
Introduction

Somehow,againstthemedievalperceptionofthismundaneworldin
apocalypticcategories,St.thomasAquinasdeclaredforitsindestruc-
tibility.thisistheconsequenceofthenecessarynatureofdefinitesub-
stanceswhich,thoughbeingbroughtintoexistenceintheactofcre-
ation,aredeprivedofthepossibilityofnon-existence.Asthecauseof
theindestructibilityheindicates,ontheonehand,God’spowerwhich
isindispensableforconservingthecreatednecessarybeingsintheact
ofexistence,andontheotherhand—thewillofGodthatisfollowed
by power (potentia sequitur voluntatem)1 and that, therefore, deter-
mines the absolute power to being realized in the orderedway, the
effectofwhichisexactlythebeingGodwantedittobelike.Anditis
preciselybecauseofthedeterminationonthepartofthewillofGod,
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assertsAquinas, that thenecessityof theexistenceofcreatedbeings
hasanunconditionalcharacter(absoluta necessitas essendi).2
WhileacceptingthatthewillofGodendowsbeings(createdasinde-

structible natures) with the unconditioned necessity of existence, St.
thomashad to copewith theproblemof the theoretical limits to the
Divinepower—thatis,amongotherthings,withthequestionofwhether
Godcanannihilatecreatedthings.essentially,thepointistoprovidea
negativeexplanationansweringthequestionofwhetheritisimpossible
fortheAbsoluteBeingtoannihilatecreatures,sinceifitisnotlogically
impossible (contradictory), then, on the grounds ofmetaphysical and
cognitiverealism,thismeansthatthereisinHimarealactivepotency
toannihilateallcreatedbeings.Suchahighlytheoreticalproblemisthe
subject of the considerations presented below, based on theDisputed
Questions on the Power of God,whereSt.thomasputforwardtheques-
tionunderdiscussioninamostcomprehensiveway.inthefirstpartof
ouranalysis,wewilldealwiththeorderofpotentia Dei absoluta andwe
will concentrate upon the dilemmaofwhetherGod has the power to
annihilatecreationandwhatsuchanactionwouldconsistin.itseems
thattheAbsolute,whoisthefullActofexistenceandgrantsthisexis-
tencetoallotherbeings,isnotcapableofactionaimingatdestruction
andturningwhatisintonon-being.However,contrarytothat,itisdiffi-
culttodenyHimsuchacapabilityasHeistheomnipotentBeingwho
causesthingsoutofHisown“self-obligation”and“self-determination.”
in the secondpart, theobjectofour studywill be theorderedpower
(potentia Dei ordinata), and especially the question ofwhetherGod,
whosework is the really createdworld,wouldwant to annihilate it?
there,exceptforpower,wemustalsotakeintoaccounttheDivinewill
(thethirdpart),whichintheactoftheabsolutelyfreechoice,hasbeen
directedtowardsthecreationoftheconcreteeffectintheformofexact-
lythisworldandthebeingsendowedwitheverlastingexistence.
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“Limits” to the Power of God

St.thomas, just like inothercaseswhere thebeing in relation isat
stake,thinksthatdefiningpossibilitiesinheringinbeingsexistingper
participationem,except forconsidering theirnature,demands taking
intoaccountaswellwhatispossiblebecauseofthesecondmemberof
therelation—thatis,becauseofthepoweroftheefficientcausewhich
isthebeingexistingper se.3 thequestionofthepossibilityorimpos-
sibilityoftheannihilationoftheworldbytheultimateefficientfactor
isnotsomethingthatcouldbereadfromanycontingentbeingorfrom
thecreatedworldasawhole.itisclearforAquinas—whoconsistent-
ly uses themetaphysicalmethod in philosophical explanations con-
sistinginthesearchforthereasonswhichdonotcontradictthefacts
given inexperience—thata reliableanalysisof thisproblemcannot,
however,bejustconsiderationsontheprobableGod’saction,whichis
de facto theobjectoflogic.inordertohavecognitivevalue,suchan
analysismustbelimitedtowhatcanbereadfromthenatureofGod,
whichisthepureactofexistencecognizableonthebasisofcontingent
beings.
BecauseHeistheperfectactofexistence,Godisascribedtotalful-

fillmentwhichconsists,amongother things, inbeing thefullnessof
action—and in connection with that—He is ascribed the absolute
powerastheprincipleofactionad extra.St.thomas,inhisconsider-
ationsofwhetherinGodthereispowerandwhatisitsnature,showed
that—from the cognitive perspective of man—the scope of the
absolutepowerofGodastheprincipleofactionand,atthesametime,
of any possible result, may be properly defined only in a negative
way—namely,byshowingthe theoretical limits to thispowerwhich
result exactly from the nature ofGod as the pure act.According to
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Aquinas,“eachactivepoweristheoutcomeoftheactandthebeingof
whatitbelongsto”4;thisiswhyGodasthemostperfectbeingandthe
fullnessofexistence inHisactioncanaim,exclusively, towards the
effectwhichissimilartoHim.thismeansthattheproperendofthe
Divineactioncanbeexclusivelysomethingthatpossessesexistence—
that is, being. However, as an after-effect—somehow as the conse-
quenceoftheefficacyoftheexistenceofonething—theremightbe
destroyedanotherthingwhoseexistenceisirreconcilablewiththeone
broughtintoexistence,andthentheresultofactionmayalsobenon-
being.5 taking this into consideration, St. thomas must, therefore,
explain the nature ofGod’s action aiming at the annihilation of the
wholecreatedworld,since—aswecanseeonthebasisontheabove
thesis—suchactioncanneverdirectlyaimat turningsomething into
nothingness.Secondly,healsomustanswerthequestionofwhethera
possible effect in the formofnon-beingof somecreature can come
undertheconceptofa“relative”non-beingunderstoodastheopposite
ofthecurrentlyexistingbeing;sothequestioniswhethertheformeris
thecase,orrather,astheresult,theabsolutenon-beingisimpliedand
thus,ametaphysicalcontradictionmakingthelattereffectimpossible.
DeterminingwhetherGod is able to annihilate creation demands

therefore,inthefirstplace,theinvestigationonthenegativesideasto
whethersuchanactionstandswithinthescopeoftheabsolutepower
ofGod,orinotherwords,ifitisnotcontradictorytothispowersothat
thenitcannotbetheDivineaction.St.thomasappliesherethecrite-
riaheadoptedwhendefiningintheiquestionofDe potentia whatGod
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4 Św.tomaszzAkwinu,Kwestie dyskutowane o mocy Boga [St.thomasAquinas,
Disputed Questions on the Power of God] [latin-Polish text], vol. 1, ed. Mikołaj
Olszewski,MichałPaluch(Kęty–Warszawa:WydawnictwoMarekDerewiecki–instytut
tomistyczny,2008),q.1,a.3,resp.iquotecitationsfromthetextsofSt.thomasinmy
owntranslation.

5 SeeDe pot.,q.1,a.3,resp.
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absolutely cannot.the first criterion is the inherent contradiction in
somethingthatwouldbethepossibleeffecti.e.,thecontradictionmak-
ingitimpossibleinitself,therebyitcannotbetheobjectofanypower,
evenoftheabsolutepoweroftheFirstcause.Suchakindof“defect
ofwhatisimpossible”causesthatitdoesnotfulfillthenotionofthe
effect,becauseevenifGod,inHisinfinitepower,cancausesomething
“impossible,”thensuchathingcannothappen.6 thesecondcriterion
seemstobedrawnbyAquinasnotsomuchfromthepowerconceived
astheprincipleofeffect,butfromthepowerwhichistheprincipleof
action.7 thisnegativecriterionisthenecessityoftherealizationofthe
opposite state of things to the one resulting from the structure of
action.therearetworeasonsforthis.Firstly,thereisanaturaldirec-
tion of power as the principle of action towards, exclusively, one
effect. For an acting agent endowedwith such active potency, it is
impossiblenottocausesomethingthatitspoweraimsatbynature,for
exampletheactivepotencyofwarmthaimsexclusively,inthemode
ofnecessity,atwarmingsomethingup,andthisiswhyitisimpossible
fortheoppositestatetohappen.Also,somethingcanbeimpossiblefor
anactingbeingbecauseofthenecessityoftheoppositestate,asitis
theconsequenceofthenaturaland,therefore,necessaryaspirationof
thebeingtowardstheultimateend.AccordingtoAquinas,happinessis
suchanendforthehumanbeing,andforGoditisHisowngoodness
thatheisnotablenottowant.thatiswhyAquinas,againconceiving

6 SeeDe pot.,q.1,a.5,resp.;q.1,a.3,ad2.
7 thepowerofGodcanbeviewedbothfromGod’sside,whereitistheprinciple

oftheDivineaction,aswellasfromthesideofthecreatedbeing,whereitshowsitself
astheprincipleoftheeffect.thepowerofGodassuchdoesnotinvolvetheexistence
ofitseffects;however,theeffectsarenecessaryforthesakeofcognitionofthispower,
sinceonlyonthebasisoftheeffectsmayonementallyidentifythisattributeinGod.See
De pot.,q.1,a.1,ad1,ad13;S.thomaeAquinatis,Summa contra Gentiles, in:id.,
Opera omnia iussuleonisXiiiP.M.edita,t.13(romae:typisriccardiGarroni,1918),
lib.ii,c.10[hereaftercitedas:SCG].
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thepowerofGodastheprincipleofeffect,saysthatitisimpossible
forthispowertodowhatGodcannotwant—i.e.,todoanythingthat
standsinoppositiontotheDivinegoodnessandassuchcannotbethe
potentialobjectofthewillofGod.8
in the lightof thosecriteria, theAngelicDoctor investigatesnext

thenon-beingofthecreaturesfromthepointofviewofwhetheritis
impossibleastheeffectfortheabsolutepowerofGod.inthenotionof
thenon-beingofthecreaturesthereisnocontradiction,sincecontin-
gentsubstancesarenotbeingsinwhichtheessenceisidenticalwith
the existence.Mentalnegationof their existence isnot synonymous
withthenegationofwhattheyareandwhatisincludedintheirdefin-
ition,becausetheyarenottheirownexistence.incaseofthesentence
“the being which is in the potency of existing is not (the) existing
(being),” the opposite of the predicative word (oppositum praedi-
cati)—thatisthepredicative“exist”or“isexisting”doesnotbelongto
thedefinitionofthecreatedbeing,andthisiswhycontradictionisnot
theconsequenceofitsnegation,like,forexample, inthecaseofthe
assertion“thehumanbeingisnotarationalanimal.”9 thatisparticu-
larlyclearwhenweapplytheabovekindofsentencetotheAbsolute
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8 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.3,resp.;q.1,a.5,resp.
9De pot.,q.5,a.3,resp.thelatinversionofthesentencereferredtois“creatura

non est omnino.”FromthecontextitfollowsthatSt.thomaswantstostressherethat
creaturesarenoteverlastingandthisiswhythereisnocontradictionintheirnon-exis-
tence.itseemsthattheformofthesentenceproposedbytheauthorfullyexpresseswhat
Aquinasmeant,anditallowsustobettergraspwhatthelackofthelogicalcontradic-
tionconsistsofinthiskindofexpression.itisworthwhiletodrawattentionheretothe
fact thatAquinasspeaksabout the“opposite tothepredicativeword”and,withinthe
frameworkofanalogy,herecallssubject-predicativeassertion,whereasincaseofthe
sentence “there is no creation”or “creationdoesnot exist,” itwould appear that the
predicateitselfismeant.theverb“esse”isclearlytreatedhereastheelementofdefin-
ition—i.e., as the predicativeword. in this case it is notwhat, in the realisticmeta-
physics,iscalledthe“existentialjudgment,”whichisdefactoalwayssubject-predicate
assertionand,additionally,itneverhasanegativecharacter.Formoreonthesubjectof

Paulina Sulenta



Being:“thebeingwhichactuallyexistsisnotexisting”wherethecon-
tradictionisobvious,sincethebeingwhichisitsownexistencebydef-
inition,atthesametime,isnotwhatitis,becauseitisnotexisting.
referringtothesecondcriterion,St.thomasascertainsthatthereis

nometaphysical necessity of the state opposite to non-being of the
creatures;suchnecessitywouldberealizedifthepowerofGodwere
determinedinanaturalwaytowardstheeffectintheformoftheexis-
tence of things.Aquinas substantiates his assertion by recalling the
characterofthecreativeact,whichisnotanactaccomplishedoutof
thenecessityofnature,butduetothefreechoiceofGod.10 Nature—
in theprocessofgivingbirth—alwaysaimsatproducing something
thatissimilartotheefficientcause.Suchsimilarityisappointedbythe
substantialformofthebeingwhichgivesbirth.thedeterminationto
one,inscribedintheformofabeing,isthecauseofequalityamong
beings;therefore,twosubstanceswhichhavethesameformareequal
intheaspectofthepossessednatureandthemembershipofthesame
species. inequality, on the other hand, is caused by the plurality in
mutualrelationsandreferences,becauseofwhichbeingsaresimilaror
dissimilartodifferentdegrees.11
Anoriginator,determinedbynaturetowardssomethingone,caus-

esthingswhichareequaltoit.itdoesnotdosoonlywhenitdoesnot
possess the proper active power, or the substratum of making is
deprivedof theproperpassivepotency.12 Godas thebeingendowed
withomnipotence,sinceHedoesnotneedforHisactionanythingin
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existential judgments, see tomasz Duma, “the role of existential Judgments in
KnowingtheexistenceofBeings,”Espíritu 63,noº148(2014):317–331;Aleksandra
Gondek, “egzystencjalny sąd” [existential Judgment], in:Powszechna encyklopedia
filozofii [The Universal Encyclopedia of Philosophy],ed.AndrzejMaryniarczyk,vol.3
(lublin:PttA,2002),45–52.

10 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.3,resp.
11 Seeibid.,q.3,a.15,resp.
12 Seeibid.,q.3,a.15,resp.
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the state of passive potency, experiences no such limitation in His
activityad extra.13 ifbeingsoriginated fromHimbywayofnatural
necessity, then they shouldbe equal toHimas far asnature is con-
cerned.Butvariousdegreesofsimilarityordissimilarityofthecrea-
turestoGodandgraduationamongthemisthesignofthemultiplici-
ty of their relations towardsHim—and thusof the inequality of the
whole of creation as such towards the absolute nature ofGod.this
meansthatcreatedbeingscouldnothavecomeintoexistenceinanat-
uralway,buttheyemergedfromthepowerofGodastheresultofHis
freechoice, inwhichHedecided theywouldcomeintoexistence in
theirrespectivenatures,wherebyHealsodecreedtheirproperposition
in thehierarchyofbeings.Basedon that,St.thomasstates that the
Divinepowerisnotdeterminedtowardsoneeffect,becauseit isnot
directedbythenecessityofnature.thisissubstantiatedbythegradu-
ationandinequalityoftheeffects.thestatewhichisoppositetonon-
being of the creatures—that is their existence—is not the necessary
and theunivocallydefinedeffectof theDivineactionand this is so
becausetherealizationofanyeffectisperformed,exclusively,bythe
willofGodwhomaywantornotwanttheeffect.SojustasGod,due
toHis infinite power,may bring into existence any being, it is not
impossible for Him to stop the conservation of things in existence,
whichmeansannihilationforthem,asneitherofthetwostates(exis-
tenceandnon-existenceofthings)ismetaphysicallynecessary,butit
istheresultofthechoiceofGod.
thenon-necessityoftheexistenceofthings,whichresultsfromthe

lackofdeterminationoftheactionofGodtosomedefiniteeffect,isa
significantpremiseforthepossibilityoftheannihilationofcreationby
God.Asmentionedabove,thedirectionofthepowerofGodtowards
theexistenceratherthanthenon-existenceofbeingscomesfromthe
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13 cf. Frank B. Dilley, “A Finite God reconsidered,” International Journal for
Philosophy of Religion 47,no.1(February2000):29–41.
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secondprincipleofaction—thatisfromthewilldirectedbytheintel-
lect—and this is thewillwhichwants the existence of the creation,
thoughitseemsthat,atthesametime,itcouldnotwantthecreationto
lastforever.However,St.thomasthinksthattheobjectofthepower
ofGodcanbeeverythingthatGodcanwantandthatisinagreement
withtheultimategoalofhisaction—thatiswiththeDivinegoodness.
For this reason, inorder toprove thatGod can turn everything into
nothingness—except for showing that He causes effects not out of
necessitybutoutofHiswill—onemustalsoconsiderwhetheritisnot
impossible for themostperfectand thebestBeing towant thenon-
beingofcreatures.
St. thomas concentrates on the question of inter-dependence

betweentheDivinegoodnessandtheexistenceof theworld,andhe
observesthatcreaturesdonotaddanythingtotheDivinegoodness.14
this is so, because, according toAquinas, the ultimate goal of the
actionofGodisnottogivetheDivinegoodness,buttheverygood-
nessassuch.thereasonwhyGodwantstogiveHisgoodnessinbring-
ingcreationintoexistenceisthatHelovesHisowngoodness,which
Aquinasdescribesinthefollowingway:“God[...]doesnotact[...]out
ofHisgoodnessasifHewantedsomethingthatHedoesnotpossess,
butasifHewantedtogivewhatHepossesses:Hedoesnotactoutof
thedesireofsomegoalbutfortheloveofit.”15 thusifHedidnotwant
to give His goodness to any other being, the goodness itself in its
essencewouldnotbedeprivedofanything,sosuchanactionwould
notbeimpossibleassomethingcontradictorytotheDivinegoodness.16
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14 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.3,resp.
15 Św.tomaszzAkwinu,Kwestie dyskutowane o mocy Boga,[St.thomasAquinas,

Disputed Questions on the Power of God][latin-Polishtext],vol.2,issue2,ed.Mikołaj
Olszewski, Michał Paluch,Andrzej Dumała (Kęty–Warszawa:WydawnictwoMarek
Derewiecki–instytuttomistyczny,2009),q.3,a.15,ad14.

16 SeeDe pot.,q.3,a.15,ad12.



Onecansaythatgoodnessastheproperobjectofthewillisthenec-
essaryobjectofGod’swantingandthenaturalgoalofHisaction.the
existenceoftheworldisoneofthemanypossiblegoodswhichthewill
ofGodcanwantornotwantforthesakeofthemanifestationofthe
infiniteandperfectgoodnessGodis.theAbsoluteisnotablenotto
wantthegoodnessHeisinHisveryessencebut,asthefreePersonal
Being,Hecannotrelatetogoodnessinthewayunivocallydetermined.
thismeansthatHedoesnothavetomanifestHisgoodnessintheform
of causing the existence of created beings.17 thus the non-being of
creatures would be connected only with the lack of spreading the
Divine goodness outside, and not with something that, in anyway,
woulddiminishthisgoodness.
AccordingtoSt.thomas,theultimateandthebestreasonforGod’s

action,whichconsistsinthecreationofthingsex nihilo andconserv-
ing themin theirexistence, isHiswisdomandgoodness—thanks to
those,the“ordering”oftheDivineabsolutepowerisaccomplished,as
wellasdirectingittowardstheconcretecreation.18 thisreasonwould
last ifcreationweretotallydifferent,andalso, if it turnedintonoth-
ingness;thismeansthatGodcanaccomplishwhatHehasnotaccom-
plishedsofar—i.e.thatisHecanstopHiscreativeactivityandbring
theworldtoannihilationwhiledirectingHimselfbythebestreason,
althoughwhencreatingtheworld,theactionbestcorrespondingtoHis
goodnesswastheconservationofthingsinexistence.19 this,however,
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17 “[...]bonumestpropriumobiectumvoluntatis;undebonitasDei,inquantumest
adipsovolitaetamata,mediantevoluntateestcreaturaecausa”(De pot.,q.3,a.15,ad
5).St.thomasseemstopointoutthat,asfarasthewillofGodnecessarilywantsgood-
ness,atthesametime,theactofloveforthegoodnessistheactofthefreechoiceby
theDivinewill.

18 SeeDe pot.,q.1,a.5,ad14.
19 Onthesubjectofconnectionofgoodnesswithexistencewhichistheactofbeing,

seeMateuszPrzanowski,Święty Tomasz z Akwinu o Bogu [St. Thomas Aquinas on God]
(Warszawa:instytuttomistyczny,2017),274–283.
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wouldbeconnectedwithchangingthethoughtandthedecisionofGod
whichwere realized in creation andwithin the frameworkofwhich
somebeingswerecalledtolasteternally.20 infurtheranalysiswewill
undertake theproblemofwhether suchachangeof theDivineplan
willreallyhappen.intheorderofpotentia Dei absoluta,givingupthe
creatingaction,theresultofwhichisturningtheexistingbeingsinto
non-being—or, in otherwords, ceasing byGodwhatHe is actually
doing—isnottheoreticallyimpossible,since,asithasbeenshownon
thebasisontheabove-mentionedcriteria,theannihilationofthecon-
tingentbeings(1)isnotinternallycontradictory,(2)itsopposite(i.e.
creation)isnotthenecessaryeffectofthepowerofGod,(3)itdoesnot
violatethegoodnessofGod.21

The Hypothesis of Destroying the World

Next—inorder toprove that it ispossible for theabsolutepowerof
Godtoannihilatecreation—wemustexplainhowitshouldbedone.
Asithasbeennoted,theactivepotencyofGod,whichistheconse-
quenceoftheinfiniteactofexistence,istheprincipleofactionaiming
towardstheeffectmarkedbythesimilaritytotheprincipleitself.then
thequestionariseswhythereisinthepowerofGodthepossibilityof
turningcreationintonon-beingwhentheoutcomeofHisactionisonly
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20 SeeDe pot.,q.1,a.5,ad15.
21 theproblemofannihilatingtheWordconsideredfromtheperspectiveofpoten-

tia Dei absoluta is,inaway,thereversequestionofwhetherGodcandosomethingthat
Hedoesnotdo—i.e.ifHisabsolutepowerincludesmorethingsthanthosewhichhave
everbeenorwilleverbecreated.incaseoftheannihilationoftheworldtheproblem
concerns, specifically, thepossibilityofnon-doingbyGod(conservationof things in
existence)whatHeuntilnowHasnotstoppeddoing.thequestionofchangeofGod’s
planbelongstotheorderofpotentia Dei ordinata,sinceitassumesthe“prior”choice
ofGodexpressedinbringingintoexistencetheindestructiblecontingentthings.

Can God Destroy the World? St. Thomas Aquinas’ View...



being?St.thomasexplains thisquestionbyansweringmanyobjec-
tionsinwhichtheannihilationoftheworldismistakenlyunderstood
assomekindofDivineactivity.22 HedefinesHisstandpointbydraw-
ing consequences from the previous assertions, according to which
thingscannotlastinexistencebythemselves,buttheymustbecontin-
ually conserved in existence by the creative cause. On that basis,
AquinassaysthatifGodwantedtoturncreaturesintonothingness,He
wouldnotaccomplishthatthroughsomespecificaction,butthrough
stoppingthecreativeactofconservation.23 ifhewishedtoannihilate
theworld,Hewouldsimplystopactinginfavoroftheconservationof
beings in existence. this also applies to the indestructible beings
whichowe thenecessity of existence to the fact that in their nature
there is no possibility of non-existence caused by the disposition
towards theopposite, inherent inmatter.Suchbeingsareeitherself-
existingformsorbeingswhosematteristotallyactualized,andcannot
take another form.24 their eternal lasting in the substantial order is
foundedby“essentialprinciples”(principia essentialia):formincase
ofnon-corporealbeings,and,also,specificmatterincaseofcelestial
bodies.thoseprinciples,however,arenotthecausesoftheexistence
whichbelongstothecompositebeingsduetotheform,ortothebeings
whichareself-existingforms.25 Althoughthosefactors,andespecially
theform,areintheirproperordertheprinciplesoftheexistenceofa
being-substance, the lackof theDivineaction,whichconsists in the
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22 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.3,arg.1,2,3.
23 Seeibid.,q.5,a.3,ad1,2,3.
24 Seeibid.,q.5,a.3,resp.
25 Seeibid.,q.5,a.1,ad3;S.thomaedeAquino,Quaestiones disputatae de anima,

in: id.,Opera omnia iussu leonis Xiii P. M. edita, t. 24, vol. 1, ed. B. c. Bazán,
(roma–Paris:commissioleonina–ÉditionsDucerf,1996),a.14,ad5.Formoreon
formastheprinciplewhichconstitutessubstance,whichisneverthelessnottheefficient
cause of the existence of the substance, see Étienne Gilson, Being and Some
Philosophers (toronto:PontificalinstituteofMediaevalStudies,1952),173ff.
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incessant creation of a thing through conserving it in its existence,
wouldbetantamounttotheannihilationofthoseprinciples,andthus—
theannihilationofthewholesubstance,eventheonewhichhasbeen
madeeternalinitsverynature.26
thecauseofdestruction,whichconsists in the total lossofexis-

tencebyallbeings,cannotbethedispositionofmatterofbeingsub-
mittedtotheopposites.thepotencyofmatterdecidesthattheeffica-
ciousfactor,actualizinganewformwhich is irreconcilablewith the
oldone,leadstothedisintegrationofthesubstantialbeingconstituted
bythepreviousform,butitdoesnotleadtothetotalannihilationofthe
elementswhicharematterandform.27 Meanwhile,asitwassaidabove
about theprinciplesofbeing, ifGodwithdrewfromcreativeaction,
matterwouldstopexistingandthereforethebeings,whicharedestruc-
tible,wouldnotturnintonothingbecauseofthepotencyofthemate-
rialsubstratumformanyforms,butbecausetheyemergedex nihilo.
the proper cause of the annihilation of all beings—whether the
destructibleortheindestructible—is,accordingtoSt.thomas,thelack
in them of the reason-principle due to which they exist. So if the
Divine action stopped, the being created from nothingwould come
back,sotospeak,to“thestartingpoint,”andthatwouldhappennot
because“nothing(nihilum)wouldactinfavorofthedestruction,but
becausenothingwouldcausetheconservation.”28 thisalsoconcerns
theindestructiblebeings(socalled“separatesubstances”),sincewhen
notconserved inexistence,suchbeingswouldnotsomuchundergo
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26 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.1,ad3,10.
27 Seeibid.,q.5,a.3,ad2;S.thomaedeAquino,Quaestiones disputatae de anima,

op.cit.,q.14.
28 Św.tomaszzAkwinu,Kwestie dyskutowane o mocy Boga [St.thomasAquinas,

Disputed Questions on the Power of God] [latin-Polish text], vol. 3, ed. Mikołaj
Olszewski, JanuszPyda (Kęty–Warszawa:WydawnictwoMarekDerewiecki–instytut
tomistyczny,2010),q.5,a.1,ad8.
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thedestructionoftheeternityinherentinthem,buttheirwholenature
wouldbeannihilated.29
theaboveanalysisrequiresmoreprecisionindefiningwhatexact-

lyismeantbystoppingtheDivineaction.itseemsthatthedisappear-
anceofsuchaction,evenifviewedonlyastheobjectoftheabsolute
powerofGodwhichwouldneverberealized,meanschangeinGod
Himself,which,incaseoftheAbsoluteperceivedasfullactandper-
fection,mustbeexcluded.theAngelicDoctor thinks thatgivingup
theDivine intervention—i.e., ceasing to conserve theworld in exis-
tence—isalackofactiononlyfromtheperspectiveofcreatedbeings.
However, in the creative action seen from the point of view of the
AbsoluteBeing,weneedtodistinguish—accordingtoSt.thomas—
two aspects: (1) the substance of action and (2) the relation to the
effect.30 SinceGodacts throughHisessence—or toput itmorepre-
cisely,actionbelongstoHisverynature—thesubstanceoftheDivine
actionisexactlytheDivineessence.Becauseofthat,omnipotenceis
ascribedtoGodastheconceptualprincipleofaction,andnotasifthe
essence in itself possessed any principle really or conceptually.31
Substantialaction,which is identicalwith theessenceofGod—irre-
spectiveofhavinganinternalorexternalcharacter—mustbeeternal
and,justasthewholeDivinenature,absolutelyexisting.32 ceasingthe
creativeactioncannot,therefore,beconnectedwithanychangecon-
cerningtheessenceofGod,whichmeansthatHestillremainstheeffi-
cientcauseinaction—thatisthecreator.33 Whatthenwouldundergo
changeincaseoftheannihilationoftheworld?St.thomasarguesthat
theannihilationoftheworldwouldentailthechangeconcerningGod’s
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29 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.3,ad10.
30 Seeibid.,q.5,a.3,ad6.
31 Seeibid.,q.1,a.1,ad1,5.
32 Seeibid.,q.5,a.3,ad6.
33 Seeibid.,q.5,a.3,arg.6;ad6.
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relationtotheeffect.thereasonforthisisthatDivineactionissubor-
dinated to the effect through the mediation of the principle of cre-
ation—i.e.,throughthemediationoftheDivinewill.ifthelatterwould
resolve tostoptherelationof thecreativeDivineactiontowards the
effectintheformofthecreatedbeing,thentheworldwouldundergo
annihilation, in spite of the fact thatGodwould still remain inHis
essencetheactualefficientcreativecause.34
Suchanexplanationon thegroundof the systemofmetaphysics

developedbyAquinas remainscoherentwith the thesis that thecre-
ativerelationissomethingrealincreatures,andonthesideofGod,the
relation has a mental character.35 For St. thomas, creation actively
conceived means the “Divine essence together with a co-cognized
relation.”36 Andthecreationunderstoodpassivelyistherealrelation
which contingent beings have with theAbsolute.37 the creative act
includes, therefore,bothaction-activity and relation; saying this,we
mustnecessarilyaddthatwhileactioninGodisreallyidenticalwith
Hisessence,HisrelationtothecreaturesisinHimonlymental.ifthe
annihilationhappenedtotheeffectofhavingtheformofthecreated
being, in which the real relation, called by Aquinas the “creation
understoodpassively,”isrealized,thenitwouldbetantamounttothe
factthatGodstoppedcognizingHisessenceastheonewhichisreal-
lyimitatedbythebeingswhichcomefromHim.38 inthisway,ideasin
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34 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.3,ad6.
35 SeeAndrzejMaryniarczyk,The Realistic Interpretation of Reality, trans.Hugh

McDonald(lublin:PttA,2015),86–87.
36 Św.tomaszzAkwinu,Kwestie dyskutowane o mocy Boga [St.thomasAquinas,

Disputed Questions on the Power of God], [latin-Polish text], vol. 2, issue 1, ed.
MikołajOlszewski,MichałPaluch,AndrzejDumała(Kęty–Warszawa:Wydawnictwo
MarekDerewiecki–instytuttomistyczny,2009),q.3,a.3,ad2.

37 SeeDe pot.,q.3,a.3,resp.
38 Practical cognition, including specifically actually practical cognition, in the

frameworkofwhichGodcognizesbeingsthroughideas, isnotonlyamentalwayof
conceivingofthecreatures,butitisalso—exceptforthewillandthepowerofGod—



their proper meaning—i.e. the ideas that are models due to which
thingsimitatingthemcomeintobeing—woulddisappear,ortoputit
precisely,theywouldbecome“notfull”—thatis,theywouldbecome
whatSt.thomascalls reasonsor representations—since theywould
losethedeterminationonthepartofthewillwhichcausesthecontent
oftheseideastobethoughtbyGodassomethingthathewantstoact
according to (i.e. something that He wants to actively make).39 So
theseideaswouldstopbelongingactuallytotheorderofpracticalcog-
nition,andtheywouldhabituallybecomepartoftheDivinepractical
cognition,whichmeansthat,throughtheseideas,Godwouldcognize
theobjectsofHisownpower—thatis,HewouldcognizenotwhatHe
wantstomakeandmakes,butonlywhathewantstobeabletomake.40
thusHewouldcognizeHisownessenceastheonethatcanbeimi-
tatedinmanyvariousways,thoughactuallyitisnotimitatedbysome-
thingexistingoutsideHim.41 itseemsthat,inthisway,God,inspiteof
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theprincipleoftheirbeing.Forthisreason,thestatusoftheactualandpotentialcrea-
tures—i.e.,ofwhatis,was,orwillbeandofwhatisnot,wasnotandwillnotbe—is
alwaystheimitationoftheprinciplesorpatterns,whichareGod’sideas.

39 SeeS.thomaedeAquino,Questiones disputatae de veritate,in:id.,Opera omnia
iussuleonisXiiiP.M.edita,t.22,vol.1,(roma:AdSanctaeSabinae,editoridiSan
tommaso,1970),q.3,a.3,resp.[hereaftercitedas:De veritate].

40 thisisconfirmedbyAquinas’wordsconcerningthecognitionGodhasinrela-
tiontonon-beings:“Nontamenomnianonentiaeandemhabendhabitudinemadeius
scientiam.eaenimquaenonsuntneceruntnecfuerunt,aDeosciunturquasieiusvir-
tutipossibilia.Undenoncognosciteautexistentiaaliqualiterinseipsis,sedutexisten-
tiasoluminpotentiadivina.QuaequidemaquibusdamdicunturaDeocognoscisecun-
dum notitiam simplicis intelligentiae” (SCG, lib. i, c. 66, n. 9, 10). Meanwhile the
things,whichexistatpresentorinthefuture,Godconceives,accordingtoAquinas,in
the cognitionofvision.Suchbeings “[...] cognoscitDeus secundumquo sunt in sua
potentia,etinpropriiscausis,etinseipsis”(SCG,lib.i,c.66,n.11).

41 Aquinas draws our attention to the fact that “[...] exemplar, quamvis importet
respectumadidquoestextra,tamenadilludextrinsecumimportathabitudinemcausae;
etideo,proprieloquendo,adcognitionempertinetquaeestpracticahabituvelvirtute;
nonautemsolumadislamquaeestactupractica”(De veritate,q.3,a.3,ad3).
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the annihilation of any external effect ofHis action,would cognize
HimselfastheBeing,withinWhoseabsolutepowerisbringingthings
to existence—that is,Hewould conceiveHimself as the onewhose
essenceistheprincipleofactingad extra.So,Hewouldhaveknowl-
edgeaboutHimselfastheefficientcreativecauseinactwhich,how-
ever,isnotactuallysubordinatedtoanyeffectexisting“externally.”42
Aswecansee,theDivinesubstanceor,inotherwords,theessence

ofGod identicalwithHis action,would not experience any change
fromtheannihilationoftheworld.Whatundergoeschange—because
ofGod’sabsolutelyfreewill,whichcanwantornotwantthesubordi-
nationofHisaction to theeffect—is the relationofcreation toGod
whichgetsinterruptedand,thus,God’spowerisnolongertheprinci-
pleoftheeffecthavingexistenceoutsideofGod,buttheprincipleof
theDivineactionandall itspossibleeffects.thismeansthat ifGod
stopped performing the creative act in the sense of conservatio, the
resultofwhichwouldbeturningthingsintonothingness,then,never-
theless,action—or,inotherwords,Hisessencebeingthecauseofthe
creativeaction—wouldstayinHim,but,atthesametime,thedisap-
pearanceoftherealrelationofthecreationtothecreatorwouldbethe
sign that the mental relation of God to the actual creation stopped
existingor,toputitdifferently,itchangedintocognitionwhichGod
hasaboutHisabsolutepower.Nonethelessitwouldnotbethechange
thatwouldconsist in transformingthe ideaofpracticalorderhaving
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42 “[...]essequodcumquereiDeuscognoscitperessentiamsuam.Namsuaessentia
estrepraesentabilispermultaquaenonsuntneceruntnecfuerunt.ipsaetiamestsimil-
itudovirtutis cuiuslibet causae, secundumquampraeexistunt effectus in causis.esse
etiamcuiuslibetreiquodhabetinseipsa,estabeaexemplariterdeductum”(SCG,lib.i,
c.66,n.12).ifGod,then,cognizesHisessenceastheone,whichcanbethemodelfor
manyvariousthings,HealsocognizesHispowerastheprincipleofthecreativeaction
andsuchknowledgeconstitutestheideasofthecreatedthings,eventhoughthosethings
wouldbeonlythethingswhicharenot,werenotandwillnotbe,butwhichGodwants
tobeabletomake.
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thehabitualstatusinto,anumericallydifferent,newideaofthepracti-
cal order having habitual, or even purely speculative, order. Such a
changewouldonlybeexpressedastheremovalfromthepracticalidea
of itssubordinationto theact,whichuntilnowwascharacteristicof
theidea;thiswouldbedoneunderthecommandofGod’swill.43
theaboveproblemcanalsobeexplainedbyreferringtotwocog-

nitiveperspectives—theobjectiveandthesubjective.Fromthepoint
of viewof the effect—that is from the point of viewof the created
world—Goddoesnotcognizetheexistingthingsinaccordancewith
howtheyexistinHisabsolutepower,butHecognizesthemasrealiz-
ingtherealcreativerelationandGod’sorderedpoweroutsideofHim.
However, if—by stopping conservatio—the subordination of the
Divineactiontotherealeffectstopped,thenGodwouldstillcognize
thosethings,butinaccordancewithhowtheyareconceivedfromHis
perspective—i.e.howtheyexist inHisintellect,becausetheywould
not have anyother existence.44 So, as objects ofHis infinite power,
theywouldbecognizedthroughideas,whichareonticallycounterpart
totheDivineessenceconceivedasonethatcanbeimitatedinmany
differentways.45
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43 “[...]ideapracticaetspeculativainDeonondistinguunturquasiduaeideae;sed
quia secundum kationem intelligendi, practica addit super speculativam ordinem ad
actum;sicuthomoadditsuperanimalrationale;nechomotamenetanimalsuntduae
res”(De veritate,q.3,a.3,ad6).

44 “[...]nonentiacognoscitDeusinquantumaliquomodohabentesse:velinpoten-
tiaDei,velincausissuis,velinseipsis”(SCG,lib.i,c.66,n.13).Soitseemsthatthe
Divinecognitionconcerning thecreationwould looksimilarly, if itsannihilationhad
happened. He would cognize things as much as they have existence in His infinite
power,onticallyidenticalwiththeDivineessence.

45 “[...]Deusnoncognoscitrestantumsecundumquodinipsosunt,silysecundum
quodreferaturadcognitionemexpartecogniti,quianoncognoscitinrebussolumesse
quodhabent in ipso secundumquod suntunumcumeo, sedetiamessequodhabent
extraipsum,secundumquoddiversificanturabeo;siautemlysecundumquoddeter-
minetcognitionemexpartecognoscentis,sicverumestquodDeusnoncognoscitres
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theinterpretationproposedabove—ofwhat itwouldmean,from
thepointofviewofGod,toceasethecreativeactionandthusannihi-
latetheworld—seemstobeconfirmedbythefollowingwordsofSt.
thomas,inwhichhecomparestheexistenceofcreaturestothepoint,
thelackofwhichdoesnothaveanyinfluenceonthesubstanceofthe
line: “[...] itmust be asserted that, though the line lessened by one
pointinactdoesnotloseanythingofitsgreatness,nevertheless,less-
enedbysomethingthatcannotbelimitedtothepoint,willloseitssub-
stance.likewiseGod.NothingwillbetakenfromGod,ifweassume
thatsuchcreationdoesnotexist;butHisperfectionwillbereduced,if
wedenythatHehaspowertoactuallymakecreation.SinceGoddoes
notcognizethingsassomethingthatisinact,butassomethingthatis
inHispower.”46 theannihilationoftheworldastheconsequenceof
ceasingtheDivineactionisnot,then,tantamounttothenegationofthe
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nisisecundumquodsunt in ipso,quiaexsimilitudine rei,quaeest idemcumin ipso
existens”(De veritate,q.2,a.3,ad2).St.thomasdescribesthemodeofGod’scogni-
tiontakenfromthepointofviewofthecognizingsubjectinthefollowingway:“[...]
necinDeo,cumagatpersuamessentiam,effectuseiusineoestdistinctusabessentia
sua,sedomninounum;etideohocquocognosciteffectum,nonestaliudquamessentia
sua[...]Deusperessentiamsuameffectussuoscognoscit,sicutpersimilitudinemrei
cognosciturresipsa;etideounacognitioneseetaliacognoscit[...]”(De veritate,q.2,
a.3,ad3).AccordingtoAquinas,themodeoftheDivinecognitiontakenfromtheside
of the object does not present the unity characteristic of the subject’s perspective; it
varies,dependingonwhethertheobjectsarethecreatedbeingsorGodHimselfbecause
GodcognizesHimselfinHisveryessence,andHecognizesotherthingsthroughideas
inHisintellect,seeDe veritate,q.2,a.3,ad6.ifcreatedthingshadundergoneannihi-
lation,itwouldmeanthatideas,whichwerereasonsfortheircognitionandbeingad
extra,wouldbecomeonlyreasonsforcognizingthemassomethingthatexistsinGod
astheobjectofHispower.

46 Św.tomaszzAkwinu,Quaestiones disputatae De ideis, De scientia dei. Dysputy
problemowe O ideach, O wiedzy Boga [St.thomasAquinas,Disputed Questions On
ideas, On God’s Knowledge][latin-Polishtext],trans.AleksanderBiałek,textchecked
and corrected by MieczysławA. Krąpiec, Andrzej Maryniarczyk, sci. ed., Andrzej
Maryniarczyk(lublin:WydawnictwoKUl,2006),q.2,a.3,ad11.
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creativepowerofGod,soitwouldinnowaydiminishtheperfection
ofGod.
However, the real possibility of “suspending” the creative act by

God,resultinginthepossibletotalannihilationoftheworld,isinsep-
arablefromthequestionaboutthepurposeofsuchanintervention,as
eachactionisalwaysperformedontheaccountofthepurpose.incase
oftheDivineaction,thepurposeisGod’sowngoodnesswhichisman-
ifestedandconfirmedintheactofbringingthingsintoexistence.For
this reason, beings become similar to the First Being, revealing its
goodness.47 inthislight,turningcreationintonon-beingbyGodseems
tolackanypurpose,sincetheannihilationofbeingsisnotaction,but
thelackoftheactofconservation.48
Aquinas claims,however, thatonecan see somepurpose inGod

ceasingtoconservethingsinexistence.Fortheanalyzedproblemdoes
notconcernthequestionofwhetherGodmightnothavemadeatall
the decision about bringing things into existence and, in this way,
abstain from any creative action, but it concerns the question of
whetherHecanannihilatethebeingswhichHedecidedtocreate.the
question so posed, contrary to the one mentioned before, does not
meanthelackofwillonthepartofGod,but,justtheopposite—itis
connectedwiththepossibilityforHimtomakeadecisionaboutstop-
pingthecreativeactionthatwasalreadybegunand,untilnow,hascon-
servedinexistenceeverybeing.49 SinceGodcanstopgivingexistence
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47 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.3,arg.4.
48Wherethereisnoaction,thereisnoneedtoindicatetheendbecauseonlythereal

activityoftheperpetratorallowsustolegitimatelyaskthequestionaboutthereason-
motive for theactualizationof theactionand theendof theundertakenstriving.See
MieczysławA.Krąpiec,Metaphysics. An Outline of the Theory of Being,trans.Marie
lescoe,AndrewWoznicki, theresa Sandok (NewYork:Mariel Publications, 1991),
439.

49 theannihilationofcreationistheoppositeoftheactofconservationofbeingsin
existence(conservatio),whilenotbringingthingsintoexistenceistheoppositeofthe
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tothingsexclusivelyastheeffectofHiswill’sresolution,then,accord-
ingtoSt.thomas,oneshouldconsiderasthepurposeofannihilation
whatGod’swillguidesitselfby.50 Asitwaspointedout,theexistence
of contingent beingsdoes not increase, in anyway, thegoodwhich
GodisforHimself.thepurposeofcreation’sexistenceistorevealthe
absoluteandinfinitegoodnessofthecreator.turningexistingthings
into nothingness could thus be motivated by God’s love for the
self-sufficiencyofHisowngoodnesswhich,foritsperfection,needs
neitheranyexternalmanifestationnoranyotherbeing.51

The Inalterability of the Divine Will

tomakesurethattheannihilationoftheworldbytheAbsoluteisinclud-
edinHisabsolutepoweranditiswhatGodcanwant,bringsustothe
mostimportantquestionfromtheperspectiveofcreatedbeings,namely
thequestionofwhether,accordingtoAquinas,Godreallywantstoanni-
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creationofthingsfromnothingness(creatio ex nihilo).Butonaccountoftherealunity
oftheactofcreation,inwhichwedistinguishonlyconceptuallycreatio ex nihilo,cre-
atio continua andconservatio,insomeaspect,annihilationandnotbringingthingsinto
beingarethesame.thisisso,firstofall,fromtheperspectiveofGod,who—inaccor-
dancewithHisabsolutepowerdirectedbyHiswill—maywantboththeexistenceof
thingsandtheirnon-existence.Non-bringingthingsintoexistencemightbeconceived
intermsoftheabsenceofGod’sdecision,butalsointermsofthechoiceofHiswill
aboutthenon-existenceofanythingbeyondHimself.Suchachoicemadeinthecontext
ofthealreadyexistingworldisidenticalwithitsannihilation.However,itseemsthatthe
necessityofmakingconceptualdistinctionsinthis,notatalleasy,matter,makesitplau-
sible—incaseofnotcausinganyexternaleffectsandcontrarytoceasingtoconserve
thingsalreadycreated—toperceivethewillofGodasnotconnectedwithanyoption,
andthus,exclusivelynaturally,directedtowardsthegood—GodHimselfis—andnotas
thewillthatmakesanyactualchoiceofnon-existenceofotherbeings.

50 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.3,ad4.
51 Seeibid.,q.5,a.3,ad4.

Can God Destroy the World? St. Thomas Aquinas’ View...



hilateHiswork?Heretheproblemifpotentiallycreationmightbecome
annihilatedbyomnipotentGodstopsbeingpurelyspeculative,andwe
cometothequestionwhether,astheresultofGod’sresolution,creation
isreallyandnecessarilydestined,atsomepointoftime,tobeannihilat-
edand,thus,allcontingentbeingswillultimatelyturnintonon-being.52
According toAquinas, the problem of God’s willing something

mightbeviewednotonlyinthewaythatwaspresentedabove—thatis
intheabsolute(theunconditional)way—butalsoinconditionalterms.
thelatterperspectiveinconsiderationsonGod’swillisrevealedasthe
effectofthefactthatthenatureofcreatedthingsisthereflectionofthe
eternalplanandresolutionof thecreator’swill.53 St.thomas’argu-
ment is that the will of God, which is by nature absolutely free,
becomesconditionallynecessitatedbecauseofthechoicewhichGod
madewhenbringingbeings intoexistence.true—thecreatormight
havewantedornotwantedtocreatetheworld,butsinceHewanted
it—andwhatismore—Hewantedtheworldasnecessaryinsomeof
its elements, then He cannot simultaneously want the creation as a
wholenottoexist,which,inturn,seemstospeakforthefactthatthe
actofthecreationoftheworld,whichisaccomplishedinagreement
withtheresolutionoftheDivineintellectandwill—thisveryfactby
itselfistheexpressionofthetruththattheAbsolutedoesnotwantto
annihilate creation, but hewants it to be everlasting. HereAquinas
recallsoneoftheconditionsoftherealityoftheonticstates—namely
the metaphysical law of non-contradiction.54 this law says that,
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52 SeeMichałMrozek,“czyjakieśstworzeniemusiobrócićsięwniclubteżczy
obracasięwnicość.Wprowadzeniedoartykułu4”[Doessomecreationhaveto turn
intonothingordoesitturnintonothing.introductiontothearticle4],in:Św.tomaszz
Akwinu,Kwestie dyskutowane o mocy Boga [St.thomasAquinas,Disputed Questions
on the Power of God],vol.3,op.cit.,112.

53 SeeDe pot.,q.3,a.15,resp.
54 inlightofthesystemofrealisticmetaphysics,therealexistenceofbeingsiscon-

ditionedbylaws,whicharereadfromthetranscendentalqualitiesofbeings.Onesuch
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althoughtwostates—forexample,Socrates issittingandSocrates is
notsitting—arenotbythemselvesonticallycontradictory,however,it
isimpossibletorealizeonestatewhentheotherisbeingrealized(e.g.,
whenSocratesissitting,itisimpossibleforhimnottobesitting).55 St.
thomasclaims that,also, thechoiceofGod’swillcomesunder this
law, whereby theAbsolute, being in accordance with His absolute
power,mightwantornotwantcreation,butwhenconsideringwhat
has been chosen and caused by Him proportionally to His power
orderedbyHim,wemustobservethatHecannotsimultaneouslywant
somethingopposite—thatis,thenon-existenceofcreation.
thatnotwithstanding,itstillseemsjustifiabletohavesomedoubt

ifGodwillnotsimplychangeHisdecisionaboutestablishingandcon-
servingcreationinexistenceorifHehasnotdecidedfortheworldto
exist only for some finite period of time. St. thomas is apparently
awareof thosedifficulties, becauseHepointsout to the reasons for
which,accordingtohim,Godwillnotchangethedecisiononcemade.
the first reason—saysAquinas—is the inalterability of the Divine
will.thisqualityofGod’snaturedecidesthatifHewantssomething
atsometime,thenHewantsitalwaysinthenecessaryway,soHecan-
notwantsomethingopposite.56 thusitisnotthattheAbsolutecanfirst
wanttheworldtoexistandnextHewantsitsannihilation,since,asthe
non-corporeal Being, He does not come under any temporal cate-
gories,butHeistheeternalactofexistence.
ButtheeternityoftheDivineactdoesnothavetoinducetheneces-

sityoftheeternalexistenceofsomeparticularwilledeffects.thefact
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lawistheprincipleofidentitythatdescribesabeingintheaspectofitscontents;anoth-
eroneistheprincipleofnon-contradictionthatdescribestheunityandonenessofevery
being.SeeAndrzejMaryniarczyk,Rationality and Finality of the World of Persons and
Things,trans.HughMcDonald(lublin:PttA,2016),41;57.

55 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.4,resp.
56 Seeibid.,q.5,a.4,resp.
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oftheexistenceoftheworldprovesthatthecreatorwantedtheexis-
tenceofexactlythisrealityand,becauseofHisinalterability,Hewill
neverstopwillingit,butthisdoesnotatallinvolvethenecessityofthe
eternallastingofallelementswhichmakeuptheworld.Goddidnot
havetonecessarilywantthethingsHewants,andHewillalwayswant,
to exist eternally. Just the opposite—He may eternally want some
thingstoexistonlyinacertainmoment.theassumptionoftheinal-
terability ofGod’swillmeans the necessity of the fact that, ifGod
wantssomething,Healwayswantsit,but,atthesametime,itisnotat
allnecessarythat,ifHewantssomething,thenHewantsthisasexist-
ing eternally.57 Whenpointingout to the inalterabilityof theDivine
nature,Aquinas is able toprove the conditionalnecessityofwilling
created things by the Absolute; therefore the Angelic Doctor can
exclude from the realmofGod’swillnotonly theeventswhichare
contradictorytotheonesactuallyrealized(ifGodwantstheexistence
of theworld,He cannot simultaneously notwant its existence), but
alsothefutureeventscontradictorytotheonesrealizedatpresent(if
Godwantstheexistenceoftheworld,Hecannevernotwanttheexis-
tenceoftheworld,whileSocrates,forexample,cannotwanttositand,
atthesametime,nottosit,buthecanmerelywantfirsttosit,andonly
thenextmomentnottosit).58 God,duetothefactthatHeisunchange-
able,onceHecreatedtheworld,canneverconditionallywanttoturn
allthingsintonon-being.
AccordingtoAquinas,onecannotonlyprovethatGod’swillcon-

cerningtheexistenceofthecreationiseternal,butonecanalsodemon-
strate thatGodwants the effect ofHiswill to remain eternal.God’s
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57 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.4,resp.
58Whenwetalkaboutpresentorfutureevents,whichstandincontradictiontothe

eventsthatactuallyhappen,weconsiderthingsfromthehumanperspective.God,who
is Ipsum Esse, as itwasalreadymentioned,doesnotcomeunderany temporalcate-
gories.
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motive,forwhichHebroughttheworldintoexistence,speaksforthat.
in the case of this particularefficientcause—i.e. theAbsolute—the
effectintheformofcreation,wantedbyGodforthesakeofHisown
goodness,isatthesametimedesiredastheendinitself,sincetheexis-
tenceoftheworldisnotthemeanstogreaterperfectionofanyother
thingnordoesitcontributetoenlargingthegoodnessofGod,which—
inaccord to the fullnessofHisactualityandbeing—is in itselfopti-
mum.59 Weseethatifanauthormakesathingforthesakeofthisvery
thing,ifthethingdosnotserveasthemeanstoachievesomethingelse,
thenitseemsthathewantsthethingtostayforever.Onlywhenathing
servesasthemeanstoperfectsomethingelse,itsexistenceiswanted
merelyuntilthemomentatwhichthedesiredgoalisreached.60 Onthe
basisoftheanalysisofGod’swill,St.thomasconcludesthat“[from]
theveryfactthatGodestablishedthecreatures,itclearlyfollowsthat
Hewantedthemtobeforever.BecauseofHisunchangeabilityitwill
neverhappenforHimtowantsomethingopposite.”61
AnotherargumentforthethesisthatGodisnotgoingtoturncreation

intonon-beingisthenatureofthecreatedcontingentbeings(asitwas
alreadymentionedabove).62 WemayreadwhatGodwantsthemtobe
likefromwhatiscontainedintheirnatures;perceivedfromsuchaper-
spective,theyaretherealizationofthemodel-idea—thatisthecognition
GodhaswithinHisessenceastheonereflectedinthecreationinthepre-
ciseway.Amongthecreatedbeingstherearetheonesinwhosenatures
there is nopossibility of non-existence,whichmakes themnecessary
beings.God,whoistheefficientcauseofeverynatureandwhodirects
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59 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.4,resp.thesubjectofGodwho,willingHimself,wantsalso
otherthings,istakenupinSCG,lib.i,c.75.

60 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.4,resp.
61 Św.tomaszzAkwinu,Kwestie dyskutowane o mocy Boga [St.thomasAquinas,

Disputed Questions on the Power of God],vol.3,op.cit.,q.5,a.4,resp.
62 SeeDe pot.,q.5,a.4,resp.



HimselfinHiscreativeactionwiththetruthandthegood,cannotendow
anaturewithsomespecificqualitiesand,atthesametime,takethose
qualitiesawayfromthenature,becausethingsare—intheiressences—
exactlyasHeknowsthemtobe,andanysuchchangewouldbecon-
nectedwiththechangeofHiseternalideaaboutthosebeings.63

Conclusion

thequestionofwhetherGodcanannihilatetheworldisgivenaposi-
tiveanswerbyAquinas.Fortheself-existingActofexistence,whohas
the infinite power to cross the immeasurable “ontic abyss” between
beingandnon-being, it isnot impossible to turn intonothingevery-
thing thatexists.St.thomas thinks that suchaneffect, thoughnon-
contradictoryinitself—andtherefore,possible—could,however,hap-
penonlyper accidens onaccountofGod’sdepartingfromthecreative
actionwhichconsistsintheconservationofthingsinexistence(con-
servatio).BecauseGod,whilecreating,doesnotactoutoftheneces-
sityofnature,butonlythroughHiswill,thereasonwhyHecouldstop
such action could be His intention for His action to no longer be
crownedwith any external effect. ifwe analyze theproblemon the
planeoftheabsolutewillofGod,whichisdirected,inthenecessary
way,towardsthegoodHeHimselfis,thentheonlyimpossiblethingis
whatstandsincontradictiontotheDivinegoodnessandsoGodcan-
notwantit;thisiswhyitisnotimpossibleforHimtoaffirmtheself-
sufficiencyofHisowngoodnessandstopmanifestingHisgoodness
throughtheexistenceofbeingsdifferentfromHimself.64
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63 SeeÉtienneGilson,The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy,trans.A.H.c.Downes
(NewYork:charlesScribner’sSons,1940),158.

64 the“onticabyss”betweenGodandcreationisalsointherealmofthegood.See
evanM.Fales,“DivineFreedomandthechoiceofaWorld,”International Journal for
Philosophy of Religion 35,no.2(April1994):70.
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But in spite of the fact that, in the light of St.thomas’ criteria,
reducing theworld tonon-beingstandswithin the realmofpotentia
Dei absoluta, the existence of indestructible beings—which are the
effectofGod’screativeaction—showstherealintentionofthecreator
forHiscreation.Aquinas’analysesquotedabove,concerningtheorder
ofpotentia Dei ordinata,showthatcreationasawholewillneverbe
turnedbyGodintonothingness.thesubstantiationforthethesisthat
GodwillnotwithdrawfromHisworkofbringingthingsintoexistence
and then conserving them in existence, is, for St. thomas, the un-
changeabilityoftheDivinewill.God,whowantedsomethingsnotto
comeunderdestructionordisintegrationandinsuchnaturesbrought
them into existence, throughout eternity will stick to His plan and
He will not deprive them of the quality He once gave them. if the
unchangeable Absolute Being, existing beyond the limits of time,
wantssomethingatacertainmoment, this“something”—becauseof
Hischoice—isnecessary,Hewantsitalwaysandforever,soHecan-
not simultaneouslywantanythingcontradictory to this“something.”
An importantsupplement to theaboveobservations isthomas’note
thatthecreatorwantscreationforitself,thatcreationisanendinitself
andnotameansforanotherend.thus,henotonlysubstantiatesthe
eternityofGod’sdesireforcreationasawhole,buthealsoprovesthat
Godwantstheeffectintheformofcreationtobeeverlasting.
Finally, itseemsworthwhile toaddthat thefactofnoreasonable

grounds for substantiating the thesisof theworld’sannihilationand,
therefore,theconvictionthatGodwillnotannihilateHiswork,donot
excludethepossibilityofathoroughtransformationofthismundane
worldbythesupernaturalinterventionofGod,asitisprophesiedinthe
HolyScriptures in thewordsaboutcomingof“anewheavenanda
newearth.”65
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65 The Holy Bible,revisedStandardVersion,Secondcatholicedition(SanFran-
cisco:ignatiusPress,2006),Revelation 21,1.
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St.thomasAquinas’viewinDisputed Questions on the Power of God

SUMMArY
inthearticle,theauthorundertakestheproblemofwhethertheworld,which
inthelightofthephilosophicaltheoryofcreationexnihilowasintroducedinto
beingasindestructibleinsomeofitselements,canbeannihilatedbyGodand
turnedintonon-beingagain.thedivinepower,whichistheprinciplethatsus-
tainstheworldinexistence,issubjectedtometaphysicalanalysis.inthefirst
part,theconsiderationsconcerntheorderofpotentia Dei absoluta andfocuson
whether theannihilationof creation iswithin the scopeofGod’spowerand
whatsuchanactionmayconsistin.inthesecondpart,thesubjectofconsider-
ationistheorderedpowerofGod(potentia Dei ordinata),whichisrelatedto
thesearchforananswertothequestionofwhetherGod,fromwhomtheeffect
intheformofcreationcomes,notonlycanbutactuallywantstodeprivethe
worldofexistence?Sincetheannihilationoftheworldisrelatedtotheissueof
God’sdecisiontostopthecreativeactivitythathasbeeninitiated,inaddition
totheprincipleofpower,God’swillisalsotakenintoaccountinthelastpart
oftheanalysis.
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creatioexnihilo,willofGod
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