
Those who confuse the divine nature with the human easily ascribe hu-
man affects to God.2

What Spinoza says about the intellectual love of God is only a sop to 
the masses.3

The notion of divine love was essential to medieval Christian concep-
tions of God.4 Jewish thinkers, though, had a much more ambivalent at-
titude about this issue. While Maimonides was reluctant to ascribe love, 
or any other affect, to God,5 Gersonides and Crescas celebrated God’s 
love.6 Though Spinoza is clearly sympathetic to Maimonides’s rejection 
of divine love as anthropomorphism, he attributes love to God neverthe-
less, unfolding his notion of amor Dei intellectualis at the conclusion of 
his Ethics. But is this a legitimate notion within his system? In the first 
part of this chapter, I will explain some of the problems surrounding this 
notion and then turn, in the second part, to consider two unsatisfactory 
solutions. In the third part, I will attempt to rework Spinoza’s amor Dei 
intellectualis from his definitions of love and the other affects in Part 3 
of the Ethics. In the fourth part, I will examine closely how he tweaks 
his definition of love in order to allow for the possibility of divine intel-
lectual love and conclude by trying to explain what motivated this move.

1 Divine Love as Anthropomorphism

Moses plainly teaches that God is jealous and nowhere teaches that 
God lacks emotions or passions of the soul. Hence, we must ev-
idently deduce that this is what Moses believed, or at least what 
he wanted to teach, however much we may be convinced that this 
statement conflicts with reason.7

In this announcement, taken from Spinoza’s famous discussion of the 
proper method of interpreting scripture, Spinoza points to scripture’s 
depiction of God as having passions as an example of an irrational, an-
thropomorphic conception of God in scripture. Accordingly, toward the 
middle of Part 5 of the Ethics, he argues:
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5p17: God is without passions, and is not affected with any affect 
of Joy or Sadness [Deus expers est passionum, nec ullo laetitiae aut 
tristitiae affectu afficitur].

Then, in the corollary to the same proposition, Spinoza seems to qualify 
this claim somewhat:

Strictly speaking God loves no one, and hates no one [Deus proprie 
loquendo neminem amat, neque odio habet]. For God (by p17) is 
not affected with any affect of Joy or Sadness. Consequently (by 
3DA6, 7), he also loves no one and hates no one.8

Why does Spinoza introduce the qualifier “strictly speaking”? Is he in-
sinuating that in some non-strict sense, God may love or hate someone? 
We might be tempted to follow this hint, but then, a few lines below, 
Spinoza argues that if one loves God, one should not hope that God will 
love him in return.

5p19: He who loves God cannot strive that God should love him in 
return.

Dem.: If a man were to strive for this, he would desire (by p17c) 
that God, whom he loves, not be God. Consequently (by 3p19), he 
would desire to be saddened, which is absurd (by 3p28). Therefore, 
he who loves God, etc., q.e.d.

Spinoza’s argument here is straightforward. Were God to love anyone, 
God would cease to be what he is (since, per 5p17c, it is contrary to 
God’s nature to have passions). Hence, were we to wish for God to love 
us, we would, in fact, be wishing that God would cease to be. Thus, 
insofar as we love God, we would be saddened by the destruction of 
God (3p19). But we cannot strive to be saddened (3p28). Therefore, we 
cannot desire that God would love us.

At this point, we might be convinced that God indeed cannot love or 
hate anyone. 5p19 seems to say that for God to love someone would be 
just like – to use one of Spinoza’s favorite tropes – a triangle becoming a 
square. Just as a square triangle is nothing but a chimera, so is a loving 
God, for Spinoza. Love is a passion, and God has no passions.

Yet, as one might suspect, this is not the final word in our divine 
affair. In 5p20s, there is a crucial transition in the text: it is here that 
Spinoza begins the enigmatic conclusion of the Ethics. In the middle of 
this Scholium, he suggests the following diagnosis:

It should be noted that sickness of the mind and misfortunes take 
their origin especially from too much Love toward a thing which is 
liable to many variations and which we can never fully possess. For 
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no one is disturbed or anxious concerning anything unless he loves 
it, nor do wrongs, suspicions, and enmities arise except from Love 
for a thing which no one can really fully possess.9

(5p20s)

Then Spinoza notes that with this, he has “completed everything which 
concerns this present life [Atque his omnia, quae praesentem hanc vi-
tam spectant, absolvi],” and therefore, “it is time now to pass to those 
things which pertain to the Mind’s duration without relation to the body 
[mentis durationem sine relatione ad corpus]” (5p20s, G II 294/24).10

The rest of Part 5 deals with the third kind of cognition (scientia in-
tuitiva), the mind’s eternity and blessedness (beatitudo), and the mind’s 
intellectual love of God. In the context of the latter, Spinoza makes the 
following two surprising claims:

5p35: God loves himself with an infinite intellectual Love [Deus se 
ipsum amore intellectuali infinito amat].

and

5p36c: From this it follows that insofar as God loves himself, he 
loves men, and consequently that God’s love of men and the Mind’s 
intellectual Love of God are one and the same [Hinc sequitur, quod 
Deus, quatenus seipsum amat, homines amat, et consequenter 
quod amor Dei erga homines et mentis erga Deum amor intellectu-
alis unum et idem sit].

Clearly, we were quite right to suspect something odd in Spinoza’s qual-
ification that only “strictly speaking God loves no one” (5p17c). In order 
to avoid ascribing a flat and obvious contradiction to Spinoza, we need 
to clarify his understanding of divine love. Specifically, we need to an-
swer the following questions:

1  If it is contradictory to God’s nature to have the passion of love (ac-
cording to 5p17 and 5p19d), how can God love either himself (5p35) 
or men (5p36c)?

2  Since Spinoza defines love as “joy accompanied by the idea of an 
external cause” (3DA6), it seems that Spinoza’s God cannot love 
anything, insofar as he has no external causes. How, then, can God 
love himself?11

3  How can God’s love of men and men’s intellectual love of God be 
“one and the same”? The subjects as well as the objects of these 
two loves are not the same, and (unfortunately) love does not have 
to be symmetric. What, then, are the grounds for this odd claim of 
identity?12
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4  In the TTP, Spinoza pointedly criticizes the Hebrews’ view of them-
selves as God’s chosen people.13 Similarly, in his discussion of mir-
acles, he criticizes those who take humanity to be the chief part of 
nature and the end toward which the whole of nature works.14 But, 
since human beings are not God’s chosen species, we should wonder 
why Spinoza singles out men as the object of God’s love. Does not 
God love donkeys and porcupines as well?15

My impression is that Spinoza is aware of these issues, and indeed, he in-
tentionally draws the reader’s attention to them. In the following, I will 
try to address these difficulties. My discussion will be primarily a simple 
attempt to understand Spinoza’s text, and I will not dwell on the his-
torical sources of his discussion. On the latter topic, there are already 
several important and fascinating studies;16 various scholars have identi-
fied particular passages in the writings of numerous authors – Aristotle, 
Maimonides, Aquinas, Gersonides, Hasdai Crescas, Abraham Shalom, 
Leo Hebraeus (Yehuda Abravanel),17 and Descartes – as possible sources 
for Spinoza’s discussion.18 I may occasionally refer to these studies, but 
primarily, I will be attempting to see whether the Ethics can provide 
us with a coherent account of his notion. I will begin by exploring two 
solutions which I find lacking.

2 Two Preliminary Solutions

Divine Love as a Rhetorical Gesture. – One way to solve the apparent 
contradictions in Spinoza’s statements about divine love is to take his 
claims that God loves himself and human beings as nothing more than 
rhetorical gestures aimed at appeasing traditional readers by making 
statements which are similar (or at least appear similar) to mainstream 
religious views. This suggestion might be supported by the following 
three considerations. First, there seems to be a tendency among some 
iconoclastic medieval writers – such as Maimonides and Averroes – to 
adopt a traditionalist tone toward the conclusion of a major work. Spi-
noza may well have been aware of this tendency; he occasionally notes 
that he too

speaks according to the power of understanding of ordinary 
 people . . . For we can gain a considerable advantage, if we yield as 
much to their understanding as we can. In this way, they will give a 
favorable hearing to the truth.19

Second, in his late work – the TTP and the Ethics – Spinoza sometimes 
deliberately equivocates on the meaning of certain claims, making a 
point that may sound religiously innocuous on the first reading but turns 
out to be quite heterodox when we understand Spinoza’s particular use 
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of the given vocabulary.20 Finally, in the TTP, he speaks of man’s par-
ticipation in God’s love while discussing the beliefs required for obedi-
ence.21 As he clearly suggests, these beliefs need not be true but need 
only be conducive to obedience and piety. Therefore, one may reason-
ably suspect that the belief in God’s love belongs to this group of dog-
mas, which “contain no shadow of truth” yet are required to “move the 
heart to obedience.”22

While not denying the importance of the various rhetorical and polit-
ical devices Spinoza employs in the Ethics, I am not fully satisfied with 
the explanation that the contradictions in the text are the result of an 
attempt to appease the masses. Spinoza may well be playing with the 
reader in 5p35–36. Still, he seems to be trying to convey some import-
ant positive content in these propositions. He insinuates that the term 
‘love’ might be equivocal (having a strict as well as a non-strict sense) 
so that the contradictions at stake are only apparent. Given these hints, 
we should attempt to retrieve and clarify these distinct meanings, and 
then consider whether the apparent contradictions are defused by our 
clarification.

Natura naturans vs. Natura naturata. – Another tempting and easy way 
to resolve the contradictions is to suggest that, when Spinoza says that 
God cannot love and then later says that he does love, he is referring to the 
two distinct aspects of God qua Natura naturans and qua Natura natur-
ata. Natura naturans refers to God’s essence, i.e., the attributes; Natura 
naturata is the realm of the modes (or what follows from God’s essence).23 
When Spinoza proves that God is immutable, he attributes immutability 
only to Natura naturans.24 The realm of the modes is left mutable. Given 
this distinction, one might be tempted to suggest that it is only God qua 
(mutable) Natura naturata that loves himself and human beings, whereas 
God qua (immutable) Natura naturans loves and hates no one.

The issue of mutability does play an important role in Spinoza’s origi-
nal rejection of divine love, as we learn from the following passage from 
the Short Treatise:

[Were God to love men because they love him] this would also have 
to produce a great mutability in God. Where previously he had nei-
ther loved nor hated, he would now begin to love and to hate, and 
would be caused to do this by something that would be outside him. 
But this is absurdity itself.25

Similarly, in his discussion of man’s intellectual love of God in the Ethics, 
Spinoza notes that there is tension between the eternal nature of intellectual 
love and the very definition of love – a sub-species of joy (3p13s), which, in 
turn, is defined as an increase in the perfection of the mind (3p11s).

Although this Love toward God has had no beginning (by p33), 
it still has all the perfections of Love, just as if it had come to be 
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(as we have feigned [finximus] in p32c). There is no difference here, 
except that the Mind has had eternally the same perfections which, 
in our fiction, now come to it, and that it is accompanied by the idea 
of God as an eternal cause. If Joy, then, consists in the passage to 
a greater perfection, blessedness must surely consist in the fact that 
the Mind is endowed with perfection itself.

(5p33s)

Although the simplicity of the claim which denies the possibility of love 
and joy from God qua (immutable) Natura naturans and ascribes them 
to God qua (mutable) Natura naturata is tempting, and might advance 
us somewhat toward the required solution,26 it still leaves us with quite 
a few problems. First, it is not clear why we should ascribe only love 
to God qua Natura naturata. Why not also say that God (qua mutable 
Natura naurata) hates certain things? Second, in contrast to our sugges-
tion that God qua Natura naturans has neither joy nor love, in 5p35d, 
Spinoza attributes gladness (gaudium) – which is another sub-species 
of joy – to God’s nature or essence, i.e., to Natura naturans.27 There is 
hardly any question that for him, Natura naturans is eternal,28 so how 
can he ascribe to it gladness, which he defines as “a joy, accompanied by 
the idea of a past thing that has turned out better than hoped” (3DA16; 
italics added)? Does God’s eternal nature have memory? Is God subject 
to hope, i.e., “inconstant Joy, born of the idea of a future or past thing 
whose outcome we to some extent doubt” (3DA12)?

If Spinoza’s theory of divine intellectual love is salvageable, there 
seems to be no other way but to begin with a close examination of the 
definitions of his basic affects, reconstruct the characteristics of the com-
plex affects, and then examine the way he applies these affects to God in 
the concluding section of the Ethics.

3 The Deduction of Love

Spinoza defines29 Love [amor] as

Definition of Love 1: Joy, accompanied by the idea of an external 
cause [Amor est laetitia concomitante idea causae externae].

(3p13s and 3DA6)

Joy (laetitia) is one of three basic affects in Spinoza’s psychological the-
ory (the others being Sadness [tristitia] and Desire [cupiditas]). In 3p11s, 
he explains and defines the nature of Joy:

the Mind can undergo great changes, and pass now to a greater, 
now to a lesser perfection. These passions, indeed, explain to us 
the affects of Joy and Sadness. By Joy, therefore, I shall understand 
in what follows that passion by which the Mind passes to a greater 
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perfection [Per laetitiam itaque in sequentibus intelligam passio-
nem, qua mens ad maiorem perfectionem transit].

By replacing the word “Joy” in 3DA6 with its definition from 3p11s, we 
get a more elaborate definition of love:

Definition of Love 2: Love is a passion by which X’s mind passes 
to a greater perfection, accompanied by the idea of a cause external 
to X.

Before we proceed, let me point out that in the Definitions of the Affects 
section, which appears at the end of Part 3 of the Ethics (and summa-
rizes the definitions of affects provided throughout this part), Spinoza 
suggests a small yet crucial alteration to the definition of joy. He omits 
the clause which states that joy is a passion and thus defines it as “man’s 
passage from a lesser to a greater perfection” (3DA2). This definition of 
joy clearly allows for a kind of joy that is not a passion. Indeed, in 3p58, 
Spinoza explicitly states, “Apart from Joy and Desire that are passions, 
there are other affects of Joy and Desire that are related to us insofar as 
we act” [Praeter Laetitiam, et Cupiditatem, quae passiones sunt, alii 
Laetitiae, et Cupiditatis affectus dantur, qui ad nos, quatenus agimus, 
referuntur].”30 3DA2 seems to be a revised definition of joy, intended to 
include the kind of active joy that is addressed in 3p58. Still, one won-
ders why Spinoza did not correct the definition of joy in 3p11s as well. 
The question of whether joy and love can be actions rather than passions 
will turn out to be crucial for our investigations, and it seems that, in 
3p11s and 3DA2, Spinoza provides contradictory answers to this ques-
tion. We will revisit this issue toward the end of the paper. For the sake 
of simplicity, we will proceed for the time being with our initial (3p11s) 
definition of joy.

In order to complete the unpacking of the definition of love, we must 
clarify what Spinoza means by ‘Passion’ (passio)’ and ‘external cause’ 
(causa externa). In 3D3, he defines the key notion of ‘an affect’ and 
then distinguishes between affects that are actions and those that are 
passions.

3D3: By affect I understand affections of the Body by which the 
Body’s power of acting is increased or diminished, aided or re-
strained, and at the same time, the ideas of these affections. There-
fore, if we can be the adequate cause of any of these affections, 
I understand by the Affect an action; otherwise, a passion

[Per affectum intelligo corporis affectiones, quibus ipsius corporis 
agendi potentia augetur vel minuitur, iuvatur vel coercetur, et simul 
harum affectionum ideas. Si itaque alicuius harum affectionum 
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adaequata possimus esse causa, tum per affectum actionem intel-
ligo; alias passionem].

At this point, we might ask: what are ‘affections’? In 1D5, Spinoza de-
fines mode as “affections of substance [substantiae affectiones],” and 
his use of the term later in the book indicates that he considers the two 
terms (modus and affectio) as roughly equivalent.31 Thus, 3D3 seems 
to define the affects as modes, or affections, of the body and the mind. 
Following 3D3, we arrive at a more detailed explication of love:

Definition of Love 3: Love is a mode of X’s mind (and body), of 
which the mind (/body) is not the adequate cause, a mode by which 
the mind (/body) passes to a greater perfection, and is accompanied 
by the idea of a cause external to X.

Two remaining notions which require elucidation are adequate cause 
(causa adaequata) and external cause (causa externa). The former is 
defined in 3D1:

I call that cause adequate whose effect can be clearly and distinctly 
perceived through it. But I call it partial, or inadequate, if its effect 
cannot be understood through it alone [Causam adaequatam ap-
pello eam, cuius effectus potest clare et distincte per eandem per-
cipi. Inadaequatam autem seu partialem illam voco, cuius effectus 
per ipsam solam intelligi nequit].

I am not aware of any place where Spinoza provides an explicit defini-
tion of ‘external cause.’ Yet, in the Short Treatise, he refers to an “im-
manent or internal cause” and then glosses, “which is all one according 
to me.”32 He explicates the dichotomy between immanent and transitive 
cause in 1p18d. An immanent cause is an efficient cause whose effect 
inheres in the cause; a transitive or external cause is an efficient cause 
whose effect does not inhere in the cause. Thus, God is the immanent 
cause of all things insofar as all things are (efficiently) caused by God 
and inhere in him. God cannot be the external (or transitive) cause of 
anything since all things are in God.33

Relying on this clarification of the notions of adequate and external 
cause, we arrive at our final explication of Spinoza’s definition of love:

Definition of Love 4: Love is a mode of X’s mind (and its correspond-
ing mode of the body), which cannot be conceived only through the 
mind alone, a mode by which the mind passes to a greater perfec-
tion, and is accompanied by the idea of a cause of X, in which X 
does not inhere.
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If we had to put this definition into words that are closer to colloquial 
language, we could say that love is a state of the mind (and body34) of X 
with the following three characteristics:

1  It cannot be fully explained through X’s mind alone. (Explanatory 
dependence condition)

2  By it, X’s mind passes to a greater perfection. (Improvement 
condition)

3  It is accompanied by the idea of something that contributes to the 
causation of X, but X does not inhere in it. (External causation 
condition)

We will now turn to see whether these conditions are met in the case of 
God’s ideas, i.e., when X=God.

4 Other Love

1  Explanatory dependence. – In the Ethics, Spinoza never ascribes 
mind (mens) to God for reasons that are closely related to our topic. 
He takes mens as a term connoting finitude and thus inapplicable 
to God.35 Instead, he refers to God’s idea (of himself, or what is the 
same, of everything that is) as intellectus Dei, i.e., God’s intellect. 
God’s idea or intellect provides the full explanation for any mental 
fact since (1) all ideas are included in God’s idea (2p3), and (2) all 
mental modes that are not ideas supervene and depend on ideas.36 
Hence, the conceptual dependence condition is not met in the case 
of God’s idea or intellect.

2  Improvement. – In 2D6, Spinoza identifies reality and perfection. 
God, being the most real and the most perfect being,37 seems to 
be incapable of “passing to a greater perfection” since there is no 
greater perfection than God’s current state. Hence, the improvement 
condition cannot be met.

3  External causation. – Since all things are in God (1p15), he cannot 
have an external cause. But if God has no external cause, he can-
not have an idea of his external cause since all God’s ideas are true 
(2p32). Therefore, the external causation condition is not met either.

How and why, then, can Spinoza ascribe love to God? Let us bracket 
for a short while the question of why Spinoza attempts to ascribe love to 
God in spite of the tremendous tensions involved in such an attempt. Let 
us first see how he attempts to defuse these tensions through the surpris-
ing notion of ‘intellectual love.’

In order to satisfy the improvement condition, Spinoza suggests that 
the definition of joy can be supplemented by an equivalent notion of 
Blessedness (beatitudo). If the mind’s advancement toward perfection is 
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Joy, then the mind’s achieving and being in this state of perfection is to 
be called Blessedness.38 Thus, intellectual love replaces the component 
of Joy with Blessedness. Recall a passage we saw a short while ago:

Although this Love toward God has had no beginning (by p33), it still 
has all the perfections of Love, just as if it had come to be. . . . There 
is no difference here, except that the Mind has had eternally the same 
perfections which, in our fiction, now come to it, and that is accom-
panied by the idea of God as an eternal cause. If Joy, then, consists in 
the passage to a greater perfection, blessedness must surely consist in 
the fact that the Mind is endowed with perfection itself.

(5p33s; my italics)

Though the passage deals with man’s intellectual love of God, Spinoza’s 
reliance on this passage in 5p36d shows that its chief claims are applica-
ble to God’s intellectual love (of himself) as well, and thus, it provides a 
general characterization of intellectual love.

The last sentence of this passage also hints at what will happen in the 
case of intellectual love with regard to the other two conditions. If I un-
derstand Spinoza correctly, his reasoning is as follows: Love, in spite of 
the great praises commonly heaped upon it, is a source of much misery.39 
The three conditions which constitute love show its inferiority. If love is 
to be ascribed to God, it must be perfected. Hence, all three conditions 
of inferiority should be straightened out, if not completely inverted.

Indeed, in the cases of the explanatory dependence and external 
causation conditions, Spinoza stipulates a complete inversion of the 
conditions in order for love to be ascribed to God. God’s love is fully 
explained through his idea. God’s idea is the adequate cause of his love, 
and thus, this love is an action, not a passion.40 Spinoza states this point 
explicitly in 5p36d, where intellectual love is said to be “an action” of 
the mind.41 Similarly, the object of an intellectual love must be an in-
ternal cause. Therefore, in his demonstration of the proposition which 
states that “God loves himself with an infinite intellectual love” (5p35), 
Spinoza points out that God’s gaudium “is accompanied by the idea of 
himself, i.e., by the idea of his cause.”42

The closest Spinoza comes to defining divine intellectual love is in 
5p32c, where he characterizes it as the joy which necessarily arises in the 
mind when the mind knows itself through the third kind of cognition,43 
i.e., when the mind has adequate cognition of itself as proceeding from 
the formal essence of the attribute of thought (2p40s2, G II 122/18).44 
Notice that in 5p32c, Spinoza employs the notion of joy as defined in 
3DA2 (“Joy is a man’s passage from a lesser to a greater perfection”), not 
the one that appears in 3p11s (“that passion by which the Mind passes 
to a greater perfection”). The former, as opposed to the latter, allows for 
a kind of joy that is an action rather than a passion.
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Notably, Spinoza has in his arsenal a notion which is quite close to 
intellectual love. This is the acquiescentia in se ipso, which he borrows 
from Descartes’s treatise on the passions45 and defines as “a Joy born 
of the fact that a man considers himself and his own power of acting 
[Laetitia, orta ex eo, quod homo se ipsum, suamque agendi potentiam 
contemplatur]” (3DA25). Indeed, in 5p36s, Spinoza identifies God’s in-
tellectual love with acquiescentia in se ipso.

From this we clearly understand wherein our salvation, or bless-
edness, or Freedom, consists, viz. in a constant and eternal Love 
of God, or in God’s Love for men. And this Love, or blessedness, 
is called Glory in the Sacred Scriptures—not without reason. For 
whether this Love is related to God or to the Mind, it can rightly 
be called satisfaction of mind [animi acquiescentia], which is really 
not distinguished from Glory (by 3DA25, 30). For insofar as it is 
related to God (by p35), it is Joy (if I may still be permitted to use 
this term46), accompanied by the idea of himself [as its cause]. And 
similarly insofar as it is related to the Mind (by p27).

This passage raises quite a few questions, not the least of which is how 
Spinoza understands the cryptic biblical term Gloria (or, in Hebrew, 
Kavod), and why he mentions it here,47 but we shouldn’t allow these to 
divert us from the more obvious question: why does Spinoza call this 
state of God’s intellect (or of the human mind) intellectual love, when its 
characteristics are utterly opposed to his own definition of love?

Some commentators suggest that Spinoza developed the concept of 
intellectual love because he thought that all kinds of cognition should 
have equivalent affective states.48 I am not categorically sure that this 
is the case.49 But even if it were so, it is still not clear why Spinoza calls 
this state ‘intellectual love.’ A basic commitment to truth in advertising 
should make him avoid describing it as any kind of love, given his defi-
nition of love in 3p13s and 3DA6.

To finally answer this question, we must turn to 3p30 and 3p30s, 
where Spinoza explains the similarity and difference between love and 
acquiescentia in se ipso (or intellectual love):

3p30: If someone has done something which he imagines affects 
others with Joy, he will be affected with Joy accompanied by the 
idea of himself as cause, or he will regard himself with Joy. If, on the 
other hand, he has done something which he imagines affects others 
with Sadness, he will regard himself with Sadness.

3p30s: Since Love (by p13s) is Joy, accompanied by the idea of an 
external cause, and Hate is Sadness, accompanied also by the idea 
of an external cause, this Joy and Sadness are species of Love and 
Hate. But because Love and Hate are related to external objects, we 
shall signify these affects by other names. Joy accompanied by the 



The Enigma of  Amor Dei Intellectualis 233

idea of an internal cause, we shall call love of esteem [gloriam], and 
the Sadness contrary to it, Shame – I mean when the Joy or Sadness 
arise from the fact that the man believes [credit] that he is praised 
or blamed. Otherwise, I shall call Joy accompanied by the idea of 
an internal cause, Self-esteem [acquiescentiam in se ipso], and the 
Sadness contrary to it, Repentance [poenitentiam].

The topic of 3p30 itself (and the first three quarters of 3p30s) is only tan-
gentially related to our issue; it addresses the affects of Love of Esteem 
and Shame that are species of Joy and Sadness, respectively, accompa-
nied by the imagined idea of oneself as their cause. For our purpose, 
the crucial passage is the definition of acquiescentia in se ipso in the 
final sentence of 3p30s. “Joy accompanied by the idea of an internal 
cause” is precisely what intellectual love is, and unlike Love of Esteem, 
it is not grounded in imaginary belief. It seems, I suggest, that while 
writing the third part of the Ethics, Spinoza was keen on calling this 
affect “acquiescentia in se ipso”; only when he turned to develop the last 
sections of Part 5 did he attach the additional title of “intellectual love” 
to it. Why this turn of terminology? Influence or even pressure from his 
Collegiant friends – who were still committed to the Christian notion 
of divine love – might be part of the explanation. It is more likely, how-
ever, that at some point, Spinoza became aware of a certain lacuna in 
his detailed taxonomy of the affects. Both love (as defined in 3p13s and 
3DA6) and divine intellectual love (as explicated in 5p32c50) are kinds 
of Joy  accompanied by the idea of an object as its cause. As Spinoza 
points out in his Compendium of Hebrew Grammar, love is a transitive 
verb, requiring a direct object.51 Thus, it may well be that by attaching 
the title of divine intellectual love to acquiescentia in se ipso, Spinoza’s 
aim was to establish a new category in his obsessive taxonomy of the 
affects: the category of Joy that is accompanied by the idea of its cause (a 
category which is then further divided into the species of love and divine 
intellectual love).52

5 Conclusion

A Guest for the Night (1939) is one of the greatest novels of the Hebrew 
Nobel laureate Shmuel Yosef Agnon (1888–1970). Toward the end of 
the novel, the narrator recounts his meeting with a certain Leibtsche 
Bodenhaus, a pious soul and an amateur philosopher. Leibtsche warmly 
welcomes the narrator, wishing to share with him some thoughts. “Spi-
noza teaches us not to laugh, not to weep, not to be enthusiastic, but to 
understand,” says Leibtsche.53 “Can I say that I fulfilled his teaching, 
except for laughing? In the other qualities, my dear sir, I am a total 
transgressor.” Still, it is not Leibtsche’s failure to follow the prescripts of 
Spinoza to avoid weeping and enthusiasm that truly bother him. Some-
thing else weighs on his heart.
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And now, my dear sir, I came to the end of the words of the sublime 
philosopher. He says, “but to understand” – and surely, however 
hard we try, we shall never understand. Let us take, for example, 
the verse, “God is angry every day”54 – is it possible to understand 
why He is so angry? And if we had sinned against Him, does he have 
to make our lives a misery and direct all his blows against us? And 
would it not be better if He treated us according to the philosophic 
principle, which means: to understand?55

Leibtsche Bodenhaus was unfortunately neither the first nor the last to 
complain about God’s anger. But unlike other seekers of divine justice, 
Leibtsche’s complaint is grounded in Spinoza’s teachings on the affects. In 
this paper, we have examined “the sublime philosopher’s” teachings, not 
about divine anger (Spinoza would easily brush away such a notion) but 
rather about divine love. The latter question bothered Spinoza from early 
on.56 Whether his final word on the issue – in the conclusion to the fifth 
part of the Ethics – reached a stable position, I leave for the reader to judge.
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