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Perhaps	 no	 greater	 name	 can	 be	 associated	 with	 terms	 such	 as	

scholasticism,	 natural	 theology,	 Aristotelian	 philosophy,	 and	 Catholic	

theology	than	Thomas	Aquinas.	The	13th	century	Dominican	friar	excelled	

in	philosophic-theology,	singlehandedly	bridging	the	gap	between	Aristotle	

and	 the	 Pope	 by	 mastering	 the	 art	 of	 typological,	 Christocentric,	 and	

allegorical	interpretation.	Aquinas	(his	name	taken	from	his	place	of	birth)	

founded	 a	 school-of-thought	 called	 Thomism,	 a	 theology	 grounded	 in	 an	

epistemology	that	places	truth,	and	the	human	ability	to	seek	it	and	reason	

from	it,	at	a	global-level	accessible	to	all	human	beings	regardless	of	their	

regenerative	 state	 before	 God.	While	 he	 wrote	 several	 commentaries	 on	

Aristotle’s	works	 as	well	 as	 various	 theological	 tractates,	 by	 far	 his	most	

significant	work	which	 standardized	Western,	medieval	 theology	was	his	

five-part	 (or	 61	 volume)	 Summa	 Theologiae.	 This	 monument	 to	 Roman	

Catholic,	 scholastic-medieval	 thought,	 though	 never	 finished,	 was	 an	

expansion	of	his	earlier	apologetic	work	Summa	contra	Gentiles.	

The	 following	 review	will	 be	on	volume	49	of	Summa	Theologiae,	

comprised	of	Questions	7–15	—	all	centered	on	The	Grace	of	Christ	—	as	it	

is	this	particular	tome	where	Aquinas	best	extolled	the	mystery	of	Christ’s	

humanity,	 much	 of	 which	 is	 supported	 by	 his	 theological,	 rather	 than	

literal,	 interpretive	 approach.	 Accordingly,	 this	 review	 of	 Aquinas’	 work	

will	 not	 conclude	 without	 first	 evaluating	 The	 Grace	 of	 Christ	 from	 a	

dispensational	 perspective,	 as	 it	 is	 particularly	 in	 the	 realm	 of	

hermeneutics	 that	 dispensational	 thought	 has	 much	 corrective	 light	 to	

shed	on	Aquinas’	thought-provoking,	yet	erroneous	conclusions.	Be	that	as	

it	may,	there	is	still	much	in	Aquinas	that	commends	itself	and	is	worthy	of	

serious	reflection.	

_____________________________	
*	Cory	M.	Marsh,	Th.M.,	Bible	and	theology	programs	coordinator,	assistant	professor	

of	biblical	studies,	Southern	California	Seminary,	El	Cajon	
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SYNOPSIS	OF	THE	GRACE	OF	CHRIST	

	
The	overall	theme	of	volume	49	of	Aquinas’	Summa	is	an	exploration	of	the	

humanity	 of	 Christ.	While	 Christ’s	 divine	 nature	 is	 in	 no	 way	 dismissed,	

Aquinas	focused	this	particular	volume	on	various	aspects	of	“the	grace	of	

Christ”	 that	 can	 be	 inferred	 from	 Scripture,	 tradition,	 and	 logic	 as	 it	

pertains	to	the	Word	of	God’s	co-assumpta	in	huamana	natura.	As	such,	the	

book	highlights	and	revolves	around	questions	and	answers	related	to	“the	

distinctive	qualities	that	make	up	the	human	condition	of	Christ”	(p.	xviii).	

Turns	out,	the	human	personhood	of	Christ	is	not	so	simple	an	enterprise	

as	 Aquinas	 explores	 a	 total	 of	 15	 Questions	 (or	 topics),	 with	 an	

accumulative	 total	of	57	separate	articles	—	all	of	which	are	centered	on	

the	human	personhood	of	Christ.	

As	for	the	unique	methodology	employed	by	Thomas	Aquinas,	who	

is	widely	recognized	as	a	mammoth	of	intellectual	prowess	in	the	history	of	

the	church,	the	Dominican	Council	serving	as	the	book’s	editors	explained	

that	 the	 medieval	 scholastic	 often	 made	 claims	 about	 the	 earthly	 Christ	

which	 reflect	 more	 of	 a	 highly	 tradition-interpretive	 approach;	 that	 is,	

Aquinas	as	representative	of	medieval	Catholicism,	offered	interpretations	

filtered	 through	 a	 church-tradition	 view	 of	 the	 risen	 Lord	 (p.	 xviii,	 xix).	

Further,	 the	editors	admitted	to	Aquinas’	penchant	 for	biased	readings	of	

the	 biblical	 text	 grounded	 in	 his	 own	 Western-cultural	 anthropology	

ingrained	 with	 strains	 of	 Hellenism,	 rather	 than	 from	 grammatical-

historical	 exegesis	 that	 contextually	 begins	 with	 Scripture’s	 pervasive	

Semitic	thought	(p.	xix).1	

In	 medieval	 (and	 contemporary)	 Roman	 Catholicism	 the	

hermeneutical	norm	is	that	any	evidence	extrapolated	from	Scripture	must	

be	interpreted	through	Christian	tradition	as	handed	down	and	previously	

interpreted	by	the	Church.	Thus,	the	editors	themselves	raised	a	significant	

question	 left	 unanswered:	 “One	 has	 to	 ask	 whether	 [Aquinas’]	

anthropology	so	distorts	the	biblical	data	that	his	theological	portrait	of	the	

human	condition	of	Christ	falsifies	the	Christ	of	the	Gospel”	(p.	xix).	Such	a	

question	from	the	(Catholic)	Dominican	Council	is	commendable	and	must	

be	kept	in	mind	by	the	reader	as	he	or	she	plumbs	the	Christology	of	one	of	

the	Church’s	most	brilliant,	yet	fallible,	minds.	

To	properly	comprehend	the	book’s	overall	 theme	—	the	grace	of	

Christ	—	 it	 is	 crucial	 to	 understand	Aquinas’	 distinct	meaning	 of	 “grace”	

																																																								
1	 Adding	 to	 this,	 the	 editors	 remarked:	 “The	 section	 of	 the	 Summa	

presented	in	this	volume	employs	a	Greek-type	anthropology	to	interpret	the	data	

of	revelation	about	Christ’s	human	condition”	(p.	xxi).	
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since	the	book’s	DNA	is	comprised	of	multiple	“questions”	concerning	the	

“grace	of	Christ”	relating	to	his	incarnate	state.	Mercifully,	he	did	provide	a	

definition	of	“grace”	during	Question	7,	which	serves	as	the	entry	point	into	

his	thinking	of	Christ-as-man:	“Grace	is	a	kind	of	sharing	in	divinity	given	

to	 thinking	 creatures”	 (p.	 5).	 Aquinas’	 definition	 is	 justified	 by	 an	 appeal	

made	to	2	Peter	1:4	which	states	that	God	has	granted	believers	to	become	

“partakers	 of	 the	 divine	 nature.”	 While	 being	 a	 human	 being	 may	

incorporate	more	than	rational	thinking,	for	Aquinas,	it	is	certainly	nothing	

less;	it	is	man’s	rational	capability	that	separates	him	from	other	creaturely	

species	par	excellence.	

Therefore,	in	Aquinas’	concept	called	“habitual	grace”	—	which	the	

editors	explained	as	a	created	quality	enabling	man	to	share	 in	 the	 life	of	

God	 through	 personal	 acts	 of	 knowing	 and	 loving	 —	 Christ-the-man	

possessed	 this	 created	 grace	 as	 He	 grew	 closer	 to	 God	 in	 his	 humanity.	

However,	 Christ	 possessing	 this	 “habitual	 grace”	 never	 canceled	 his	

inherent	deity	due	to	“the	 fact	 that	he	was	the	natural	Son	of	God”	(p.	5).	

Christ’s	 human	 soul,	 as	Aquinas	would	 have	 it,	 is	 not	 intrinsically	 divine,	

but	rather	is	an	“instrument”	of	divinity	(p.	9).	As	such,	grasping	Aquinas’	

concept	 of	 the	 human	 (or	 habitual)	 grace	 in	 Christ	 is	 vital	 to	 a	 proper	

understanding	 of	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 book	—	 entitled	 The	 Grace	 of	 Christ	—	

since	 it	 acts	 as	 a	 safeguard	against	 any	hint	of	monophysitism,	deemed	a	

heresy	since	the	fourth	century	(cf.	pp.	8–9,	fn.	d).	Indeed,	Aquinas’	concept	

and	 use	 of	 “grace”	 guided	 his	 relentless	 protection	 of	 the	 doctrine	 of	

Christ’s	humanity.	

Under	Question	8	titled	“The	Grace	of	Christ	as	Head	of	the	Church”	

(pp.	53–83),	Aquinas’	discussed	the	biblical	metaphor	of	“head”	as	applied	

to	 Christ	 in	 the	 New	 Testament,	 which	 deserves	 some	 added	 attention.	

While	 various	 positive	 topics	 were	 explored	 in	 relation	 to	 Christ	 as	 the	

“head,”	not	only	of	the	church	but	also	of	men	and	angels,	Aquinas	applied	

the	“head”	(κεφαλή)	concept	to	the	devil	and	even	the	antichrist	in	relation	
to	their	connection	with	evil	(pp.	75–81).2	However,	it	is	really	the	biblical	

notion	 of	 Christ	 as	 head	 of	 the	 church	 that	 Aquinas	 devoted	most	 of	 his	

efforts.	

When	answering	the	question	in	Article	1	if	Christ	as	a	man	is	head	

of	 the	church,	Aquinas	replied	with	 “no”	because:	 “It	does	not	 seem	right	

																																																								
2	In	regard	to	either	Satan	and/or	the	Antichrist	being	the	“head”	of	all	the	

wicked,	Aquinas	settles	on	only	the	former	being	the	true	head	of	all	wicked	with	

the	 latter	 being	 a	 “head”	 insofar	 “as	 the	 wickedness	 of	 the	 devil	 is	 most	 fully	

stamped	on	him”	(p.	81).	Thus,	these	two	evil	beings	do	not	comprise	two	different	

heads,	but	one	with	the	Antichrist	manifesting	the	work	of	Satan.	
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for	Christ	as	man	to	be	head	of	the	Church.	.	 .	 .	A	head	cannot	itself	have	a	

head.	But	God	is	the	head	of	the	man	Christ,	according	to	1	Corinthians,	the	

head	of	Christ	is	God.	So	Christ	himself	is	not	head”	(p.	53).	

However,	 in	 his	 customary	 sed	 contra	 (“on	 the	 other	 hand”),	

Aquinas	 answered	 objections	 raised	 by	 Ephesians	 1:22	which	 states	 that	

God	has	made	Christ	head	over	all	things	to	the	church.	Understanding	this	

to	teach	by	analogy	a	human	body	corresponding	to	a	mystical	body	as	the	

church,	thought	Aquinas,	Christ	is	called	head	of	the	church.	Yet,	due	to	the	

obvious	limits	of	the	metaphor,	the	scholastic	mystic	was	forced	to	caution	

his	 readers,	 “In	metaphorical	 language,	 one	must	 not	 expect	 to	 find	 that	

every	detail	fits”	(p.	57).	

Exploring	 the	 concept	of	Christ’s	headship	 further,	Aquinas	broke	

down	the	analogy	of	a	physical	head	 into	 three	distinct	spheres	which	he	

then	used	to	the	draw	his	conclusion	that	Christ	the	man	can	in	a	legitimate	

sense	 be	 called	 the	 head	 of	 the	 church:	 (1)	 the	 head’s	 position;	 (2)	 the	

head’s	 perfection;	 and,	 (3)	 the	 head’s	 power	 (p.	 55).	 As	 Aquinas	

corresponded	 the	 analogy,	 the	 head’s	 “position”	 is	 emphasized	 as	 being	

“the	first	part	of	man”	to	which	Christ	comes	nearest	to	God	and	his	grace	

the	highest	and	first	logically	(not	chronologically).	The	head’s	“perfection”	

is	underscored	by	its	ability	to	control	and	feel	all	the	physical	and	mental	

senses	 available	 to	 man	 to	 which	 Aquinas	 likened	 to	 Christ-the-head	 as	

having	 the	 “required	 perfection	 in	 that	 He	 has	 the	 fulness	 of	 grace	 and	

truth.”	Finally,	 the	head	of	man	has	“power”	as	 it	 is	able	to	control	all	 the	

movements	 of	 the	 human	 body.	 As	 this	 relates	 to	 Christ	 analogically,	

Aquinas	 stated	 that	 Christ	 as	 the	 head	 of	 the	 church	 has	 the	 “power	 to	

infuse	grace	into	every	member	of	the	Church”	(p.	57).	While	Christ	as	man	

is,	 in	the	end,	according	to	Aquinas,	able	to	give	grace,	He	does	so	only	as	

an	“instrument”	of	God	(p.	57).	Indeed,	the	concept	of	instrumentality,	as	it	

relates	 to	 the	 humanity	 of	 Christ,	 is	 one	 he	 referenced	 several	 times	

throughout	the	volume.		

As	Aquinas	developed	the	“head”	metaphor	further,	it	is	perhaps	in	

his	Article	6	discussion	where	his	Roman	Catholic	dogmatism	surfaced	the	

most.	 In	 answering	 the	 question,	 Is	 [Christ]	 alone	 head	 of	 the	 church,	

Aquinas	put	forth	his	reasoning	for	multiple	mediators	of	Christ’s	church	as	

he	explored	different	uses	of	“head”	in	both	the	Old	and	New	Testaments.	

Due	to	his	theological	presupposition	regarding	the	church	as	predating	its	

New	 Testament	 appearance	 (viz.	 that	 it	 has	 always	 existed	 as	 the	 same	

institution	 even	 in	 the	Old	Testament,	 p.	 73),	Aquinas	was	 able	 to	 justify	

the	 notion	 of	 an	 earthly	 pope	 along	 with	 Christ	 as	 “head	 of	 the	 whole	

Church,	 but	 only	 during	 the	 time	 of	 his	 pontificate”	 (p.	 75).	 Using	 an	

obscure	proof-text	 in	Amos	 that	 refers	 to	distinguished	men	as	 “heads	of	
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the	people”	(6:1)	to	support	his	reasoning,	Aquinas	stated,	“others	can	be	

called	heads	 of	 the	Church.”	However,	 he	does	 add	 an	 immediate	 caveat:	

“Yet	 not	 quite	 in	 the	 same	 way	 as	 Christ”	 (p.	 73).	 In	 the	 end,	 Aquinas	

likened	other	meditators	or	“heads”	of	the	church	to	kings	who	are	heads	

of	 their	kingdom,	not	by	 intrinsic	power	or	authority,	but	 in	 the	 sense	of	

headship	as	external	direction.	

Throughout	Questions	9–12	the	theme	of	“knowledge”	is	discussed.	

In	this	section,	basic	questions	of	Christ’s	knowledge	were	deliberated	(pp.	

83–120),	 as	 well	 as	 specific	 treatments	 on	 his	 endowed	 and	 infused	

knowledge	(pp.	121–38),	and	his	acquired	or	“experiential”	knowledge	(pp.	

139–53).	 By	 his	 methodical	 structure	 of	 question-reply-exception-reply,	

Aquinas	 provided	 a	 fascinating	 account	 of	 the	 various	 shades	 of	 Christ’s	

humanity	while	refusing	to	remain	locked	inside	a	simple	box	of	yes	or	no.	

Indeed,	 several	 chapters	 stand	 out	 for	 further	 attention	 regarding	 this,	

such	as	Aquinas’	robust	exploration	of	the	grace	of	Christ	during	Question	

15.	Throughout	this	section,	Aquinas	discussed	supposed	“disabilities”	(or	

limitations)	of	Christ	 that	He	undertook	by	becoming	 truly	human.	While	

interesting	 topics	 abound	 in	 this	 section	 dealing	 with	 Christ’s,	 the	

standouts	for	this	reviewer	are	Articles	1,2	and	8.	

In	 the	 first	 two,	Aquinas	 considers	 if	 there	be	any	 sin	 in	Christ	 in	

any	 sense.	 For	 the	 reader	 who	 lacks	 the	 discipline	 to	 work	 through	 all	

Aquinas’	arguments,	shock-and-awe	is	likely	to	surface	when	they	read	the	

theologian’s	 first	 immediate	 reply:	 “It	 seems	 there	was	 sin	 in	 Christ”	 (p.	

189).	 Justifying	 this	 belief	 by	 various	 biblical	 texts	 such	 as	 Psalm	 21:2,	

Romans	5:12,	Hebrews	2:18,	and	2	Corinthians	5:21,	Aquinas	perceived	sin	

in	 Christ	 in	 several	 senses,	 such	 as	 it	 was	 imputed	 to	 Him	 by	 God	 for	

humanity’s	sake;	sin	was	something	He	inherited	by	taking	his	human	form	

from	Adam	in	whom	all	men	sinned;	and,	(following	the	lead	of	Augustine)	

Christ	 as	 the	 premier	 “example”	 of	 man	 who	 gives	 man	 an	 example	 of	

repentance	(pp.	189–90).	

During	 Aquinas’	 following	 sed	 contra,	 the	 jarred	 reader	 can	 find	

some	comfort	and	recuperation	from	the	thought	of	actual	“sin	 in	Christ.”	

Here,	 Aquinas	 explained	 that	 Christ’s	 human	 nature	 was	 only	 in	 the	

material	 sense,	 not	 “by	 reason	 of	 the	 fertilization	 principle,”	 thereby	

keeping	 Him	 free	 from	 internal	 sin”	 (p.	 193).	 Christ	 received	 his	 human	

nature	in	an	“active	sense”	from	the	Holy	Spirit,	while	his	“material	sense”	

was	 derived	 from	 Adam.	 Further,	 Aquinas	 explained	 that	 sin	 is	 not	 a	

requirement	 for	 true	 reparation;	 rather,	 sin	 impedes	 reparation	 (p.	 193),	

and	 that	 Jesus	 being	 the	 premier	 example	 of	 a	 human	 did	 not	 entail	

repentance	 but	 rather	 as	 a	 human	 person	 willingly	 suffered	 the	 just	

punishment	of	God	(pp.	193,	95).	
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The	 book	 does	 not	 close	 before	 Aquinas	 offered	 a	 fascinating	

discussion	 centered	 on	 whether	 Christ	 had	 any	 sense	 of	 “wonder”	 or	

amazement,	 a	 trait	 so	 customary	 for	 human	 beings	 to	 experience	 in	 life	

(pp.	 213–17).	 Aristotle,	 who	 Aquinas	 appealed	 to	 so	 often	 as	 “the	

Philosopher”	 throughout	 the	 Summa,	 made	 his	 final	 appearance	 in	 the	

book	as	both	his	Metaphysics	and	Ethics	were	quoted	to	give	validation	to	

Aquinas’	belief	that	since,	“There	was	no	lack	of	understanding	in	Christ	.	.	.	

Christ	did	not	have	a	sense	of	wonder”	(p.	215).	His	thought	is	predicated	

on	 the	 Aristotelian	 belief	 that	 posits	 that	 only	 those	 who	 lack	

understanding	 or	 knowledge	 can	wonder.	 “Wonder,”	 as	 held	 by	Aristotle	

and	 quoted	 by	Aquinas,	 “comes	 from	 seeing	 an	 effect	while	 not	 knowing	

what	causes	it”	(p.	213).	

Yet,	during	his	familiar	sed	contra	Aquinas	dealt	with	Matthew	8:10	

which	 reports	 that	 Christ	 “marveled”	 (θαυµάζω)	 at	 a	 centurion’s	 faith.	 In	
order	 to	 avoid	 contradiction,	 Aquinas	 reduced	 Jesus’	 response	 to	 his	

“human	 experimental	 knowledge,”	 by	 which	 new	 and	 surprising	 things	

could	happen	to	Him	in	daily	 life	experience	as	with	any	human	(p.	215).	

The	medieval	scholastic	did	not	end	the	discussion	without	offering	a	novel	

interpretation	of	 Jesus’	wonder	at	 the	centurion’s	 faith:	 “Christ	wondered	

at	 the	 faith	of	 the	 centurion,	not	because	he	himself	 thought	 it	was	great	

but	because	others	did”	(p.	215).3	

	

CRITICAL	EVALUATION	

	
Digging	 the	 depths	 of	 Thomas	 Aquinas	 is	 no	 small	 feat.	 His	 Summa	

Theologica	 is	 a	 masterful	 display	 of	 intellectual	 prowess	 groomed	 by	

decades	of	study,	reflection,	and	debate.	Thankfully,	certain	smaller	—	yet	

important	 —	 features	 of	 the	 book	 can	 help	 calm	 the	 anxieties	 of	 any	

intimidated	 reader,	 allowing	 for	 surprisingly-simple	 readability.	 Features	

such	 as	 Aquinas’	 very	 structured	 outline	 for	 each	 chapter	 is	 a	 blessing	

																																																								
3	While	Aquinas’	 interpretation	of	Matthew	8:10	 is	 interesting,	 it	 cannot	

be	substantiated	grammatically	or	contextually	from	the	text.	Though	it	is	true	that	

the	verb	“He	marveled”	(ἐθαύµασεν)	in	the	first	clause	lacks	a	direct	object,	opening	
the	possibility	that	Jesus	did	not	marvel	specifically	at	the	man,	it	is	likewise	silent	

on	 the	 crowd	as	 the	object	of	Christ’s	wonder.	However,	 the	 complement	 to	 “He	

marveled”	and	“He	said”	deals	directly	with	the	centurion	and	his	faith	as	the	rest	

of	the	pericope	contextually	makes	clear.	Therefore,	this	reviewer	rejects	Aquinas’	

interpretation;	it	is	also	worth	noting	that	the	Dominican	Council	who	supplied	the	

book’s	 footnotes	 immediately	 attempted	 to	 un-stick	 Aquinas	 from	 any	 potential	

jam	with	this	novel	interpretation	(see	p.	215,	n.	a).	
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doubled	with	his	engaging	sed	contra	(“on	the	other	hand”)	exceptions	as	

well	as	a	simple	writing	style.	

In	particular,	his	sed	contra	device	provides	a	brilliant	and	engaging	

way	to	display	the	various	nuances	in	Scripture	precluding	any	notion	of	a	

flat	 storyline	 in	 God’s	 Word.	 This	 aspect	 makes	 the	 book	 exceptionally	

thought-provoking,	 even	 fun	 to	 read.	 Scholars	 today,	 particularly	

dispensational	thinkers,	would	do	well	to	emulate	Aquinas	in	this	regard	as	

too	often	Scripture	can	be	overly	 systematized	or	domesticated	 in	 such	a	

fashion	as	to	leave	the	impression	of	a	facile	product	stripped	of	mystery.	

Indeed,	 the	 Bible’s	 mystery,	 at	 many	 points,	 simply	 allows	 for	 the	

possibility	of	various	interpretations	without	destroying	its	perspicuity	—	

and	 dispensational	 theologians	 would	 do	 well	 not	 to	 fear	 such	 an	

admission.	

Moreover,	concerning	structure,	the	book’s	glossary	proved	crucial	

since	 Aquinas	 uses	 terms	 pregnant	 with	 philosophical	 and	 dogmatic	

assumptions.	 The	 glossary	was	 added	 by	 the	Dominican	 editors,	 as	were	

the	helpful	footnotes,	Scripture	references,	and	indexes.	Presumably	these	

were	 added	 during	 the	 editing	 process	 due	 to	 Aquinas’	 profundity	 and	

penchant	for	multiple	meanings.	

The	 positives	 notwithstanding,	 admittedly,	 and	 humbly	 offered,	

there	are	several	flaws	in	Aquinas’s	thinking	as	well	as	some	weaknesses	in	

the	book	that	deserve	attention;	some	more	serious	 than	others.	Mention	

was	 already	 made	 of	 Aquinas’	 blemished	 interpretive	 biases	 or	

presuppositions,	 namely	 his	 own	 Western,	 Hellenistic-influenced	

anthropology	 informing	 much	 of	 his	 Christology.	 On	 more	 than	 one	

occasion,	 this	 resulted	 in	 some	 conclusions	 drawn	 that	 “are	 primarily	

reflections	 of	 the	 [Roman	 Catholic]	 Church’s	 faith	 in	 the	 risen	 Christ”	 (p.	

xix),	not	from	an	impartial	handling	of	the	text.	As	to	the	former,	Aquinas	

tended	 to	 begin	 with	 anthropology	 in	 order	 to	 shed	 light	 on	 his	

Christology,	when	 in	 actuality	 the	 converse	would	 be	more	 appropriate.4	

To	 the	 latter,	 Aquinas	 is	 the	 quintessential	 Roman	Catholic	 thinker,	who,	

immortalizing	 Catholic	 hermeneutics,	 believed,	 “The	 facts	 can	 only	 be	

established	from	the	evidence	we	have	about	Christ,	from	the	Scriptures	as	

they	have	been	interpreted	in	Christian	tradition”	(p.	xviii,	emphasis	added).	

The	sheer	amount	of	works	penned	by	Aquinas	is	remarkable	(and	

needs	to	be	recalled),	not	least	of	which	is	his	61	volume	Summa.	As	such,	

																																																								
4	For	an	excellent	historical	survey	of	Christian	thinkers	who	began	with	

Christ	 to	 gain	 insights	 concerning	 man,	 see	 Marc	 Cortez,	 Christological	

Anthropology	 in	 Historical	 Perspective:	 Ancient	 and	 Contemporary	 Approaches	 to	

Theological	Anthropology	(Grand	Rapids:	Zondervan,	2016).	
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Aquinas,	being	fallible	man,	is	bound	to	fall	into	contradictions	at	points	—	

especially	when	one	considers	how	voluminously	he	wrote.	In	this	regard,	

one	is	 immediately	reminded	of	Solomon’s	sage	caution:	“There	is	no	end	

to	 the	making	of	many	 books,	 and	much	 study	 is	 exhausting	 to	 the	 body	

(Eccl	12:1),	and	that	“With	many	words,	transgression	is	not	lacking”	(Prov	

10:19).	Even	with	his	brilliant	sed	contra	technique,	which	virtually	acts	as	

a	 safeguard	 against	 outright	 inconsistencies	 in	 Aquinas’	 thinking,	

irreconcilable	 inconsistencies	 are	 present,	 nonetheless.	 For	 instance,	 in	

Question	 8’s	 topic	 of	 Christ	 the	man	 as	 the	 Head	 of	 the	 church,	 Aquinas	

definitively	concluded,	“Therefore,	it	is	not	for	[Christ]	as	man	to	be	head	of	

the	Church”	 (p.	53);	yet,	 after	explaining	 that	Christ’s	humanity	 is	merely	

an	 “instrument”	 for	his	divinity	as	only	 the	 latter	 (which	 is	 invisible)	 can	

legitimately	act	as	 the	universal	head	of	 the	church,	Aquinas	summarized	

with:	 “But	Christ	 is	 likened	 to	 the	head	by	 reason	of	his	visible	 nature,	 in	

which	he	stands	out	as	a	man	among	men”	(p.	59,	emphasis	added).	Even	

Aquinas’	 earlier	 caution	 against	 the	 limitations	 of	 metaphor	 (e.g.	 p.	 57)	

does	not	release	him	from	such	blatant	contrary	positions	as:	(1)	Christ	as	

man	 cannot	 be	 head	 of	 the	 church;	 and,	 yet	 (2)	 Christ’s	 visible	 nature	

(humanity)	does	connect	Him	as	head	of	the	church	as	“a	man	among	men.”	

Another,	perhaps	more	serious,	critique	of	Aquinas’	presentation	is	

warranted.	His	use	of	allegory	(even	justified	by	the	editors	on	p.	192,	n.	c)	

validating	his	replacement	theology	keeps	Aquinas	from	making	necessary	

and	vital	distinctions	when	discussing,	Is	being	head	of	the	Church	exclusive	

to	 Christ?	 (pp.	 73–75).	 As	 touched	 on	 earlier,	 it	 is	 here	 where	 Aquinas	

justifies	 the	Roman	pontifical	 institution	as	being	a	co-head	of	 the	church	

along	 with	 Christ.	 To	 his	 credit,	 this	 is	 a	 reasonable	 conclusion	 if	 one	

believes,	along	with	Aquinas,	that	the	church	is	not	an	institution	unique	to	

the	present	economy	established	by	the	Holy	Spirit	after	Christ’s	ascension.	

If,	as	 in	Aquinas’	view,	the	church	has	always	existed	—	even	if	operating	

under	the	term	“Israel”	in	the	Old	Testament	—	then	it	seems	inevitable	to	

conclude	that	“Some	man	other	than	Christ	can	be	head	of	the	Church”	(p.	

73).	The	blatant	error	of	Aquinas	provides	a	classic	cautionary	tale	of	 the	

dangers	 of	 allowing	 one’s	 theological	 presuppositions	 to	 guide	 their	

exegesis.	

In	an	effort	to	back	his	case	of	the	pope	co-reigning	over	the	church	

with	 Christ,	 Aquinas	 used	 disputable	 interpretations	 of	 Old	 Testament	

texts	 that	seem	to	refer	 to	 Israelite	men	as	“heads”	(e.g.	1	Sam	15:17	and	

Amos	6:1)	 to	 justify	his	reasoning	 that	 the	church	has	other	“heads”	 than	

Christ	 alone.	 Of	 course,	 the	wise	 scholastic-theologian	 did	 try	 and	 soften	

the	 obvious	 heresy	 by	 saying	 human	 men,	 such	 as	 bishops	 or	 the	 “holy	

father”	of	Rome	himself	are	not	“heads”	as	in	the	same	sense	as	Christ	(p.	
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74).	 However,	 his	 reasoning	 is	 nevertheless	 inconsistent	 as	 he	 used	

allegory	 and	 deductive	 assumptions	 as	 his	 starting	 points	 to	 defend	 a	

Roman	 Catholic	 doctrine	 that	 the	 Reformers	 bravely	 exposed	 and	

weakened	—	and	dispensational	 thinkers	have	consistently	advanced.5	 In	

the	end,	unless	one	is	recognizing	proper	biblical	distinctions	as	exegeted	

from	 a	 consistently	 literal,	 grammatical-historical	 interpretation,	 such	 as	

Israel	 /	 church	 /	 kingdom,	 there	 is	 no	 reason	 to	 aptly	 justify	 from	 the	

sacred	Text	the	great	error	of	Aquinas	here	or	any	who	espouse	a	form	of	

suppressionism.	

Continuing	with	notable	critiques,	and	to	circle	back	to	the	book’s	

structure	 for	 a	moment,	 the	 glossary,	while	 extremely	helpful	 in	defining	

Aquinas	 terms	and	 concepts,	 is	 silent	on	 several	 crucial	Thomistic	 terms.	

For	example,	while	providing	a	robust	discussion	of	Aquinas’	various	usage	

of	 “knowledge”	 (acquired,	 infused,	 and	 beatific),	 the	 scholastic’s	 use	 of	

“experimental	knowledge,”	so	prominent	in	his	discussion	of	Christ’s	sense	

of	 “wonder”	(Ques.	15,	Art.	8),	 is	woefully	absent.	 Indeed,	 it	was	Aquinas’	

iterative	use	and	defense	of	Christ’s	“experimental	knowledge”	in	his	reply	

where	he	explained	that	Christ’s	ability	to	wonder	or	be	amazed	was	from	

his	human	nature,	but	not	divine	(p.	215).	While	surely	the	book’s	glossary	

was	an	addition	of	 the	Dominican	Council	who	edited	and	 first	published	

the	 book,	 and	 thus	 the	 blame	 lies	 with	 them	 for	 any	 omissions	 or	

misrepresentations,	it	is	still	a	part	of	the	book	regardless.	

Finally,	allow	this	reviewer	to	get	personal	here	at	the	end.	He	is	a	

staunch	 biblicist,	 who	 cringes	 at	 the	 thought	 of	 twisting	 Scripture’s	

language	 out	 of	 joint	 from	 its	 normal,	 grammatical-historical-contextual	

sense.	In	fact	he	is	so	rigid,	that	he	believes	in	a	single	meaning	behind	all	

the	Bible’s	Authorial/authorial	intent.	Admittedly,	he	may	hold	onto	this	a	

bit	too	tight;	but	that	is	doubtful.	As	such,	this	reviewer	is	a	conservative-

literalist-biblicist,	 also	 referred	 to	 as	 “normative”	 or	 “traditional	

dispensationalism.”	To	make	matters	worse,	 he	 finds	unqualified	 appeals	

to	natural	theology	or	secular	philosophy	as	a	justifying	standard	in	one’s	

worldview	 repugnant,	 opting	 rather	 for	 an	 Augustinian	 or	 Calvinistic	

epistemology	if	pushed	far	enough.	

That	 said,	 how	 could	Thomas	Aquinas	 not	 enamor	 this	 reviewer?	

When	 reading	 the	 medieval	 scholar’s	 theology	 and	 philosophy	 he	 found	

himself	 warmed-over	 with	 wonder	 for	 God	 and	 fascinated	 with	 the	

																																																								
5	For	a	scholarly,	historical,	and	theological	sketch	tracing	the	“reformed”	

contribution	 of	 dispensationalism	 since	 the	 Protestant	 Reformation,	 see	

Christopher	 Cone	 and	 James	 I.	 Fazio,	 eds.,	 Forged	 from	 Reformation:	 How	

Dispensational	 Thought	 Advanced	 the	 Reformed	 Legacy	 (El	 Cajon,	 CA:	 SCS	 Press,	

2017).	
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possibilities	 of	 his	 creation.	 This	 staunch	 Calvinistic-dispensationalist	

would	be	disingenuous	to	pretend	that	Aquinas	and	his	methods	were	all	

bad,	 and	 that	 one	 should	 stick	 to	 those	 who	 have	 an	 infallible	

hermeneutical	 method	 resulting	 in	 inerrant	 theology	 —	 such	 as	 this	

reviewer	(that	is,	of	course,	ridiculous).	

Truth	 be	 told,	 this	 critic	 is	 forever	 grateful	 for	 Thomas	 Aquinas.	

Indeed,	he	hopes	to	reach	as	high	as	Aquinas’	knees	one	day	in	his	thoughts	

on	God	and	his	ability	 to	express	 it	 in	print.	Further,	and	 the	keyboard	 is	

virtually	cracking	in	typing	such	a	thought,	this	reviewer	is	thankful	for	the	

Roman	 Catholic	 Church	 who	 has	 preserved	 the	 thoughts	 of	 Aquinas	 all	

these	 centuries	 for	 the	 world	 to	 enjoy	 including	 Protestants,	 even	

dispensationalists!	 Regardless	 of	 Aquinas’	 shortcomings,	 he	 has	 left	 a	

permanent	mark	on	earth	—	the	size	of	a	colossal	crater	—	for	the	glory	of	

God	in	Christ.	After	all	is	said	and	done,	now	having	read	several	volumes	

of	Aquinas’	Summa,	 this	 reviewer	 finds	 himself	 repeating	 the	wise	 friar’s	

personal	declaration	as	his	thoughts	hurl	toward	the	same	Christ	in	whom	

he	so	adamantly	 loved	and	worshipped	—	Non	Nisi	Te,	Domine!	(Nothing	

but	You,	Lord).	


