission” rather than “subservience” – is something that I now feel less 
comfortable about in terms of human agency and dignity. By the time of the second 
poem, I was becoming increasingly aware of both the profoundly embedded nature 
of patriarchy in relation to the shaping of close interpersonal relations, and also of 
the historically informed dynamics that can be at play between individual persons of 
different religious traditions even when they personally wish to overcome an 
historically troubled inheritance. In the third poem, written on the other side of being 
surprised by human love again so soon after its loss through bereavement, there is a 
sense of another quality of love flowing in and between the present and the future, 
and within and beyond the relations of the human parties to that love. So in 
conclusion, the fifth and final cutting edge issue that I would like to identify and 
conclude with in relation to research in relation to love in religion is that: 
 
Without our personal experiences of human love; the times of heightened 
reflection that accompany their beginnings and endings; and the mundane 
outworking of life in between, our attempts as scholars and as human beings 
to approach an understanding of the phenomenon of love in religion - in all its 
historical, social and personal richness and the fragility and ambiguity of its 
actualisation – would be impoverished. 
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LOVE   
 

Paul Weller (1974) 
 

 Love (1) 
 Once upon a time, 
 All that I knew of love 
 Was the haven of my mother’s breast, 
 And the seemingly impregnable battlements 
 Of my father’s will, behind which 
 I could find security. 

  
 Of course, there were sniggers 
 And kiss-chases at school, 
 But boys never really understand love; 
 Gob-stoppers fill their minds as well as their mouths, 
 And conkers and football 
 Pour into the open receptacle 
 Of male childhood. 

 
 Girls are different: 
 They read glossy magazines 
 Where television heroes and pop starts 
 Prostitute their images 
 To innocence awakening. 

 
 Gradually, though, with the years, 
 I became aware of subject and object, 
 Male and female. 
 My religion, of course,  
 (Though unofficially) 
 Frowned upon the games that boys and girls 
 Play behind the curtain of childhood. 
 The prohibition begat the blush 
 And the blush brought the disdain. 
 Pride kept girls at arm’s length, 
 Or more. 

 
 Tears were shed: 
 Burning tears, hot with the fires 
 Of love unanswered, 
 But they failed to melt me: 
 I could not understand. 
 Cold, stable, secure, 
 I lived in a world of abstractions 
 Where male, female and love 
 Were submerged beneath a stream of ideas. 
 Then she came 
 And threw my word into  
 Rapturous confusion: 
 A swirling ecstasy of chaos 
 Swept me out of familiar channels 
 Into the open sea of possibility. 
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At length I touched her; 
 And as if I had tapped 
 Some hidden source of ancient power, 
 My senses and my spirit 
 Thrilled as the world 
 Was transfigured in a timeless moment. 
 It was not to last: 
 I met her one still night, 
 Full, and eager to pour out my love 
 Upon her, but something was wrong, 
 And I could feel it. 
 She turned awkwardly and looked me in the face 
 The words that followed 
 Plunged my world into the twilight zone: 
 I collapsed inwardly like a deflated balloon. 

 
 Once more I was out at sea: 
 This time it was a cruel sea 
 And I was a castaway. 

 
 Love (2) 
 Out at sea  
 There is no return to the mainland. 
 There are no havens in which to shelter, 
 And for obvious reasons, battlements cannot be built. 
 Islands afford an occasional home, 
 And sometimes the seas are calm. 
 Perhaps, at best, all a castaway can hope for 
 Is Man Friday: 
 Respect, trust, and friendship can be built, 
 Like battlements: 
 Draw up the plans, lay the foundations,  
 Buy the stones and build. 

 
 Love (3) 
 The alternative is stony; not barren, but stony. 
 Still, with time, what might have been 
 Becomes what might be 
 One day. 
 The strong yet elusive reality that faded 
 Into the mists of time and memory 
 Once more takes shape: 
 Swirling, coiling, curling, twisting, 
 Not solid, but insubstantial. 
 Like spirit it seems a reality which 
 Cannot be grasped. 
 Always leading on, leading on, leading on: 
 A holy grail? 
 Or a soap bubble? 
 Or do they amount to the same thing 
 In the end? 
 One is always stretching out, stretching out, reaching, 
 Until……. 
 
  



11 
 

Love (4) 
 Are human magnets? 
 Do like poles repel, opposite poles attract? 
 Or does love transcend and transform our polarities 
 Whatever they may be? 
 Perhaps it does 
 And perhaps that’s why the compass in my head 
 Has gone haywire; 
 Perhaps that’s why I’ve lost my bearings  
 In this unfamiliar sea. 
 Love infiltrates, it disturbs and provokes. 
 You cannot sit by the watch it like television. 
 Television can be switched on and off – 
 There is even a choice of channels. 
 No – love is inescapable involvement. 

 
 Love (5) 
 The highway of love that leads to an altar 
 Has many side-streets. 
 They are full of dead-ends and deception. 
 Maybe we can only say we love one person 
 More than all others 
 Because time, space, circumstance and God, 
 Has ordained boundaries 
 Beyond which we may not pass. 
 The whole thing seems out of our control, 
 Even beyond our influence. 
 Love isn’t like the weather or the growing plants, 
 No natural laws can mask 
 The real Actor here 

 
 Love doesn’t grow like flowers: 
 There are no explanations. 
 Beauty is purely aesthetic, 
 Lust is purely animal 
 (With spiritual overtones) 
 But love transcends and overflows all. 
 We can flick no switch where love is concerned. 
 There is no logic in love, 
 And for this reason it is beyond our control. 
 Love, both human and divine 
 Is the province of God. 
 All we can do is to pretend that we don’t love, 
 Or make-believe that we do; 
 But under the Divine Decree, 
 Love is mystic, irrational, overpowering. 
 To submit it the only way out –  
 Freedom in subservience 
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FOR A FRIEND 
 

Paul Weller (1986) 
 
 

You make me think: 
And how my brain hurts, 

Hurts with the weight of centuries past 
Of crosses still crossing your ancestors out, 
Of words that are mocked by reality’s record. 

Of the Faith of my life 
Which tried to kill you. 
You make me think. 

 
You make me feel: 

And how my guts hurt, 
Hurt with the pain of embryo men 

Of how we’re afraid to lose the women we love, 
Of empty insides when the cord has been cut, 

Of liberal excuses 
For fear of ourselves. 
You make me feel. 

 
You make me laugh: 
And how good that is, 

Laugh with your freedom of letters that squiggle 
As children in gardens or grown-ups in bed, 
As water in streams or meandering brooks, 

As brushmarks from China 
Your words are alive. 
You make me laugh. 

 
You make me happy: 
And how rare that is, 

Happy in friendship that feels and that gives 
In touches, caresses and spaces between 
In walking and talking and saying goodbye, 

In eating and drinking 
In sharing of life. 

You make me happy. 
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Surprised by Love 
 

Paul Weller (2011) 
 

I am here 
And you are there. 

You are here 
And I am there. 

And “in-between”  
We are sometimes together. 

 
You speak German 
And I speak English. 
You speak Spanish 

And I like to listen to its music. 
And “in-between”  

We have another language. 
 

You are a woman 
And I am a man. 

I am a father for children 
You are a sister for brothers and a friend for many. 

And “in-between”  
We are friends and lovers. 

 
I stay awake with night owls 

And you rise with morning bird songs. 
Across the miles we see each other 

You send your night blessing. 
And “in-between”  

Our days are together in our hearts. 
 

I have found you 
And you have found me. 

We have found each other  
And in our finding we know that we have both been found 

In the “In-Between” 
Where there is yet more to find together 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


