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Ghazali who lived in the cleventh century is generally regarded
as the greatest theologian in Islam. He had an encyclopaedic
knnwlcd;_,c zmd wrote 2 ;,rcal- number of books on many sub-

many hnnks h:wc I)ccn written about him, he is stlll relatively
itle known, just bécause of the vastness of his work. His chief
work The ivification of Theolypy consists of fifteen hundred
coscly printed pages, not more than a quarter of which has been
translated. Very lictle attention has been given to the sources of
his ideas. Obermann for instance, in a much praised book, re-
gards him as a great and original thmker, somehow a forerunner
of Kant. lic could not have done so, if he had scen how much
Ghazali depended on his predecessors and how much he re-
flected the theological and mystical aspect of his time, To me
Ghazali is the typical representative of that syncrettsm in Islam
in which ideas from different Greek sources are used to rationa-
lize the religious dogmasg1his penctration by Greek ideas is one
of the characteristics of Islam. In rationalistic theology Stoicism
is preponderant, in mysticism Platonism and Neoplatonism.

1 will today discuss with you some points in Ghazali’s chapter
on “’The Love of God™ in his [ irification of Theelogy and try, as
far as I am able, (o relate them 1o their Greek sources. We shall
find in Ghazali as a dogmatist and a mystic both Sroic and
Neoptatonic influences.

The love of God ~Ghazali says—is the tinal aim and the
hlgllul degrrec of the stages of lel‘liu.l] progress, mythmq beyond
it, for instance the passionate longing after God, is but its fruit;
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THE CLOVE OF GOD' IN GCHAZALI'S

everything before it, for instance, patience, renunciation and
ascetism, is but its preparation. Still—he says—although the
belief in the Love of God is strong, there are some thinkers who
have denied its possibility and asserted that its meaning can only
be obedience to God; in its real sense—they say—love of God
is impossible, for love can exist only between members of the
same genus, between individuals having the same degree of
being. God is too high above us to inspite human emotions.
We have here an interesting point. Indeed the love of God is
not aceepted by orthodox Islam, in which there is a strong
opposition to the emotional mysticism of the Sufis, to whom also
Ghazali belongs, and especially against its excesses of en-
thusiastic cestasy. Also some of the Mutakallimun, the more ot
less rationalistic theologians of Tslam, deny it for the same
reason. | may add here thar these Mutakallimun are strongly
influcnced by Stoicism which condemns the passions and be-
lieves in reason, and although love when it is pure is not thought
incompatible with the Stoic Sage, the Sage should be unemo-
tional in his one desire for reason and truth. On the othet hand,
the Platonists and Neoplatonists praise the love of beauty and
the beauty of God. That there can be no love between God and
man hecause of the 1oo great distance between them had been
already affirmed by Aristotle in the Nicomachcan Ethics. The
Nicomachean lithics had been translated into Arabic and this
saying of Aristotle’s may have hecome a common notion.

it is generally acknowledged-—Ghazali continues—that the
love of God and the prophet is a’ religious duty. Now, how
could something that docs not exist be regarded as a rcligious
duty and how could the term “Jowe” he explained by obedience
— since obedience is a consequence and a fruit of love and love
precedes it? Besides, the existence of the love of God is men-
tioned in God’s own words (that is in the Jur'an which 1s sup-
posed to be inspired by God) and Ghazali quotes then Surah 11,
6o in which there is an indication that men should love God and
Surah v, 59 where the love of God towards men and man’s love
rowards God is mentioned. Ghazali proceeds then by giving 2
qumber of traditions aseribed to Muhammed in which he made
the Tove of God a condition of faith. 1 may remark here, and it1s
common knowledge, that the traditions ascribed to Muhammed
are of very varied origin, and that there is hardly a religious
opinion held by any of the different religious schools in lslam
which they do not base on 2 saying of the prophet. There are
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VIVIFICATION OF THEOLOGY (’
cven traditions which have a Neoplatontc tenet, for instance the
famous saying “Know thyself and then thou wilt know thy
God™ which is sometimes ascribed to the prophet, sometimes to
Ali, Muhammed’s cousin and son-in-law. 1 will give here a few
of these traditions which are mentioned by Ghazali in this con-
text : When someonc asked the prophet what faith is, he answered:
that God and the Prophet are more beloved to you thah any-
thing clse. And the prophet said in his prayer: “ O God, provide
me with ‘Thy love and the love of those who love Thee and the
love of all the things which bring me nearer to Thee and make
Thy love more beloved to me than cool water!” There is also a
iradition concerning Abraham, who in the Qur’an is called “the
Friend of God”. 1t is said of Abraham, when the Angel of
Death came to take his soul, that he cried out: “Did you ever
see a friend who caused the dcarh of his friend?”” Then he heard
these words of God: “Did you cver see a lover who was loth to
meet his Beloved 2 Whercupon Abraham called out to the Angel
of Death: “Now come and take my soul!” And according to a
tradition it has been said that on the Day of Resurrection the
peaples will be summoned by the names of their prophets, and
it will he called out: “Oh, people of Moses™, “Oh, people of
Jesus™, Ol people of Muhammed”, except the lovers of God;
for 1o them the call will be made: “O, saints of God, come
hither, come hither to your God™ and they will be overcome with
joy. And there is also a tradition where these words of God are
mentioned: *'The weiphe of one grain of love is more beloved
(o me than seventy years of servitude without love.”

Having established thao the love of God s generally acknow-
ledged i Islam, Ghazali proceeds by stating the different causes
or reasons for love. But first he poses as a condirion of love that
it must be'preceded by knowledge and that therefore love cannot
be imagined in the lifeless, bur is proper to the living, perceiving
being. This would rather scem a truism. However, in mystical
Neoplatonic theology, as 1t is for instance found in Islam in
Avicenna, love is regarded as wider than knowledge, 1t is ex-
tended also over the inorgante, it is, as 1t were, the hirst mnstinct
of everything existing (the origin of this conception is already
i Plato and Aristotle). This idea is found also in St Augustine
where he says: *“Hverything that can love, Jdoves God, either
consciously ot unconsciously.” According to this conception all
movement 15 based on attraction, both in its physical and
psvchological sense, and expresses an unNconscious oOr conscious
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desire for the approach 10 the Divine. Indeed, even when we
moderns use the rerm in®its mysterious physical sense, a faint
animistic tendency seems implied. Now, Ghazali says, things
perceived can be generally divided into three classes, those that
arc in agreement with the nature of the perceiver produce
pleasure and therefore are beloved, those that are in disagree-
ment with the perceiver produce pain and therefore are hated,
and those that are indifferent, or neutral, and are neither beloved
nor hated. Man, when he is sound of nature will by nature love
and seck that which gives him pleasure and-hate and avoid the
painful. Now this whole conception is of Stoic origin. “In
agrrecement with naturc’’ 1s a typical Stoic term, duoAoyoupévws Ti)
puorr, and for the Stoics Jiving in-agreement with nature,
duohoyoupbves T puoet 37y, is the cthical ideal. Stoic too is the
division into three classes and the term “indifferent”, in Greek
&Bi&gopov, in latin ndifferens or nenter, has been coined by the
Stoics who like to place a middle term between two opposites.
Galen, for instance, puts hetween the terms ™ sick” and ““healthy”
4 third term “the indifferent””. “Soundness of natare” too is a
Stoic coneept and dp8ds Adyos, ripght or sound reason, the Jumen
waturale in Latin, different translations of which exist in Arabic,
is Stoic too. As there are five senses, Ghazali says, there are five
classes of the tovable and of pleasure, those given by sight,
hearing and so on. Those pleasures can be shared by the animals,
and i there were no other senses possible, it might be said,
since pleasure and love depend on the senses, that God cannot
e loved, since he cannot be pereeived by the senses nor repre-
sented by images. But there is another, a sixth sense, which is a
characteristic of man and differentiates him from the anima and
which may be called intellect or heart or light, or whatever you
like. And this inner sight s stronger than the exterior sight, and
the perceptions of the heart are more powerful than those of the
cye, and the beauty of the forms perceived by the intellect s
greater than the heauty of the forms of the exterior world, and
the delight of the heart in pereeiving the sublime divine things 18
greater and more perfect than the pleasures which derive trom
the senses, and the loaging of the sound intellect or sound
aature for those divine things is the most powerful. Tor love is
nothing but the Tonging for the delight of things pereeived. Fhis
last sentence ** Love is nothing but the longing for the delight of
things perceived ™ s a typical Platonic statement. “love 1s ot
the beautiful ™, savs Plato in his Newporon. Platonic ss also the

-
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I CATION OF THECLOGY (//

view that the delight given by the ideal forms is greater than the )

joy given by purcly sensuous beauty, On the other hand, it is
the Storcs who declare that the difference between man and
animal consists in this, that the animal is bound to pe’rccption by
the senses, whereas man chulreq the idea of God in hls soul
|hmugJ1 the logos. ‘The logos is reparded by the Stoics as ‘Some-
thing like light. Plato, Aristotle and Plotinus too compare the
mictlect 1o light. That the scat of the soul is in the heart is Stoic,
and as the Stoics are materialists, onc has to take this in a purely
material sense. But Ghazali as a mystic is a spiritaalist, and for

him the term “heart™ has a spiritual meaning and is synonymous -

with intellecrual infuition. 1 may, however, point out that
Ghazali in his artack on the phitosophers in his book The Inco-
berence of the Phifosaphers follows the sect of theologians, called
Ashtarsies, who are strongly influenced by the materialistic
theories of the Stoics and that Ghazali himself tries there to
refute the view of the philosophers that the soul is immaterial.
Another remnark 1 would like o make is that when I distinguish
here between a Stoic and a Platonic source [ do not imply that
the synthests between those two philosophies was always made
by Ghazalt himself. Ghazali may well have followed a source
where this synthesis was already established and as a matter of
fact this synthests existed already in some way in Greek philo-
sophy and is connected at its origin with the great name of
Posidonius,

But et us return now to Ghazali, According to Ghazali there
are five reasons for the love of God. And the firse reason is that
every living being loves firse itself and the meaning of self-love
s that by nature every living being has the desire to persevere in
its existence and ro avord non-existence and death, since that
which is loved by nature 1s thar which 15 in agreement with the
lover, and what is more n agreement with him than his own
selt? And therefore man loves the continuance of his existence
and tears death, not only ow of fear for the pains of death, and
tor punishment in the beyond; and if through afflictions he
might desire non-existence, he does not love it because it is non-
extstence, but because 11 will cause the cessation of his affictions.
Here Ghazali states the imporiant Stoie princeple that the desire
to preserve himself, and sclf-love, is the first instinet in man, and
the firse attraction in accordance with nature. In the words of
Ciceso, de foribus, 11, 16: 1t is the Stoie view that immediately
atter birth every hiving being feels an attachment for irself and
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an impulsc to preserve itself and to feel affection for its own con-
stitution and for thosc things which tend to\'preservc that con-
stitution; whiley on the other hand, it conceives a dislike for
destruction and those things which appear to cause destruction,
This principic has a very great Hiffusion in east and west, it is
found, for instance, in St Augustine, Bernard of Clairvaux,
‘I'homas Aquinas, Tclesio, Campanella, Hobbes and Spinoza,
who says: wia quaeque res quantum i e esh, in sHo perseverare
conatur-—cach thing wants to remain in the condition in which it
is by 1tself. .

Now, for the Stoics nature does not only create self-love in the
individual, bur creates also in the parents an affection for their
children, and this parental affection is the germ Qf that social
community of the human race to which we afterwards attain,
and from this parcntal affection is developed the sense of mutual
attraction which unites human beings as such. Man is a social
being, love of others is not based on self-love, -although it may
be posterior to it. Sencca says: “You cannot but live for othets,
if you want to live for yourself.”

Ghazali, however, as we shall see presently, derives parental
love immediately from self-love, and here he gives a somewhat
Platonic turn to his Stoic principle. Plato in his Sympasion bases
love on the desire of mortal naturc to be eternal and immortal, and
since like al} earthly things he is bound to destruction and death,
he cannot attain his aim except through generation. Through
his children man in a certain way can preserve his existence
heyond death and fulfil somehow his longing for immottality.
Ghazali proceeds: The objdg of his love is for man first himsclf,
then the integrity of his memiers, then his property, his children,
his kinsfolk and his friends’ Now, the integrity of his members
is heloved because the perfection and the continuance of his
existence depend on it {his is still Stoic) and man loves his
property because it is anfinstrument for the continuance of his
existence, and this is alsojthe case with the other objects of his
love. And man does not love these things for themselves but
because his own satisfaction with the continuance and perfection
of his existence depends on them. A man loves his children even
when he does not receive any benefit from them, but sufters
sorrows through them, because he leaves them in an existence
after his own. For the continuance of his offspring is a kind of
continuance of himself, and through the strength of his longing
for the continuation of himself he loves the continuation of him
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who stands, as it were, in his stead. Still, if he had t(:l’:)OSC
between being killed himself and having his child killed, while
he himself would keep his integrity, he would choose his own
continuation rather than that of his child, because the con-
inuation of his child resembles his own continuation only in
some way, but is not really his own continuation.” This last
sentence does not scem very moral and is not found in Plato’s
Symposion. Plato, however, says that a man for his awn glory,
which gives also a kind of immortality, will take greater risks
than he would take for the sake of his children.

After this first reason, Ghazali gives as the second reason for
love, the Jove for those by whom we benefit, and for this reason
we often love a stranger or a foreigner to whom no ties bind us.
Ghazali says this second type is very muych like the first, the
diflference consists in this: that when a man loves his members,
this love is an aim itsclf, for the integrity of his members implies
his own integrity of existence, but this second type concerns only
a means, 'T'he physician and the teacher are only 2 means to attain
health and wisdom, which are the ends on which the perfection
of man’s existence depends. It is the characteristic of this second
type that once the aim is artained, the means to that aim loses itg"
value, the physician and the reacher are loved, are of value, only
as Jong as the aims they can give, health and wisdom, are not
attained. (Aristotle says in the Nicomachean Fthics that, in friend-
ship based on uscfulness, the friendship is dissolved when the
uscfulness ceases.) The distinction of these two classes is rather
illogrical, since in his first class Ghazali included, for instance,
property, which is only, as Ghazali himsclf recognizes, a means
to the perfection of a man’s existence. .

The third reason of love (and this indeed is Aristotle’s de-
finition of true love or friendship in the Nicomachean Fthics,
Book v is that a man loves a thing for its own sake, not for any
benefit he may receive from it; indeed, it forms by itself his
happiness and this is, in fact, the true, perfect love, a love which
is not bound up with man’s existence. Beauty, for instance, is
loved in this way, for all beauty is beloved by him who pet-
cetves it, and the perception of beauty is the essence of delight,
and delight is beloved for its own sake, for onc should not
believe that the love of beautiful forms serves only the satis-
faction of physical desire: verdant plants and fuaning water are
beloved, not because one can eat the plants and drink the water,
or reecive from them any benetit, but solely for the beauty seen

3111



T LOVE OF GOD™ IN GHAZALILS

in them. We are following here, of course, a train of Platonic
thought. But one question may be asked: can one truly say that
one loves 2 beawtiful thing for its own sake, when one seeks it
for the delight one derives from it, and is not the search for
delipht a selfish motive? The question has been asked and is
answered in the positive by the hedonists, modern and ancient,
and is.a point of dispute between the hedonistic Epicureans and
the Stoics. Whereas the Epicurcans hold the theory that pleasure
is 1he chicf good, and that all morals are basced on it the Stoics
emphatically rejeer the view that we adopt or approve either
justice ot friendship for the sake of their utility. Indeed, the very
existence of both justice and fricndship will be impossible—they
say ~if they are not desired fot their own sake. It is a significant
fact that Ghazali refers to this dispute, although, so fat as |
know, nobody held the hedonistic view in Islam, significant,
hecause it shows that he depends on Stoic sources. Men of little
understanding, he says, have asserted that it is impossible to love
another thing for its own sake without any profit to oneself, but
as 2 matter of fact --he allirms-—this happens, Ghazali proceeds
then by explaining the meaning of heauty and he says that thosc
who are imprisoned in the honds of sensations and representa-
tions think that beauty refers only to well-proportioned shapes
(that measure and symmetry are the bass of beauty is a Greek
idea, already found in Plato) and agreeable colours. Indeed, men
use the term mostly for the beauty scen by the eye and the beauty
of men (beauty, | may remind you Plato says, is the most palpable
to sight) and so it has been thought rhat beauty cannot be
imagined to exist except in what s perceived or imagined by
sight. But beauty 1s not limited to visual perceptions. All things
perccived are Table to be judged beautiful or ugly, and the
meaning of beauty in which they all share is that there exists in
them the possible perfection that is befittinig them, and when 1na
thing all its possible perfection 1s present, it has attained its
extreme perfection. A beautiful horse is a horse that combines
all the qualities of form, colour, gait, hehaviour that are hetitting
a horse, and cach thing has its own specitic beauty that s be-
Guing i, so that a man is judged beautiful for other qualitics
(han a horse. Now, this detinition is closely related to the Stoic
definition of the beautiful and the good, namely thar the beautiful
or the good is that which by nature has the specitic use which s
hefitting it ‘Fhe idea of pertection we find in Plato who I‘t‘galrdﬁ
it as one of the conditions of beaury thae it should have per-
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feetion and who says in the Philebus that nothing can be beautiful
that is imperfect. 1 spoke just now of the beautiful or’good. Tt
will be known to all of you that this near-by identification of the
heautiful and the good is typical for the Greeks in whom the
aesthetical clement is so strong, and who have one word, Kalos,
(o express both concepts, But whereas the Greek masses con-
nected the beautiful with the good, and thought that all things
bheautiful cannot be but good, Plato, as it wete, turned the‘pr()'—
cess and atfirmed that all chings that are good cannot but be
Leautiful, or rather that the beautiful is but the reflex in the
mirror of dur carthly world of that good beyond sensuous pet-
ception, the glorious beauty of which can be seen only by the
inner light of the mind. ‘I'his identification of the good and the
heautiful is originally quite foreign to Islam and is a gift of the
Greeks and of Plato to Islam and to the wotld. 1 may also
remark that this identification is much less emphasized in the
saber, rationalistic philosophy of Stoicism, where the undis-
turhed wisdom of reason is sought, than in Platonism and
especially Neoplatonism, with their emotional longing for the
very experience and contemplation of Truth itsclf.

Ghazali, continuing in this Maronic strain, gives, as a fourth’
reason for love, the Jove for beauty generally, for the term
“beauty” can be applied to things not perecived by the senses.
So, when we speak of a beautiful characrer which implies know-
ledpre, intellect, modesty, courage, all qualitics which cannot be
scen by the senses, but are perceived by the light of the inner
sight; and all these beautiful qualities, and those who possess
them, are beloved by the man who understands them. So by
nature (here we have the Stoic concept of Jumen naturale) there s
implanted in man the fove for the prophet and all the great
relipious men and teachers, although some may never have seen
them in the flesh. And man will Jove the chiet of the special
school of law 10 which he belongs, and be ready to spend all his
property in defence of him; nay, sacrifice his life for him, although
he may never have seen the visual form of this chief and, if he
had scen it, might not have thought it beauttful, but the love
which makes him behave like this s not for a perceptible form,
which continually changes through its changing matter, but for
a hidden form which is stable, and the beauty of which can be
only scen through the light of inner perception. 1f you speak
of a king in a distant part of the world who is just and good you
will excite love for him in those who, because of the distance of
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their country, cannot have any share in his good works, and
this shows that you do not Jove a man~only because he does
good 10 you, but that you love a man because he does good
ahsolutely, without any reference to yoursclf. And how great is
the difference between him who loves a picture painted on the
wall hecause of the beauty of its exterior form, and him who
loves the prophet because of the beauty of his inner form!

The fifth reason for love is this mysterious relationship which
can exist between two persons, not because of beauty, of of any
material advantage, but solely because of a spiritual affinity. To
resume, there are five reasons or types of love:

(«) Sclf-love, "I'hat is the natural desire of cvery living being
fo persevere n ity existence.

() V.ove for a selfish motive.

() Unsclish Jove.

() 1.ove for the beauriful.

(6) l.ove based on affinity,

If 1 may make a little critical remark here: this division into
five classes is rather illogical. The five classes, since they overlap,
should be reduced to two: self-love and altruistic love. Besides,
there is a great difference between loving a thing fof #45 own sake,
for instance, a beautiful thing for the delight it gives, that is for
its intrinsic value, and loving another person for his sake, un-
sciishly, altruistically. . :

‘I'he distinction is important for cthics. 1f there is an intrinsic
value in the pursuit of beauty and truth, the contemplative fite,
the contemplation of beauty and truth and of God will have 2
value of its own, different from the social virtues related to one’s
fellow-men.

But there is alrcady some confusion in Plato, who founds love
on the wish for generation, on the wish of mortal being for
nrhortaliry, but at the same time bases all love on the delight of
heauty perceived. "

Now, Ghazali says it is cJear that when all these reasons ar
united in one person, the love for him must be doubled, justg
when one has a child of beautiful shape, beautiful character,
perfect in wisdom, heautiful in his behaviour, doing good to his
father and doing good absolutely, his father will love him ex-
ceedingly. And when all these qualities are themselves of an
extreme degree and of an extreme beauty, they will be loved in an
extreme degree. And it is clear, now, that these five reasons for
love in their totality, and in their extreme degree, can only refer
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to God, and that ir is only God to whom love in its inngfmost
sense is due. For, although they may be found in others singly,
the totality of the reasons for love exists only in God; their
totality in others is a mere illusion and a symbol. For it is clear
that you cannot truly love anyone but God. For as fo self-love
or sclf-knowledge he who knows himself, knows absolutely that
he does not exist through himself. He knows that his existence,
his continuance and perfection are from God and towards God,
and that God is his creator. By himself alone man has no
existence, on the contrary, he is pure obliteration and mere
nothingness. Nothing exists by itself, everything receives its
existence through God who truly exists by Himself. And if a
man does not love God that is because he is ignorant of himself
and of his love of himself, 1 5 the sétond reason for love, i.e. the
love for a hencfactor, this must determine, indeed, man to love
God. For if man has attained true wisdom, he knows that God
is his only benefactor, for the kinds of favours he bestows on
his servants cannot be enumerated, since they are beyond limits.
A man can really hestow favours only on himself, on others this
is impossible for the created. Tor just as a man does not throw
his money into the sea, hecause there is no aim in i, he does not
put it into the hand of another without an aim. You on whom he
bestows his gift are not the aim yourself. Your hand, in ac-
cepting the gift, is only the instrument through which his aim
is reached, namely, the praise and gratefulness of others. There- -
fure, nobody has a right to be thanked and loved for favours, and
this for two reasons, first hecause God made him do this, second
because the donator sells his favours for his own gratification,
and to one who sells things to you no thanks are due. This
passaze has as its ultimate source a sentence in Aristotle’s Nico-
machean 1ithics, vin, 6 where it is said that when friendship is
built on uiility, the giving is nothing but a mere exchange—
pleasure for utility. The idea of God’s gencrosity s Platonic (in
the Timaens) and Neoplatonic. _

The third reason for love, true love for a benefactor without
your receiving any favours from him, is implanted in man (as
we saw, altruistic love s, according to the Stoics, as natural
to man as scli-love). Now, this love also requires the love for
God; requires, indeed, that you cannot love anything except in
its relation to God. For God is the benefactor of the whole of
creation and all the created. First, by creating cthemy; secondly,
by perfecting them with members that are necessary tor them,
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¢.p. the head, the heart and the liver; thirdly, by favouring them
with members that are useful for them, e.g. the eye, the hand, the
foot, although they arc not absolutely necessary to them;
fourthly, by beautifying them, e.g. the curve of the lips, the
almond shape of the eyes. This passage is certainly based on a
Stoie division. In Cicero’s de natura deorum, 11, 121 it is said
that none of the bodily organs, at least those contained in the
body, is superfluous ot not necessary, and there a long list of
examples is given, Whereas, in Cicero’s de [inibus, 111, 18 it 1s
asserted that certain parts of the body appear to be intended
solely for ornament. Now these three qualities, i.e. necessity,
uscfulness, beauty, Ghazali says, are found in all animals, nay,
in all plants, nay in cvery species of the created from the top of
the world to the bottom.  How could there, therefore, be another
hencfactor than God? .

As to the fourth reason for love, that is the-love for the beautiful
for heauty’s sake, he who loves the prophet or one of the holy
men does not love him for the beauty which appears to him;
although the visible beauty of their actions indicares the qualities
which are the source of them just as the beauty of a poem in-
dicates the beauty of the poet. Now, we love the hidden beauty
of men for three qualities: for their knowledge, their power and
their selfsrestraint. (It is interesting to note that these qualities
are three of the four cardinal virtues of the Stoics, the fourth,
justice, is omirted.) But, in fact, these qualitics belong to God
alone. For how can God’s knowledge, which comprises every-
thing with an infinite knowledge, so that not one particie in
Heaven or on LEarth escapes Him, be compared to the knowledge
of man? If all God’s creatures in Heaven or Earth came together
to understand God's wisdom in the details of his creation of a
single ant or fly, they would not succeed for a hundredth part.
Indeed, man does nor understand anything but the little that
God himself has taught him, and the knowledge of the learned 13
but ignorance in comparison to His knowledge. And if the
beauty and the majesty of knowledge are to be loved and God
himself is the beauty and the perfection in those who are called
beautiful and perfect, then, for thar reason, God alone should be
loved. Now, as to power, power is a perfection, and weakness
a deficiency, and all perfection and majesty and courage and glory
is beloved and its pereeption is pleasant. So that when a man
hears of the batties of the famous generals in Islam there arises
in his heart, although he has not witnessed them necessarily, 2
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preat joy, and this causes necessarily a love in his heart for him
who has shown these qualities. But all power in man is limited,
for, although he may have power to restrain his passions, or
restrain the passion in other men, he will have only the potwer
over certain qualitics of his soul and over certain people and
certain things. And man’s powet does not derive from himself
and not through himsclf, but God created man and his power
and the instruments of his power, and the possibility of his power.
A mosquito, if God enables it to do so, may kill the mightiest
king. ‘Therefore, it s impossible to love the power and the beauty
of power of one of God’s servants without loving God. For
ihere is no power but through God. Now, as to self-restraint.
Abstaining from the imperfections, faults and vices is one of the
conditions of love and of beaity of the inner forms. And,
although the prophets were free from imperfections and faults,
the perfection of holiness and restraint ‘cannot be imagined but
in the One, the Truth, the King of FHoliness, For no creature can
be free from imperfection, since being created implies imper-
fection, and it is impossible that a full perfection could exist in
another than God, since the lowest degree of perfection implies
that one should not be subjected to another. All perfection but .
God’s is relative, related to what has more imperfection, so a
horse is perfect in comparison with a donkey, and a man is
perfect in comparison with a horse. But the root of imperfection
is in all, (This relativity of perfection is Stoic; cf. Cicero, de
Jonbis, v, v9.)

The fifth reason of Yove, as we have seen, is that of afhinity, for
like sceks like, youth secks youth, and hirds seck their own
specics and flee from others, 1 may perhaps draw your attention
(o 1he fact that this sentence is found in the Nicomachean 1:thics,
where Aristotle, spc:tkiﬁg of fricndship, says “Some define 1t as
a kind of likeness and say ‘like people are friends’, whence come
the sayings *like o like?, “hirds of a feather flock together’, and
o on.” Aristotle too says that young men become friends
quickly. Sometimes, Glazali says, this aftinity is based on some-
thing visible and sometimes 1t is hidden, as the unity of two
persons without there being any consideration of beauty or 2
wish of material possession. Now, this athnity exists between
man and God (this idea is Platonic, Mtolc, Neoplatonic), Some
ot this awhnity can be expressed 1n books, but some of it cannot
be written down bue must be jealously guarded, and can only
b experienced by those who follow the mystic way, having
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accomplished its conditions. That which can be mentioned
causes the servants of God to draw nearer to their maker through
the divine qualities they acquire of wisdom, generosity and pity,
which he ordered them to imitate and assimilate, so that they
arc said to have assimilated themselves to the divine qualities,
('1'his assimilation to God, in so far as it is possible, dpoiwaois &
Bey kaT& TO Suvatdy, is Plato’s cthical ideal.) As to that special
relation hetween man and God, which should not be written
dowst in books, there is an allusion to it, Ghazali says, in one of
the religious traditions which has: “ God says: ‘My servant does
not cease to approach himself to me till T Jove him and when 1
love him, T bhecome the hearing through which he hears, the
sceing through which he sces, the tongue by which he speaks’.”
J may remark here that it is a mystical tradition that the secret of
the mystic should not be revealed to the non-initiated. The
reason of this, Plotinus says, is that the divine is ineffable, and
it is forbidden to allude to i to those who have not had the bliss
to pereeive it The love hased on affinity—Ghazali affirms—can
truly anly be given to God. For true love—Aristotle had said this
already —is exclusive, can be given only to one, but every human
being can share lovable qualities with others, only God is.
unique and can be loved in an exclusive way. After this, Ghazali
distinguishes two ways to the knowledge of God, the way of the
strong and the way of the weak. 'The way of the strong is the way
of those whose first knowledge is Goad and who will know
through him all other things. ‘This is rhe way of the Neoplatonic
mystic, whose knowledge is not a scichl'illic or logical knowledge,
but who knows him through a rapousia (through a ““ presence”).
‘The way of the weak is the way of those whose first knowledge
is of God’s werds and who will gradually life themselves up from
them to their Creator. 'The former way, to understand through
God all other things, is obscure, and there is no use in writing it
down in hooks, The second way-—and this is the way of the
Stoic who sees in the world the realization of God’s design—
although not outside human understanding, is not much under-
stood, because it needs withdrawing from the passions and
occupations of the world, but especially because of the inhinity
of the objects of knowledge, for there is no particle from the top
of heaven till the bottom of the earth which does not testify
to the pertection and to the power of God. Ghazali goes
on 1o mention in the true Stoic fashion (one should consult
Cicero’s de satura deornm, 11) some of the signs of divine rational

318




<

design in the created. Amongst his different examples I may
mention here the curious comparison he makes between the
mosquito and the clephant. Lven to the smallest of his creatures
~he says—God has extended his providence. Sce the power of
the mosquito—compared to its size—sce how God has created
it in the shape of an clephant, the biggest of the animals, since
God has given it a proboscis like the clephant’s and has given it
in miniature all the members he created for the elephant, still
adding wings to it. This example I have not found in classical
literature, although Cicero mentions in the de natura deorum that
divinity has provided theelephant, because of the great distance
of his mouth from the carth, with a kind of hand, namely its
trunk. Now thelove of men for God, Ghazali says, is different
hecause the understanding in men s different. The intelligent
man who reads a ook of value admires and loves the authot,
whereas the ignorant man may know the author, but not knowing
(he content of the hook can only have a vague appreciation both
for author and book, just as the man who understands the
wonders of the mosquito’s creation will admire and love its
creator more than the vulgar can do, and the more man under-
stands, the grreater his love will he, and there is no shore to the
acean of God’s wonders. )
God is the most evident of all things, therefore, the knowledge
of him ought to be the {irst in time and the easiest to obtain.
Stll, we see that things happen just the othier way. The know-
ledpe of God comes late in man’s development. Tor, although
there is nothing in the world that daes not testify God’s exist-
ence, human intelligence is stupefied in perceiving it, and this by
God's infinite evidence itself. Just as the bat does not sce the
daylight, not hecause the daylight is itself obscure, but because
of the bat's weakness of sight which cannot cope with the
strength of daylight and can only see when the day’s light is
mingled with obscurity-—and in this way its evidence becomes
weaker - our intellects are weak in front of the Divine Majesty
and its Splendour which illuminares everything (this metaphor is
found at the beginning of Aristotle’s Metaplysicr). 1t seems
strange, Ghazal continues, that God’s cvidc:1§c is the cause of
his being hidden, but generally things are understood by their
oppusites, and if some things indicated God’s existence, while
other things denied it, we would much easicr perceive the
ditference. 1f the sun would never set and it were light for ever,
we would never learn to know the existence of light which we
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lecarn only through its negation, darkness. ‘That we know things
anly through their opposites is already found in Aristotle. Omanis
delerminativ est neeatio, Spinoza will say later. The Stoics use this
idea to explain the existence of evil, since without the existence
of evil the idea of good could never be understood.

Now that God loves his servants, Ghazali says, i1s shown
by different testimonies in the Qut’an, and Ghazali mentions
three passages. But the word “love™ as applied to God’s love
cannot have the same meaning as when applied to man, since all
the words we use have a sense different from their human sense
when applicd to God. Fverything under God is a “being” only
in so far as it proceeds from God, and, therefore, the word
“eing” must have another sense when applied to God than
when applicd 1o 1he creature. 1t is very evident that thete is a
difference in meaning for concepts like knowledge, will and
power when applicd to humans, ot when applied to God. But
the man who otiginated language fixed the meaning of words in
the first place in refation to the created whose nature can be
casier understood than God’s nature: to God they can be applied
only metaphorically. Love in the creature implies a need and a
deliciency, and this is impossible for God, since God possesses
all perfection, all beauty and all majesty which he posscsses
cternally and necessarily, to which nothing can be added, from
which nothing can be takgn, for he is the only true reality. There-
fore, God does notlovogany but himself, and what has been said
about his loving his servants must be taken in an allegorical
sense, and its meaning is that God lifts the veil from their hearts
till they sce him and are enabled to draw nearer o him, and that
e wills this from cternity. God’s love for the man who loves
him is cternal in so far as it refers 1o his cternal will to enable
his servants to approach to him. But when it refers to his act
by which he Litts the veil from the heart of his servant, then this
love is transitory and occurs when transitory causes produce it.
A king can eall to himself a servane because he needs a service
from him, but he can call him also, because his servant has
laudable qualities which make him worthy of approaching his
king, and when in this latter case the king draws the curtain
which separates his servant from him, it may be said that he
loves him, and when the servane, through his qualities, causes
the curtain to be drawn, it may be said that he makes himsell
beloved to the king, Now this former case, based on a need,
cannot be apphed to God's love, but through the latrer case we

320



(t"

may represent by an image how a man can be loved by God. This
whole conception is Neoplatonic. In God’s eternal stillness no
changes can occur, and when we speak of God’s causation—
Plotirius says—it is not to atttibute something to Him, but to
us. ‘T'his is also afirmed in Christian dogma. When it is said of
God that he changes his will-—St Augustine says-—we must
admit that it is rather we who change than he. And one may
pethaps compare Spinoza’s words: “The intellectual love (amor
mlellectualic) of the mind for God is God’s love itself through
which he loves his own self, not in so far as it is infinite, but in
so far as it can be understood by the essence of the human mind
sub specie aeternitatis, that is: the intellectual love of the mind for
God is part of that infinite love through which God lgves his
own sclf.” : .

I will end my summary here, although I have only been able
10 give 2 very bricf and necessarily imperfect account of Ghazali’s
ideas on this subject. 1 have tried to show that there is nothing
specifically Muhammedan in them, but that they are taken from
Greek sources. 'That man starts'by self-love but gradually ex-
tends his love till it comprises first his family, then his kinsmen,
and his country, then humanity in its totality, and finally reaches .
God; and again that through his love for God man loves man,
bécapse every man carries in his soul a spark of that divinity
through which man becomes sacred to man, this is an idea first
consciously expressed by the Stoics, and you will find it in many
medieval and renaissance authors. But, although it has been
first consciously expressed by the Greeks, perhaps this idea is
neither Greek, nor Christian, nor jewish, nor Muhammedan,
but expresses a universal truth, an cternal tryth, a divine truth, 1
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