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Divine Choice and Natural Law: The Eudokian Ethics of Francis Turretin
James E. Bruce, Ph.D.

Mentor: Thomas S. Hibbs, Ph.D.

Francis Turretin (1623—1687) places a threefold scheme of right (ius) within the
framework of Thomistic natural law to explain the relationship between the divine will
and the moral order. He centers his inquiry on a single question: can God ever dispense
with a precept of the moral law? That is, can God temporarily suspend the obligation that
a person has to a moral law so that an individual action is not immoral, even though it
would be otherwise, if it were not for God’s command? For Turretin, the answer is
unequivocally in the negative: God cannot dispense with any of the precepts of the moral
law at any time, for any reason.

Nevertheless, some laws do change, and Turretin uses divine, natural, and
positive rights to explain why this change is possible. Divine right describes the
authority and privilege, as well as the duties and obligations, that God has on account of
his own nature. Natural right describes those privileges and obligations that God has due
to the nature of the things he has chosen to create, and positive right deals with those

additional privileges and obligations that arise from divine choice alone. Those laws, or



parts of laws, that arise from divine and natural right cannot change. Those laws, or parts
of laws, that arise from positive right can change, however.

That God cannot change the moral law, or even dispense with it, does not
undermine his freedom, because God is internally, and not externally, constrained. In his
free choosing, from his eudokia (good pleasure), God is constrained by divine right, from
his own nature; by natural right, from the nature of the things he has made; and, by
positive right, from whatever additional laws he has chosen to establish. God’s free
choice cannot contravene the natural law, yet the natural law is determined by God’s free
choice, in so far as the natural law is constituted by the nature of the things God has

chosen to create.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Read by John Locke, taught in Scotland before the Scottish Enlightenment,
recommended by Jonathan Edwards, and studied in Latin at Princeton Seminary until
after the American Civil War, Francis Turretin’s Institutes of Elenctic Theology is
perhaps unknown to us today only because this Latin work never had a published English
translation.' Nevertheless, Turretin (1623—1687) was read, appreciated, and studied in
Latin, when no English translation was available (or, for some time at least, needed). The

work gives a clear, useful, and comprehensive account of philosophy and theology up to

'"Turretin’s three-volume Institutio theologiae elencticae was published from 1679 to 1685 and
was reprinted in 1680-1686. A revised edition appeared from 1682 to 1688, and it was itself reprinted in
1688-1690. Thereafter various, additional reprints of both editions were made. See John T. Dennison, Jr.,
“Editor’s Preface,” in Institutes of Elenctic Theology, vol. 1, by Francis Turretin, trans. George Musgrave
Giger, ed. John T. Dennison, Jr. (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company,
1992), xxvii—xxviii. Archibald Alexander taught Turretin’s /nstitutes from the founding of Princeton
Seminary in 1812 and Charles Hodge did afterwards, until 1872. See John T. Dennison, Jr., “The Life and
Career of Francis Turretin,” in Institutes of Elenctic Theology, vol. 3, by Francis Turretin, trans. George
Musgrave Giger, ed. John T. Dennison, Jr. (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing
Company, 1997), 648. Charles Hodge had George Musgrave Giger prepare a translation of the Institutes
for his students, and this nineteenth-century translation is the one that has just been published. See
Dennison, “Editor’s Preface,” xxvii. John Locke (1632—1704) to Philippus van Limborch, May 10, 1695,
letter 1901 in The Correspondence of John Locke, Volume 5: Letter Nos. 1702-2198, ed. E. S. de Beer
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979), 368-372. Locke’s attitude is far from favorable: “I went to
Calvin, Turrettini, and others, who, I am compelled to admit, have treated the subject in such a way that I
can by no means grasp what they say or what they mean . . .” (370-371). Locke had his own copy of
Turretin’s Institutes. See John Harrison and Peter Laslett, eds., The Library of John Locke, 2nd ed.
(London: Oxford University Press, 1971), 254. On Scotland, see James Moore, “The two systems of
Francis Hutcheson: On the origins of the Scottish Enlightenment,” in Studies in the Philosophy of the
Scottish Enlightenment, ed. M. A. Stewart (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 43—44. James
Wodrow, Professor of Divinity at the University of Glasgow, is specifically mentioned as having taught
Turretin. See H. M. B. Reid, The Divinity Professors in the University of Glasgow: 1640—1903 (Glasgow:
Maclehose, Jackson and Company, 1923), 187. Dedication to Reformed scholasticism appeared to be very
high in Scotland: Reid writes, “He [Wodrow] bids them master one system of divinity before reading the
rest” (190). Jonathan Edwards (1703—-1758) exchanged several letters with Joseph Bellamy: first, he
recommends Turretin to him; then, he sends him one of his own volumes of the Institutes; and, finally,
Edwards writes to Bellamy saying that he wants to look at the Turretin volume again himself. See Letters
and Personal Writings, ed. George S. Claghorn, vol. 16 of The Works of Jonathan Edwards, ed. Harry S.
Stout (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1998), 217-218, 223, 266, 701.



the seventeenth century, from a Reformed point of view. The word “elenctic” in the title
is taken from a Greek word used by Plato to describe Socrates’ dialectical method of
refutation.’ And, indeed, Turretin attempts to refute a fair number of interlocutors in his
work.

His attempts were seen as a landmark achievement: Pierre Bayle (1647-1706), in
his Dictionnaire historique et critique, called Turretin “a man of great merit, eloquent,
judicious, hardworking, wise, and zealous for orthodoxy.” Bayle said that “what will
especially immortalize him is his three-volume Institutio theologiae elencticae,” and two
other theological works.> Swiss mathematician (and Reformed minister) Jakob Bernoulli
(1654-1705) visited Turretin in Geneva, and Bernoulli and Turretin’s Institutes deploy
the same technical vocabulary when discussing types of necessity.*

And Western Europe was not alone in its admiration for the Institutes: Daniel
Ernst Jablonski (1660—1741), who almost arranged for the “organic union” of the
Prussian church and the Church of England in the early eighteenth century, presented Pal
Raday (1677-1733), an aristocratic Hungarian, with a copy of Turretin’s Institutes on

July 8, 1704.°

*See, e.g., Gregory Vlastos, “The Socratic Elenchus,” The Journal of Philosophy 79 (November
1982): 711-714. See also Richard Robinson, Plato’s Earlier Dialectic, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1953).

3 My translation. “Ce fut un homme de beaucoup de mérite, ¢loquent, judicieux, laborieux, savant,
& z€1¢ pour 1I’Orthodoxie.” “Mais ce qui I’immortalisera principalement est son Institutio Theologiae
Elencticae en 3 Volumes . . ..” The other two works Bayle mentions are De satisfactione Christi and De
necessaria secessione ab ecclesia Romana. Pierre Bayle, Dictionnaire historique et critique, 5th ed., ed.
Michel B6hm (Amsterdam: Zacharias Chatelain & Jacobus Wetstein, 1740), 4:407. Available online at
http://colet.uchicago.edu/cgi-bin/BAYLE.sh?PAGEIDENT=4:407.

*Bernoulli, Jakob, The Art of Conjecturing, together with Letter to a Friend on Sets in Court
Tennis, trans. Edith Dudley Sylla (Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2006), 352-357.

°R. Barry Levis, “The Failure of the Anglican-Prussian Ecumenical Effort of 1710-1714,” Church
History 47 (December 1978), 381. On Jablonski’s gift, see Victor Segesvary, The History of a Private
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In Scotland, Henry Home (1696—1782), Lord Kames, referenced Turretin’s
Institutes in an attempt to defend the orthodoxy of own philosophical position.
Apparently, aligning oneself with Turretin was seen as sufficient proof of theological
legitimacy. According to Kames, Turretin was a “learned” professor “whose authority as
an orthodox divine will be allowed to be of the greatest weight.”®

Similarly, the prevalence of quotations from Turretin in the writings of Thomas
Chalmers (1780-1847) shows Turretin’s continued influence, into the nineteenth
century.” Turretin’s work even appears to have been abridged to serve as a theological
primer.®

And, of course, Turretin’s unabridged /nstitutes served as the textbook for
doctrine throughout the United States. He was studied, in Latin, at Princeton Seminary,
in the North, and Columbia, Union, and Danville seminaries, in the South—and at
Southern Seminary, after its founding. No wonder, then, that the nineteenth century saw

a new edition of Turretin’s Latin works, prepared for Turretin’s apparently devoted

Anglo-American readership. The enthusiasm for Turretin seems to have been quite high.

Library in 18th Century Hungary: The Library of Pal and Gedeon Raday, trans. E. E. Jokay (The Hague:
Mikes International, 2005), 25. Available at http://www.federatio.org/mi_bibl/

VictorSegesvary Raday.pdf. For more information on Jablonski, see Robert F. Young, “Bohemian
Scholars and Students at the English Universities from 1347 to 1750,” The English Historical Review 38
(January 1923), 84.

Henry Home, Lord Kames, Essays on the Principles of Morality and Natural Religion, Corrected
and Improved, in a Third Edition. Several Essays Added Concerning the Proof of a Deity, ed. Mary
Catherine Moran (Indianapolis, IN: Liberty Fund, 2005), 133. It is doubtful to me that he actually agreed
with Turretin; what is interesting is how he thought appealing to Turretin would help his case. On the
relationship of Kames to Turretin, see Richard B. Sher, Church and University in the Scottish
Enlightenment: The Moderate Literati of Edinburgh (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1985), 30,
73.

"Daniel F. Rice, “An Attempt at Systematic Reconstruction in the Theology of Thomas
Chalmers,” Church History 48 (June 1979): 174.

8George Hill, Lectures in Divinity, 3rd ed., vol. 1 (Edinburgh: A. Balfour & Company, 1833),
334. 1 came to learn of George Hill through Rice, “An Attempt,” 174.



“To praise his writings, wrote one Presbyterian minister on the occasion of a new Latin
edition of Turretin’s works, ‘would be as idle as to eulogize the sun.””’

By the end of the nineteenth century—at the latest!—Turretin made his poetical
debut:

And Turretin with lordly nod,
Gave system to the dogmatism
That analyzed the thought of God

As light is parted by a prism. '’

In the early twentieth century Francis Turretin was hailed by the incoming president
of Princeton Seminary as “the Thomas Aquinas of Protestantism.”"!

Nevertheless, when students stopped learning Latin, they stopped reading
Turretin’s Institutio theologiae elencticae (and, with it, Hobbes’s De Cive, Grotius’s De
Jjure belli ac pacis, etc.)."?

The twentieth century saw little study of Turretin. One notable exception is the

multivolume Church Dogmatics, in which Karl Barth (1886—-1968) makes over thirty

. . . . 1
references to specific passages in Turretin’s Institutes."

°E. Brooks Holifield, The Gentlemen Theologians: American Theology in Southern Culture 1795—
1860 (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1978), 74—75. Quote from “Francisci Turretini Opera,” The
Southern Presbyterian Review 2 (1848): 136-137.

"Josiah Gilbert Holland, The Mistress of the Manse (New York: Scribner, Armstrong &
Company, 1877), 81. Mildred, the character in the poem, seems more overwhelmed by the presence of
Turretin and his intellectual companions than anything else (82).

"Francis L. Patton, “Theological Encyclopadia,” The Princeton Theological Review 2 (January
1904): 131. The article is an address that Patton gave at his inauguration to the presidency of what was
then known as the Theological Seminary at Princeton. For more on the relationship between Turretin and
Princeton Seminary, see Mark A. Noll, introduction to The Princeton Theology 1812—1921: Scripture,
Science, and Theological Method from Archibald Alexander to Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield, ed. Mark
A. Noll (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House Company, 1983), 28-30, 39.

2Compare, for example, the reception of Hobbes’s English Leviathan versus his Latin De Cive.
See Richard Tuck and Michael Silverthorne, introduction to On the Citizen, by Thomas Hobbes, ed.
Richard Tuck and Michael Silverthorne (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), viii—ix.



Now, however, with the publication of the first English-language edition of
Turretin’s Institutes, over three hundred years after it was first published in Latin,
Turretin’s thought is more readily accessible.'

Though he takes his metaphor for disputation from Plato, Turretin’s own style is
unabashedly scholastic: he moves through a particular topic by asking and answering a
series of questions. For each question, he finds the fulcrum upon which the question
turns, presenting all rival positions.'> He wants to be as fair as possible to his disputants,
in order to show how to handle the very best of the opposing arguments. After
explaining their positions, he attempts to refute them. Generally speaking, he first
appeals to the Bible—and, in doing so, he references every book of the Bible except
Obadiah and Nahum and every chapter of the New Testament save one. Then he

attempts to show logical difficulties with his opponents’ ideas, or how their position

BKarl Barth, Church Dogmatics, 14 vols., ed. G. W. Bromiley and T. F. Torrance (Edinburgh: T.
& T. Clark, 1936-1977). Specifically, Church Dogmatics (CD) 1/1, 5 references 1.6.7; 1/1, 24 references
1.5.9; I/1, 129 references 2.2.5 and following; I/1, 139 references 2.2.4; I/1, 218-219, references 1.5.4; I/1,
355 references 3.23.23; 1/1, 360 references 3.25.7; 1/1, 543 references 3.31.3; and I/1, 547 references
3.31.5. CD1/2,25-26 references 13.1; 1/2, 34 references 13.4.6; 1/2, 55 references 13.10.1; 1/2, 189
references 13.11.15; 1/2, 193 references 13.11.19; 1/2, 195 references 13.11.10; 1/2, 477 references 2.9.13;
and 1/2, 863-866 references 1.14.5. CD 11/1, 523 references 3.21.1, and II/1, 574 references 3.13.13 and
3.13.23. CD 11/2, 129-131 references 4.9.22, 4.9.20 and following, 4.9.23, 4.9.9-14, 4.9.15-19, and 4.9.4.
CD 111/3, 31-33 references 6.1.3 and following, including specifically 6.1.5; I11/3, 97 references 6.5.1; and
111/3, 292 references 6.7.1. CD 1V/3, 15 references 14.7.5; 1V/3, 765 references 18.2.10; and IV/3, 767
references 18.1.3. For the system of references used for the Institutes, please see the next note.

“Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 3 vols., trans. George Musgrave Giger, ed. John
T. Dennison, Jr. (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company, 1992—1997).
References to the Institutes in this work are parenthetical and take the following form: x.y.z/a.b, in which
Arabic numbers indicate x, the topic; y, the question; and z, the paragraph, in any edition of the work, Latin
or English. After the forward slash, the volume, a, and the page number, b, are given, for the English
version only. So 18.15.1/3.137 refers to topic 18, question 15, paragraph 1 on page 137 of volume 3 in the
English text. Three numbers by themselves refer to a topic, question, and paragraph; a zero in the third
position, e.g., 3.1.0/1.169, indicates that the text is part of the question of the section, rather than part of the
paragraphs constituting the answer. Two numbers by themselves, e.g., 1.169, generally refer to a volume
and a page in the English edition of the Institutes.

"*As Turretin himself remarks, he seeks to “explain the main hinge of the questions according to
the opinion of the parties.” Francis Turretin, preface to Institutes of Elenctic Theology, vol. 1, trans.
George Musgrave Giger, ed. John T. Dennison, Jr. (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed
Publishing Company, 1992), xI.



rejects the tradition they purport to uphold. A personal favorite is when Turretin attempts
to refute Roman Catholics with none other than Thomas Aquinas (e.g., 14.12.17/2.442).
Finally, Turretin often seeks to reduce rival positions to philosophical absurdity. Without
question, Turretin’s method is unabashedly scholastic or analytic.

Francis Turretin was born in 1623 in Geneva and received an incomparable
education in Geneva, France, and the Netherlands. He died in Geneva in 1687.
Throughout his life, and after his death, Turretin’s appeal was based on his careful
examination of contentious issues and his reputation for rigorous orthodoxy.'® Turretin’s
stated goal is to provide a sourcebook for Reformed ministers disputing with anyone and
everyone.'” Contemporary philosophers and theologians usually set their targets on one,
or two, thinkers or movements. Turretin, by contrast, took on all comers, and his
coverage of thinkers and their ideas is encyclopedic. Turretin writes on the Greeks—
referencing five different works by Plato and nine different works by Aristotle—and on
the Romans—touching on Cicero (fifteen works), Seneca (seven), and Lucretius (De
rerum natura). He covers Patristic authors—too numerous to mention—and medieval
ones as well. He references an astonishing number of Augustinian works (135) as well as
Boethius, Bernard, Anselm, Lombard, Aquinas, Scotus, and Ockham. Naturally, Turretin
considers Reformation thinkers—Calvin, Zwingli, Luther, et. al—but he examines
Renaissance and humanist thinkers as well. Contemporaries, or near contemporaries,
also receive Turretin’s praise or approbation—and almost always a critical eye. Roman

Catholic thinkers—Suarez, Pascal, Bellarmine, and Vasquez—and what we now call

16See Dennison, “The Life and Career of Francis Turretin,” 642—648.

"Turretin, preface to Institutes of Elenctic Theology, vol. 1, xI-xIi.
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Early Modern philosophers—Grotius, Hobbes, Selden, et. al.—all enter into Turretin’s
elenchus.

Nor is Turretin unaware of non-European peoples. On the contrary, he comments
on Jean de Léry’s travel account to Brazil, engages rabbinic writings critically, and
displays an awareness of Islam. Turretin mentions an Indian philosopher by name, and
he is aware of Turks, Persians, and others. Turretin’s interests are truly global. 18

Finally, Turretin is irenic as well as elenctic. Turretin laments “these sad times in
which we live” (20.4.9/3.586), a “[m]iserable age (most fruitful in disputations)”
(18.1.1/3.1). He especially laments that Christians, in quarreling over sacraments—
themselves symbols of unity—have been “torn asunder” by “a mournful divorce”
(19.1.1/3.337). Though Turretin himself went to Holland to plead for money to repair

Geneva’s walls against the very real possibility of attack, he nevertheless believed that

there were Christians in the Roman church (19.18.14/3.409)."

From the Later Middle Ages to the Early Modern Period
The late medieval debate over the relationship between divine choice and natural
law did not cease with the advent of modernity. On the contrary, Early Modern
philosophy continued to wrestle with natural law and divine choice, wondering how, or
even whether, God’s choice determines law and how, or whether, the nature of things
constrains divine choice. A key question was whether or not God could dispense with a

command, or precept of the Decalogue, the Ten Commandments. A dispensation is

'®] gleaned the statistical information in the preceeding paragraphs from the indices in Institutes of
Elenctic Theology, vol. 3, 703-811.

YOn Turretin’s fundraising mission, see Dennison, “The Life and Career of Francis Turretin,”
645.



God’s temporary removal of the obligation to obey a law, for a single person and for one
solitary act. The three major figures of late medieval philosophy—Thomas Aquinas,
John Duns Scotus, and William of Ockham—maintained the three rival positions:
Aquinas held to the indispensability of all the precepts of the Decalogue, Scotus to the
indispensability of some and the dispensability of others, and Ockham to the
dispensability of all. All three, however, maintained some kind of relationship between
God and morality generally, and God’s will and law specifically.

The skeptical revival in the Renaissance, the rival theological claims of the
Reformation, and the advent of Early Modern philosophy provided the opportunity for a
fourth position, itself a rival to all three established positions, to assert (or reassert) itself.
This fourth view denies the relationship between divine choice and human law, holding
instead that the precepts of law arise from human will, are established by popular
consent, and are measured by utility. Surprisingly, given a standard reading of Early
Modern philosophy, not every philosopher in the seventeenth century adopted this fourth
position. Though obvious controversial figures such as Thomas Hobbes approached the
fourth position in De Cive and Leviathan, most other philosophers in the period, like
René Descartes, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, and John Locke, took seriously the
relationship between God’s will and morality.”® Indeed, even Hobbes himself perceived
the usefulness of grounding the sovereign’s law in divine authority, as evidenced by his

lengthy discussion of Scripture in Leviathan.*' No prominent philosopher in the

*E.g., John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter H. Nidditch (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1975), 2.28.5-8, 351-352.

2'Hobbes’s frequent reference to Scripture is evidenced by the index of biblical citations in
Leviathan, by Thomas Hobbes, ed. Edwin Curley (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett Publishing Company, 1994),
575-584. Subsequent references to Leviathan are indicated by chapter and paragraph, separated by a
period, and a page number, preceded by a comma. So, for example, Hobbes, Leviathan, 13.9, 76 refers to

8



seventeenth century argued for the isolation of law from religion as Jeremy Bentham did
in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.”> This rival view, though new,
became the consensus opinion by the twentieth century.

Recent contemporary philosophy has resisted this comparatively new consensus,
and, in doing so, has reclaimed neglected theories and philosophers. The recent revival
of both natural law (Jacques Maritain, Ralph Mclnerny, John Finnis, Mark Murphy, et.
al.) and of divine command theory (Philip Quinn, Richard Mouw, Robert Merrihew
Adams, C. Stephen Evans, et. al.) accompanied a resurgent interest in the history of
philosophy, centered in part on the transition from medieval to modern philosophy
(Alasdair Maclntyre, Jerome Schneewind, Knud Haakonssen, and Charles Taylor).>
That historical study has accompanied the resurgence of previously unfashionable
metaethical theories is unsurprising; philosophers dissatisfied with contemporary

philosophy advocate a return, perhaps with modifications, to previous thoughts or

chapter 13, paragraph 9 on page 76 of Hobbes’s Leviathan, ed. Edwin Curley, which contains the famous
passage that “the life of man” in the state of nature is “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.”

220n Bentham, see, e.g., Jeremy Bentham, Of Laws in General, ed. H. L. A. Hart (London: The
Athlone Press, 1970). See also John Austin, The Province of Jurisprudence Determined, ed. W. E. Rumble
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995).

“For more recent natural law theory, see, e.g., Jacques Maritain, The Person and the Common
Good, trans. John J. Fitzgerald (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2002); Ralph McInerny
Ethica Thomistica (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 1997); John Finnis,
Natural Law and Natural Rights (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980); and Mark C. Murphy, An
Essay on Divine Authority (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2002). For divine command theory, see
Philip Quinn, Divine Commands and Moral Requirements (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978);
Richard Mouw, The God Who Commands (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1990);
Robert Merrihew Adams, Finite and Infinite Goods: A Framework for Ethics (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1999); and C. Stephen Evans, Kierkegaard’s Ethic of Love: Divine Commands and
Moral Obligations (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004). For issues in the history of philosophy,
see Alasdair MaclIntyre, After Virtue, 2nd ed. (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2003);
Jerome Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy: A History of Modern Moral Philosophy (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998); Knud Haakonssen, Natural Law and Moral Philosophy: From Grotius
to the Scottish Enlightenment (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996); and Charles Taylor,
Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1989).



thinkers who, though now neglected, were nevertheless—according to their advocates—
right. Alasdair Maclntyre is the most visible representative of this trend, but other
examples abound, even outside of ethics, e.g., in epistemology, Alvin Plantinga’s self-
conscious revival of Thomas Reid.**

The importance of the history of ideas, especially the philosophy and theology of
the fourteenth through the seventeenth centuries, becomes all the more apparent when
considering the religious affiliations of the advocates for the two rival metaethical
positions previously mentioned. Though generalization is always dangerous, especially
in philosophy, one may safely say that contemporary natural law theorists are Roman
Catholics and divine command theorists are Protestants.”> Competing explanations for
this difference abound. According to Alasdair Maclntyre, Protestants rejected the
Aristotelian Thomism that makes natural law possible, whereas, for Richard Mouw,
Protestants, especially in the Reformed tradition, regard natural law with suspicion due to
its possible overestimation of fallen humanity’s capabilities.

The presence in history of a Reformed scholastic working within a Thomistic
moral and metaphysical framework undermines both MacIntyre’s reading of a tendency
towards divine command theory within Protestantism and Mouw’s (non-emotivist divine
command) defense of it. Turretin is an especially worthy subject of study because his

view of law was recognizedly unique and foundational to many who came after him. In

Europe, Turretin’s view of the law was known to Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, through

**Alvin Plantinga, Warrant and Proper Function (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), x.

»E.g., Philip E. Devine titles the concluding chapter of his work on natural law: “Conclusion:
Natural Law Versus Calvinism.” Philip E. Devine, Natural Law Ethics (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press,
2000), 143-147.

2See Mouw, The God Who Commands, especially chapter 4.
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Pierre Bayle: “M. Bayle, in the same place, quotes a passage from the celebrated M.
Turretin which draws a distinction between natural divine laws and positive divine laws.
Moral laws are of the first kind and ceremonial of the second.””’

Over a hundred years later, on another continent, Turretin’s understanding of the
law was still being studied. When Rev. G. Lewis, of the Free Church of Scotland,
published his observations on the United States and the American churches, he naturally
made his way to Princeton Seminary. There he found students not simply studying
Turretin, but studying topic 11 of Turretin’s Institutes, the very topic that considers the
relationship between divine choice and natural law:

I went to one of the Theological class examinations. The subject was the “Law of

God.” The text book they used Turretin. About sixty students were present, and

the examination lasted an hour. It presupposed a considerable amount of personal

study and preparation on the part of the student. I was pleased also with the
fulness and perfect clearness with which the various uses of the law were brought
out....”

Turretin’s Approach to the Relationship between Divine Choice and the Natural Law

For Turretin the key question regarding the relationship between God’s will and

the natural law is the issue of dispensability and indispensability. Turretin outlines the

three positions mentioned above, held by Aquinas, Scotus, and Ockham respectively

T Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, Theodicy: Essays on the Goodness of God, the Freedom of Man,
and the Origin of Evil, ed. Austin Farrer, trans. E. M. Huggard (La Salle, IL: Open Court, 1996), 240-241.
Also available online at http://www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/17147.

G. Lewis, Impressions of America and the American Churches: From Journal of the Rev. G.
Lewis, One of the Deputation of the Free Church of Scotland to the United States (Edinburgh: W. P.
Kennedy, 1845), 51. Lewis offers criticism as well as praise. The quote continues: “. .. but though the
subject admitted a very easy and natural transition to practical and personal religion, the examination did
not in any degree take that direction” (51). He appears to blame the unidentified professor—who “put his
questions quietly from his manuscript in a monotone”’—more than anything else (51). Lewis writes, “This
want of animation—this character of repose and quietness, I afterwards found to be the characteristics of
the common school system, as well as of the Academic system of the States—a striking contrast to the
energetic rivalry and go-a-head system of the American merchant and politician” (52).
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(11.2.9-10/2.9-10), rejecting the fourth position—that there simply is no relationship
between God’s will and law—altogether (11.1.5-6/2.2).

Turretin considers the relationship between God and morality in two separate
places in his Institutes: in topic 3, when discussing God’s will, and in topic 11, his
extended discussion of law. Taken together, these two discussions form the foundation
of Turretin’s treatment on the issue.

Turretin’s technical vocabulary must be understood before an analysis of his
position can begin in earnest. Turretin analyzes God’s relationship to the world using
dominion, sovereignty, and right, most carefully considered in topic 3, and law, treated
extensively in topic 11. For God to enact legislation as the authority over his creation, he
must have the right to do so, and, for this right to be legitimate, God must be creation’s
true sovereign. God’s “right and authority of doing what he does” belongs to “his
sovereignty,” which “arises from his dominion” (3.22.1/1.250). Turretin unsurprisingly
considers God’s dominion before examining his rights as sovereign: God’s dominion
rests on the eminence of God’s power and his beneficence (3.22.2/1.250), the excellence
of his nature and creation’s dependence on him (3.22.5/1.251). God’s kindness
contributes to his dominion: God not only causes the world to come into existence; he
cares for the world that he has made. God’s power and his beneficence ground his
dominion.

Having dominion over all creation, God is sovereign over it and has particular
rights in it. For Turretin, understanding the nature of God’s right is essential to
understanding the relationship between God’s will and morality, because one cannot

make a law if one lacks the right to do so. Rights seem to serve a twofold purpose in
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Turretin’s discussion: rights both compel God to act and constrain God’s action. A right
in this regard is both a privilege and a duty. So, for example, Turretin describes God’s
obligation to prescribe to creatures holy and just commands as a “right” (3.22.11/1.252—
253).

Turretin distinguishes between God’s absolute and his ordinate right (3.22.5/
1.251). God’s absolute right is beheld in God’s “acting from his good pleasure (eudokia)
alone; not as Judge, but as an autocrat (autokrator) and Lord” (3.22.7/1.252). Though
“above and beyond the law,” absolute right is nevertheless “not against it” (3.22.8/1.252).
Ordinate right, by contrast, is “the order or reason of justice” (3.22.6/1.251). Turretin
distinguishes, within ordinate right, between a divine right “founded immediately upon
the very nature and holiness of God” and a natural right “founded on the nature of things”
(11.2.6/2.8). Whereas the absolute right of God is positive and free, his ordinate right is
natural (to God or to the thing) and indispensable. Absolute right depends on “his
pleasure and his will,” but ordinate right “is founded on the very nature of God”
(3.22.11/1.252). Turretin thus provides a threefold formulation of God’s right: divine,
natural, and positive. These rights correspond to the divine nature, the nature of the
creature, and, finally, to the free choice of God from his good pleasure (eudokia).

In topic 11, Turretin explains how God’s law follows from his choice within the
threefold framework of his rights (divine, natural, and positive). The divine, natural, and
positive rights have corresponding divine, natural, and positive laws. Turretin
distinguishes between moral, ceremonial, and civil law (11.24.1/2.145). He also calls the

third type of law “forensic” (12.7.32/2.227) or “judicial” (11.24.2/2.146). Turretin

follows this threefold distinction in his discussion of the Mosaic law specifically and in
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his discussion of law generally. In the Old Testament, the moral law is designated by a
Hebrew word meaning precepts, the ceremonial law by a word for statutes, and the
judicial (civil) by a word for judgments (11.24.2/2.146). So the moral law addressed the
Israelites as men; the ceremonial as the Old Testament church awaiting the Messiah; and
the civil as a particular people in the land of Canaan (11.24.2/2.146). Turretin believes
that ceremonial laws are from positive right and so are observed only from command and
on account of it (11.13.20/2.84). Precepts of ceremonial law have “no goodness except
from the divine appointment” (11.24.5/2.147) but are nevertheless from “the nature and
condition of man” (11.24.6/2.147). That is, God makes law that is apart from, but never
against, the natural order. Thus some laws that God has instituted, namely ceremonial
and civil laws, are founded on positive right, so God may dispense of them without
contradiction. The moral law, by contrast, is founded on natural and divine right and so
is indispensable. Nevertheless, even within the moral law there is divine choice, founded
on eudokia and positive right.

Turretin considers the relationship between divine choice and natural law within
the context of creation. By creating and providentially governing of the world, God
dominion over creation and rights in it. Turretin situates the question concerning the
dispensability of the precepts within this context: he asks whether God could create, or
could refrain from creating, certain objects in the world. The answer, quite predictably, is
ves. God is free to create or not create whatever he wants. Nevertheless, Turretin argues
that, in choosing to create, God is bound both by his own nature and by the nature of the
thing he is creating; he is also bound by any additional, freely chosen precepts he adds to

the world that he creates.
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Not simply positive right, but all creation, is the consequence of divine choice.
God’s right by itself cannot explain the relationship between God and morality. “The
power of God is not the rule of our faith, but his will. For although all things are possible
to God, he does not at once do whatever he is able, but only what he wishes”
(19.27.13/3.494). We want to know not simply what God has a right to do; we want to
know what God does and why.

God’s will is best understood by analyzing it under different aspects. Though
God’s will is “only one and most simple,” we may nevertheless apprehend it as
“manifold” (3.14.1/1.220). Turretin distinguishes between the decretive will and the
preceptive will, and he roots his discussion of God’s will in his theological predecessors,
as well as, unsurprisingly, the Bible. The decretive will is God’s eudokia, his beneplacit,
secret will. The preceptive will is God’s euarestia, his signified, revealed will
(3.15.8/1.221; 3.15.15/1.223; 3.15.25/1.225). God’s decretive will, his eudokia, is truly
free, but is nonetheless constrained by “prior reasonables,” to use Bradwardine’s term
that Turretin explicitly evokes (11.2.5/2.8). These prior reasonables are explained in
terms of the rights of dominion outlined above. Rights thus explain God’s authority over,
but also his obligations towards, creation.

So rights alone do not explain God’s choices; God’s will does. Most crucially,
God’s decretive will, his eudokia, explains why there is anything at all. Yet God’s
eudokia 1s not wanton but properly regards both himself and the objects of his good
pleasure. So God, in creating, is free to create or not create man; in choosing to create
him, though, God must impose a law that the rational creature is bound to obey

(5.10.9/1.464; 11.2.13/2.11). God could not have done otherwise, regarding the giving of
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a law to a rational creature, but he could have done otherwise, regarding the creation of a
rational creature. To make this point, Turretin relies on a distinction between absolute
and hypothetical necessity (cf. 13.3.1/2.299; 13.3.14/2.301; 18.22.3/3.210; 19.13.4/3.387;
19.13.7/3.388; 19.13.12/3.389).

Turretin affirms the Thomistic position on natural law, with some caveats, and he
even describes it as the “common opinion” of the Reformed orthodox (11.2.10/2.11).
One caveat that Turretin places on Thomistic natural law is the positive right of God to
choose particulars within natural right. The fourth commandment shows how a precept
can be a matter of natural right, with regards to the activity, but positive right, with
regards to the specific day (11.2.21/2.13). The existence of positive right and law,
situated within the context of natural law, enables Turretin to explain how Christians
celebrate the Sabbath on Sunday, rather than Saturday. A day of rest belongs to the
natural law, but the choice of the exact day is up to God. So God can change this day
within the world that he creates. What God cannot do, according to Turretin, is refrain
from commanding a Sabbath rest for creatures that need it.

Placing God’s choice within the language of right allows Turretin to explain how
“the adequate rule of justice is not the law alone, but partly the nature of God and partly
his will” (3.22.8/1.252). The division is not in the nature of God nor is it in his will, two
possible alternatives abhorrent to Turretin and the tradition he is defending. Instead,
justice is found in the relationship between God and his creation, appropriately
characterized by a division of right appropriate to God, his creation, and his will, i.e., his

divine, natural, and positive right.
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Turretin believes that God wills things because they are good and just
(3.8.1/1.232). He does so with two important caveats, however. First, he distinguishes
between intrinsic and extrinsic regulation (3.18.2/1.233), and, second, he distinguishes
between natural and positive law (3.18.2/1.233). The first distinction allows him to say
that God’s regulation of his will is intrinsic, but ours extrinsic. The second distinction
allows him to account for ceremonial laws—which are positive law and good only
because God wills them—and natural law, those commands that—here Turretin echoes
Grotius (and others before him)—*“[i]f (which is impossible) God had not commanded
them, they would not cease to be just and therefore to be attended by us” (3.18.3/1.233).
Turretin gives several reasons to support his position (3.18.4-3.21.25/1.233-249),
concluding that God can do anything he wills and that God cannot will anything against
his goodness and justice (3.21.8/1.250).

Turretin makes as least five appeals for his modified natural law. First, humanity
has a twofold dependence on God, natural and moral. Second, if all precepts are
dispensable and from positive right, then God could command hating God or
blaspheming him—a reductio. Third, if the natural law is positive law, then there is no
distinction between divine law and ceremonial law, between murder or blasphemy and
eating pork or touching a corpse. Fourth, as humanity is in the image of God, then the
moral law must be as immutable, i.e., indispensable, as its eternal archetype. Fifth, the
rational nature does not change, so its law should not either (11.2.12-27/2.10-12; cf.
11.25.11/2.162; 19.27.13/3.494).

Turretin’s development of Thomistic natural law does not move him away from

Aquinas and towards his Enlightenment contemporaries. On the contrary, Turretin resists

17



Thomas Hobbes’s De Cive (11.1.6/2.2), and he refutes Selden’s claims (in De Iure
Naturali et Gentium) that travel narratives from the New World disprove natural law
(11.1.19/2.6). Most pointedly, a comparison of John Locke’s treatment of Jean de Léry’s
travel accounts of Brazil with Francis Turretin’s shows how the discovery of the New
World changed the grounds of natural law debate but how, I believe, Turretin’s
Thomistic natural law nevertheless interprets the data correctly, contra Locke and Selden.
In his defense of natural law, Turretin explicates the entire Decalogue using a
carefully developed interpretive framework (11.6.3—-8/2.34-36), and he marshals biblical,
classical, and contemporary evidence to defend his claim that the natural law has been
always and everywhere known. Turretin recognizes that knowledge of the natural law is

integral to God holding everyone accountable to it.

Turretin’s Reformed Natural Law

So Francis Turretin considers the three medieval views about the relationship
between divine choice and natural law, as well as the fourth view denying a relationship
altogether, and endorses, with a limitation, the view that he recognizes explicitly as
Thomas Aquinas’s (11.2.10/2.11). The modification that Turretin makes to Thomistic
natural law—his “limitation”—enables Turretin to answer elegantly the medieval
question about the relationship between divine choice and natural law and to provide a
fresh, and thoroughly Protestant, approach to natural law.

Francis Turretin’s eudokian ethics explains the relationship between divine choice
and natural law by appealing to, defending, and developing Thomistic natural law.
Creation is a result of God’s choice, from his good pleasure, his eudokia. The

fundamental moral laws contained in God’s creation are the result of divine choice, and
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Turretin’s respect for God’s creative freedom is unqualified. God is free to create or not.
Nevertheless God, in his eudokia, is constrained both by who he is and by what he is
creating. God can make a world in which murder is not wrong, but he can do so only by
not creating humans or humanlike beings. Yet God is free to add obligations from his
eudokia, e.g., the Sabbath rest is from natural law, but the command to rest on the
seventh day is from positive right rather than natural right. Turretin rejoices in divine
freedom, but he exults in human liberty, too: in his dedication to his /nstitutes, he
couples liberty with religion as the two most illustrious blessings of God.” Liberty and
religion are not rivals. Law does not oppose true human freedom but grounds it, because
law is not arbitrary but suited to those it binds. Finally, in addition to divine, natural, and
positive law, there are things indifferent, adiaphora, and about such things indifferent
Turretin believes that one has freedom to act or not to act, to praise or to despise, though
one is still influenced by moral concerns, e.g., one’s exercise of liberty should be
considerate of another’s moral weakness. True human freedom, like divine freedom,

finds its place in, and not apart from, justice.

¥“Most magnificent, noble and honored men of the consul and all the Senate of the celebrated
Republic of Geneva, health and all happiness is desired for you from Francis Turretin. . . . [A]lthough the
blessings are innumerable which God, with a liberal hand, has thus far poured out and this day pours out
upon it [the Republic of Geneval]; yet there are two illustrious above the others which commend its dignity:
religion, than which nothing is more holy, and liberty, than which nothing is sweeter.” Francis Turretin,
dedication to Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1:xxxiii. So Hugh Trevor-Roper was simply wrong to
complain that Turretin was part of “a gallery of intolerant bigots, narrow-minded martinets, timid
conservative defenders of repellent dogmas, instant assailants of every new or liberal idea, inquisitors and
witch-burners!” He believes, quite wrongly, I think, that “the new ideas which interest us spring not from
the Calvinists but from the heretics who have contrived to break or elude the control of the Calvinist
Church: heretics whom the true Calvinists, if they could, would have burnt.” H. R. Trevor-Roper, “The
Religious Origins of the Enlightenment,” in Religion, the Reformation, and Social Change (London:
Macmillan and Company Limited, 1967), 206.
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An Outline of this Work

Francis Turretin frames the question about the relationship between God’s will
and the moral law in topic 11 of his Institutes, long after his consideration of questions
about the relationship between justice and the will of God in topic 3. The positions
Turretin defends in topic 3 ground his treatment of law in topic 11, and the former topic,
The One and Triune God, rightly takes precedence before the latter, The Law of God.
One simply cannot have the law of God without God. Nevertheless, our purposes will be
served best by reversing Turretin’s order and entering his thought through the topic on
God’s relationship to law, topic 11. After framing the question presented in topic 11, we
will turn to investigate God’s relationship to justice, in topic 3, before returning again to
topic 11, to consider Turretin’s answer.

More specifically, the next chapter introduces the technical vocabulary of topic 11
and frames the central question of this work, using that vocabulary. The chapter presents
four—three medieval and the one modern—answers to this question, showing Turretin’s
allegiance to Aquinas’s answer. Turretin's Thomistic solution relies on a unique
development of carefully defined notions of right, authority, and dominion. These ideas
are introduced at the close of chapter 2.

Given that chapter 2 depends on Turretin’s use of right (ius), chapter 3 explores
topic 3, where Turretin outlines his understanding of ius. To understand ius, we must
consider Turretin’s explication of the relationship between God’s right and his will; how
God’s will relates to the range of choices available to him; and the relationship between

divine choice and divine freedom, natural law, and necessity.
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Chapter 4 more carefully explores how the rule of justice is partly from the nature
of God and partly his will. This chapter centers on Turretin's discussion of the
relationship between the justice of God and his will. In so doing, we examine Turretin’s
distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic relations and between natural right and positive
right. We consider Turretin’s understanding of the relationship between divine freedom
and obligation, vindicatory justice, and natural justice.

Chapter 5 considers God’s power, leading to a discussion of the possible and the
impossible, with reference to contrary and contradictory things. The relationship
between a thing’s limits and God’s limits leads to a fuller understanding of the
relationship between the power of God and the will of God.

We return to topic 11 in chapter 6. Turretin distinguishes between simple and
mixed precepts and between God’s dominion and his government. More importantly for
our purposes, Turretin distinguishes between natural and positive rights—now within a
legal framework—and, within natural rights, between divine natural right and natural
natural rights. We will thus arrive at our now familiar threefold conception of right:
divine, natural, and positive. Chapter 6 finishes by showing how Turretin’s use of the
language of right leaves room for divine commands within a natural law framework,
using Turretin’s treatment of two passages from Scripture, Abraham and Isaac and the
plundering of the Egyptians.

In chapter 7, we consider Turretin’s five appeals for natural law and two critiques
of natural law—critiques Turretin considers and then refutes. The first critique, mostly
from Reformed interlocutors, is an objection to natural law on account of human

sinfulness. The other objection, from Enlightenment philosophers such as John Locke, is
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from travel narratives testifying to the purported existence of previously unknown
peoples who lack the natural law that was supposed to be universal.

Turretin’s interpretive framework for the law is the subject of chapter 8. Turretin
provides seven principles for interpretation which show, in another, final way how close
he is to Aquinas: the moral law and the virtues are inseparable, as Turretin's analysis
makes clear. The beginning and the end of the law is love—for God and for neighbor.

Chapter 9 concludes the work.

An Explanation of the Sources Used and the Method of Citation

The English text of Turretin’s Institutes is from the George Musgrave Giger
translation, unless otherwise indicated. The Latin text is from the 1734 edition of the
Institutes. For topic 11, I also had access to the 1688 edition.™

In an ironic twist, the eighteenth and seventeenth century editions of Turretin’s
Institutes use both Hebrew and Greek fonts, whereas the English translation from the late
twentieth century does not. I have followed the English translation’s transliteration of the
Hebrew and Greek, but the reader of this work who does not have access to the Latin
editions should be aware that, in the original text of the Institutes, Turretin wrestles with
the words in Greek and Hebrew, not in transliteration.>’ Given that many people do not
have immediate access to Turretin’s Latin, [ have reproduced as closely as possible the
exact text, including italics, capitalization, and ligatures (e.g., e instead of ae).

Exceptions to the attempted faithful reproduction include substituting a terminal or short

OFrancis Turretin, Institutio theologiae elencticae, 3 vols. (Utrecht: J. van Poolsum, 1734);
Francis Turretin, Institutio theologiae elencticae, vol. 2 (Geneva: S. de Tournes, 1688).

310n transliteration, see Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1:xxiii—xxiv. For abbreviations
of biblical books, see Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1:xxv—xxvi. Biblical quotations from the
English translation of Turretin’s Institutes are in the Authorized, or King James, Version. All biblical
quotations given by me are in the New Revised Standard Version, unless otherwise indicated.
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s in the place of a medial or long |, as well as the transliteration of Hebrew and Greek
words, as noted above.

When working with Turretin’s Latin text, I follow his capitalization and
italicization. When using Latin words for my own purposes, apart from direct citation, I
follow standard practice, i.e., the words are italicized and capitalized in sentence style. If
a larger passage deserves our full attention, I place the English text in a block quotation
above the Latin. Occasionally, I want to draw attention to a sentence, or only part of a
sentence, in which only a handful of Latin words are important. In those instances, I
have simply quoted the English, providing, in square brackets, the exactly rendered Latin
(e.g., with method of capitalization and italics Turretin uses, not today’s method of
quoting Latin).

An example or two should help, I hope. In my own discussion of the Latin word
regularly translated “obligation,” I write obligatio, following standard practice.
However, when quoting from the English text of Turretin and supplying the Latin in
square brackets, the Latin supplied does not conform to our standard practice but is,
instead, Turretin’s own. So, early in chapter 2 of this work, I write the following:
Turretin defines obligation (obligatio) as “the right of the law [Jus Legis] over man [in
hominem].” Obligatio is italicized because I am supplying the technical term myself,
following standard practice; the words in square brackets are not italicized, however,
indicating to the reader that they are not italicized in Turretin’s Latin text.

This approach provides a look into the Latin text that would be impossible to give
otherwise. Yet it also makes a greater demand on the reader, who must remain attentive

to the method of visual presentation of the source material. And it also means that there
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are apparent discrepancies in this work, which are not discrepancies at all, e.g., when |
refer to ius (right), I follow standard practice, but, when I quote directly from Turretin or
supply the Latin in square brackets, the same word is rendered with a j instead of an i,

e.g., “Jus Legis,” as is seen above, in the quote from chapter 2.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Law

The Technical Vocabulary
In topic 11, Turretin carefully defines the technical vocabulary that he uses to
frame the question concerning the relationship between divine choice and natural law. In
order to understand the nature of his argument, we must take great care not only to
recognize how he employs these words but also to develop a sensitivity to their medieval
provenance. “For the sake of clarity,” Turretin remarks in 11.2.2, “we must premise a
distinction of terms often occurring in this argument” (2.7). He continues,

Obligation is the right of the law over man on account of which the man who is
under law is bound to obey it. Dispensation is when, in any case in which the law
really prevails and obliges, the obligation of the law is taken away from some
man in particular, the rest remaining under obligation. A declaration or
interpretation of law is when it is declared that the law does not bind in a
particular case. Irritation is when a law is abolished before it can perfectly bind;
abrogation when that is simply abolished and taken away which has already
perfectly bound; derogation when it is partly taken away and partly remains.
(11.2.2/2.7-8).

Obligatio est Jus Legis in hominem, propter quod homo, qui est sublex, tenetur
Legi obsequi. Dispensatio est quum in aliquo casu, quo revera viget & obligat
Lex, tollitur obligatio Legis ab aliquo homine in particulari, reliquis manentibus
obligatis. Declaratio seu interpretatio Legis est, quando declaratur Legem in
aliquo casu non obligare. [rritatio est quum Lex aboletur antequam perfecte
obliget. Abrogatio quum simpliciter aboletur & tollitur, quae jam perfecte
obligabat. Derogatio, quum ex parte tollitur, & ex parte manet. (11.2.2)

Obligation is defined first, and rightly so, as the other legal concepts are defined in
relation to it. Turretin’s use of ius in his definition of obligation (obligatio), translated as

“right” by Giger, perhaps seems awkward in this sentence; nevertheless, to his medieval
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predecessors—but not his Enlightenment contemporaries—ius as “rule” was
commonplace.! That Turretin is using ius in a nonmodern sense is clear here given the
work it is doing in the sentence. Turretin defines obligation (obligatio) as “the right of
the law [Jus Legis] over man [in hominem].” Obligation does not gives us the right to
make claims of others for our own sake; on the contrary, obligation is a rule that governs
us. The ius legis makes demands of us; we do not rest our appeals on it. Obligation is a
rule that has purchase in us (in hominem). Because obligation is a rule of law—and not a
right upon which we may appeal—Turretin can attest that “the man who is under the law
is bound to obey it [tenetur Legi obsequi].” An obligation is the law’s rule over a man, or
its ownership in someone. The person under obligation ought to obey the law; in fact, he
is bound to obey it.

Dispensation (dispensatio) is the removal of the obligation of the law (obligatio
legis) from a particular person “in any case in which the law really prevails and obliges,”
“the rest remaining under obligation.” Dispensation is thus not an overthrow of the law’s
binding authority over the human race generally or even over a particular person for the
total duration of that person’s life. On the contrary, a dispensation refers to a particular
situation—"in any case”—in which the law actually “prevails and obliges.” So a person
given a dispensation for a particular act is nonetheless obligated by all laws for which he
does not have a dispensation, even during the circumstance in question; furthermore,
when the situation for which he received the dispensation has passed, his obligation to the

particular law for which he received dispensation resumes.

'On the history of the use of ius, see Richard Tuck, Natural Rights Theories: Their Origin and
Development (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979).
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Abrogation (abrogatio), by contrast, is the abolishment of a law to which all had
been under obligation, i.e., one that “was obligating perfectly already.” In addition to
dispensation and abrogation, Turretin defines irritation (irritatio), an abolishment of the
law “before it can perfectly bind,” and derogation (derogatio) a partial removal of the
law, with some of the law remaining.

Amongst these modifications of obligation—dispensation, irritation, derogation,
and abrogation—Turretin adds declaration (declaratio) or interpretation (interpretatio),
which is not about the nature of obligation at all. Instead, a declaration or interpretation
is a view about the salient features of a particular case. A declaration or interpretation
does not modify obligation in any way; instead, “it is declared that the law does not bind
in a particular case.” Turretin rightly includes declaration/interpretation in his
definitions, even though it is not a straightforward modification of obligation like the
others. He includes it because declaration/interpretation is one possible reply to the
challenge that one is not acting in accordance with a law that genuinely obliges.
Declaration/interpretation says that my violation of the law is only an apparent violation
of the law, not an actual one. Dispensation, by contrast, says that my violation of the law
is not a violation of the law because the law’s obligation has been removed from me in
this particular case. Declaration/interpretation and dispensation are thus two possible
replies to the accusation of criminal behavior: declaration/interpretation says that I am not
breaking the law, though it may appear that [ am; dispensation says that I am not
breaking the law because, for this act, the obligation of the law has been removed.

Now these terms are perhaps as unfamiliar to our ears as they were familiar to

Turretin’s original audience, so a contemporary example that uses this medieval
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vocabulary may help familiarize us with these technical, but nevertheless important,
words. Dispensation (dispensatio) and declaration/interpretation (declaratio/
interpretatio) are the two most important possible replies to straightforward obligation
(obligatio), so our example will focus on them. The posted, school zone speed limit on
Tennyson Drive is twenty miles per hour. So, during school zone hours, I am under an
obligation to drive at a speed less than or equal to twenty miles per hour. There is a
speed limit, and the posted speed limit applies to me. The rule of law in me binds me to
obey it, and this right or rule is obligation. Now imagine that my pregnant wife goes into
labor during school zone hours, and I, good citizen that I am, begin the slow journey to
the hospital down Tennyson Drive. A sympathetic police officer sees my wife and stops
me. He tells me to follow him and to drive in excess of the speed limit, so that my wife
can reach the hospital more quickly. The police officer has granted me a dispensation. I
am supposed to be driving at most twenty miles per hour, but [ am instead, without fault,
driving much more than that. Everyone else is under obligation to the law; someone
driving down Tennyson Drive moments after me could receive a speeding ticket for
driving at a speed much less than my increased speed. He does not have a dispensation to
the law that obligates him, even though I do.

By contrast, imagine an Olympic sprinter training for the hundred meter dash near
the local elementary school. During his training, he runs along Tennyson Drive at a
speed in excess of twenty miles per hour. An overzealous police officer, determined to
squash speeding in school zones, gives him a ticket. The runner appears before a judge,
demanding that the ticket be dismissed. The judge does so, explaining that the law was

written for motor vehicles, not Olympic athletes. The judges issues, in Turretin’s terms, a
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declaration or an interpretation of the law. The judge is nof saying that even though the
runner was under an obligation to obey the law the judge has decided to let him go; on
the contrary, the judge is saying that the police officer was mistaken in believing that the
law applied to the runner when in fact it did not. The judge’s declaration or interpretation
declares that the specific instance does not fall under the law’s scope; the judge interprets

the law as not applying to the particular case.

Using the Distinctions to Frame the Question
These distinctions are crucial because they help delineate the boundaries of one’s
position about the relationship between divine choice and natural law. Indeed, Turretin
frames the question about the continuity of the moral law within the context of the
dispensability or indispensability of its precepts:
The question then returns to this—whether the precepts, not of the ceremonial and
forensic law (which are evidently of mutable positive right), but of the moral law
(not according to the appendages, but according to substance) are of natural right,
whether primary or secondary (not merely positive) and so are necessary (not only
hypothetically from the sanction of the divine will, but absolutely on the part of
the thing) and incapable of being dispensed with, not only by men but also by
God. (11.2.9/2.9)
Quastio ergo eo redit, An Praecepta, non Legis Caremonialis & Forensis, quas
juris positivi mutabilis esse constat; Sed Legis moralis, non secundum appendices,
sed secundum substantiam, sint Juris naturalis, sive primarii, sive secundarii, non
mere positivi, adeoque necessaria, non tantum hypothetice¢ ex voluntatis divina
sanctione, sed absoluté & a parte rei, & indispensabilia, non tantim hominibus,
sed etiam Deo? (11.2.9)
Notice here how abrogation does not enter Turretin’s mind. The question is not whether
God overthrows a moral law in its entirety, e.g., he declares that murder is no longer

prohibited generally. Instead, Turretin focuses on a very narrow question, the question of

a single instance: can God ever say to a person actually under obligation to a particular
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law that he is released from obligation for one specific act? That is the question Turretin
considers, and we should not miss the significance of how narrowly he defines it.
Turretin is not considering a straw man argument that speaks of an overthrow of the
moral universe as we know it. The abrogation of a precept, or all the precepts, of the
moral law is outside the bounds of his discussion. From Turretin’s mindset, then, the
medieval question about the relationship between the divine will and the moral law does
not concern the permanent, universal abrogation of a precept but rather its temporary,
particular dispensation.

This focus on dispensation, rather than abrogation, makes sense, given the
theological concerns of Turretin’s predecessors. The question about the relationship
between God’s will and the moral law arose from the study of Scripture. Both in the
Reformation and the Middle Ages, God’s particular commands to specific people in
certain places and times, recorded in the Scriptures, provided rich ground for
philosophical and theological reflection. So rather than fanciful speculation, e.g., asking
whether God can abrogate the precept against murder, these Christians wrestled with
those biblical passages in which God appeared to command or actually did command the
violation of a precept of the moral law, e.g., whether God was commanding murder when
he told Abraham to offer his son Isaac as a burnt offering, in Genesis 22:2. (My locution
about the problem illustrates the problem: does God only appear to command or did God
actually command the murder of Isaac?) Again, the question is not whether God has
taken a moral precept and abrogated it forever; the question concerns this one instance
only, within the context of Scripture. If the answer to Turretin’s question is affirmative,

1.e., that the precepts are indispensable “not only by men but also by God,” then whatever
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God commands cannot entail a dispensation of the moral law. Again, if the answer to the
question is affirmative, then God can only appear to command an evil act; he cannot
actually, by his commanding, make what would be an otherwise evil act a good one.
When confronted by a passage in which God seems to command something contrary to
the moral law, one must assert that God is not actually commanding something contrary
to the moral law. The most readily available way to do so is to appeal to a declaration or
an interpretation.

By contrast, if the answer to Turretin’s question is negative, then one may freely
confess that God does indeed command actions contrary to the moral law; nevertheless,
on this account, God’s goodness is maintained thoroughly because God, by temporally
dispensing with the obligation of the moral law over a person’s specific action in a
particular situation, removes the right or rule of the law in the person. The person would
otherwise be bound by the law but, because of God’s dispensation, the person is not.
Thus God does not command disobedience to the law; instead, he grants a dispensation
for his higher purposes—or so the argument goes.

Finally, between this straightforward affirmative answer and the previously
considered negative answer, Turretin recognizes a middle position, which holds that

some precepts are dispensable and some are not.

Medieval Answers to the Question
In 11.2.10, Turretin identifies the three rival positions within the context of the
medieval debate, even singling out the chief proponents for each position. From the
medieval scholastics, Turretin recognizes Ockham, Gerson, and Peter of Ailly as chief

advocates for the dispensability of all the precepts of the moral law. They have the
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unhappy company of the heretical Socinians, “who insist upon dispensability principally
for this reason—that they may prove the imperfection of the Mosaic Law and the
necessity of its correction” (11.2.10/2.10). Next, Turretin identifies the middle position
of John Duns Scotus and Gabriel Biel. This position holds that some precepts are
indispensable while others are dispensable. Turretin adds,

To them some of our men approach, who maintain that certain moral precepts of
the decalogue which flow absolutely from the nature of God are absolutely
indispensable (such as the first, second, third, seventh and ninth), but the others,
depending upon the free will of God (as the fourth partly, and the fifth, sixth,
eighth and tenth), although immovable and indispensable as to us, still are
dispensable as to God (who can for certain reasons command the contrary yet do
nothing repugnant to his own nature). (11.2.10/2.10)

Ad quos accedunt illi ex nostris, qui pertendunt Pracepta quadam Decalogi
moralia, quae absolute fluunt a natura Dei absolute esse indispensabilia, qualia
sunt 1. 2. 3. 7. 9. sed alia que pendent ex libera Dei voluntate, ut quartum ex
parte, & quintum, sextum, octavum, & decimum, licet sint immota &
indispensabilia quoad nos, esse tamen dispensabilia quoad Deum, qui possit certis
de causis pracipere contrarium, & tamen nihil faciat repugnans natura sue.
(11.2.10)

Finally, Turretin identifies Thomas Aquinas, Altissiodorensis, Richard of Middleton, and
Peter Paludanus with the third position, one that maintains the indispensability of all the
precepts of the moral law:

The third is the opinion of those who hold that the moral law as to all its precepts
is simply indispensable because it contains the intrinsic reason of justice and duty;
not as proceeding from the law, but as founded on the nature of God and arising
from the intrinsic constitution of the thing and the proportion between the object
and act, compared with right reason or the rational nature). Thomas Aquinas,
with his followers (ST, I-II, Q. 100, Art. 8, pp. 1045-46), Altissiodorensis,
Richard of Middleton, Peter Paludanus and many others, thinks thus.
(11.2.10/2.10)

Tertia est eorum, qui volunt Legem moralem quoad omnia pracepta sua esse
simpliciter indispensabilem, quia continet intrinsecam rationem justitie & debiti,
non ut procedit & Lege, sed ut fundatur in natura Dei, & provenit ex intrinseca rei
constitutione, & proportione inter objectum & actum comparatum ad rectam
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rationem, seu naturam rationalem, quales sunt Thomas cum suis 1 2* q. 100. art.
8. Altissiodorensis, Richardus, Paludanus, & alii plures. (11.2.10)

Notice how Turretin references Aquinas precisely, not generally, and an examination of
the text to which he refers only heightens our awareness of Turretin’s indebtedness.
Even some of Turretin’s technical vocabulary is in Aquinas: in Summa Theologiae la
Ilae, gq. 100, a. 8, sed contra, for example, Aquinas writes, “Therefore the precepts of the
decalogue cannot be changed by dispensation [Ergo pracepta Decalogi mutari per

dispensationem non possunt].””

Dispensationem is the accusative singular of
dispensatio, the word Turretin uses to describe the removal of an obligation in particular
circumstance. So Aquinas, in addition to representing one of the three possible answers
to Turretin’s question, also appears to supply the technical vocabulary that allows
Turretin to frame it.

Having stated the three possible answers to the question about whether the
precepts of the moral law are dispensable, Turretin endorses the third and final position,
that the precepts are indispensable.

His passing remarks about the other positions are illuminating. Against the first
position—that the precepts are dispensable—Turretin engages in vigorous ad hominem.
His position ultimately does not rest solely on ad hominem, of course; he takes up a

thoroughgoing defense of his position later. Nevertheless, Turretin’s use of ad hominem

exclusively against this first position is interesting. Turretin suggests that those who hold

*The English text of Aquinas is from Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica of St. Thomas
Aquinas, 2nd ed., 22 vols., trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province (London: Burns Oates and
Washbourne, 1920). Online edition by Kevin Knight available at http://www.newadvent.org/summa/
index.html. The Latin text is from Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, vols. 4—12 of Opera omnia, ed.
Leo XIII (Rome: Sacred Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith, 1888—1906). Online edition by
Roberto Busa and Enrique Alarcon available at http://www.corpusthomisticum.org. Subsequent references
are abbreviated S7, and the use of the Latin in the body text and in square brackets follows the guidelines
established for Turretin at the end of chapter 1. I use the online editions of both the Latin and the English
editions.
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to the dispensability of all the precepts advance this position because they are afraid of
the second precept of the Decalogue or because they want to support their claims for the
papacy’s authority to dispense with the precepts. Second, according to Turretin, the
heretical Socinians “insist upon dispensability principally for this reason—that they may
prove the imperfection of the Mosaic Law and the necessity of its correction.”

Nevertheless, Turretin does admit that the medieval scholastics and the Socinians
“are joined by those of our party who maintain that the moral goodness and wickedness
of things flows from no other source than the free will of God; so that things are good and
just only because they are commanded, not commanded because they were just
antecedently” (11.2.10). So Turretin recognizes an identifiable theological motivation to
adopt this first position, even if doing so places oneself in undesirable company.

Against the second position—that of Scotus and others—Turretin does not engage
in ad hominem attacks, and, as seen above, he recognizes that some of the Reformed
orthodox endorse it. The first position, by his tone and approach, appears to be altogether
out of bounds for Turretin, whereas the second is at least intellectually viable.
Nevertheless, though Turretin recognizes that some Reformed orthodox endorse the rival
claims of Scotus and Ockham, he himself endorses neither, choosing instead to follow the
third position he outlines, the one held by Thomas Aquinas. He even calls Aquinas’s
position “the more common opinion of the orthodox.” Turretin writes,

This last is the more common opinion of the orthodox. We also follow it with this

limitation however—all the precepts are not equally based on the primary right of

nature, but some flow absolutely from the nature of God and command such

things as God wills most freely indeed but yet necessarily (and so necessarily and
immutably that he cannot will the contrary without a contradiction). However,

3And Leibniz agrees: “I think that it is the opinion most widely accepted even among the
Reformed. Thomas Aquinas and all the Thomists were of the same opinion, with the bulk of the
Schoolmen and the theologians of the Roman Church.” Leibniz, Theodicy, 241.
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other precepts depend upon the constitution of the nature of things (the free will
of God coming in between) so they should not be thought to hold an equal degree
of necessity and immutability. Although a dispensation properly so called does
not have a place in them, still a declaration or interpretation is sometimes given
concerning them, the circumstances of the things or persons being changed (as
will be seen hereafter). (11.2.11/2.10)

Et haec communior est Orthodoxorum sententia, quam & nos sequimur, hac tamen
cum limitatione, ut quemadmodum pracepta omnia non &qualiter nituntur jure
natura primario, sed quadam absolute fluunt a natura Dei, & talia pracipiunt,
quée liberrime quidem, sed tamen necessario Deus vult, & ita necessario &
immutabiliter, ut contrarium velle non possit sine contradictione: Alia verd qua
pendent a natura rerum constitutione intercedente libera Dei voluntate: Ita non
debent censeri @&qualem necessitatis & immutabilitatis gradum obtinere; Et licet
dispensatio propri¢ dicta locum in iis non habeat; declaratio tamen seu
interpretatio circa ea nonnunquam datur, mutatis rerum vel personarum
circumstantiis, ut postea videbitur. (11.2.11)

Turretin’s Relationship to Aquinas

Turretin follows Aquinas, though not without reservations. Yet the nature of
Turretin’s disagreement with Aquinas is somewhat obscure. Turretin claims that, unlike
Aquinas, he does not require all the precepts to be based on the primary right of nature. I
am not sure if his reading of Aquinas is correct at this point, however.

Consider Aquinas’s treatment of the Sabbath in S7 1a Ilae, q. 100. In ST Ia Ilae,
g. 100, a. 3, ad 2, Aquinas responds to an objection against his thesis that, as he says in
the sed contra, “all the precepts of the Law are so many parts of the precepts of the
decalogue.” The objection rests on the claim that Sabbath observance is a ceremonial
and not a moral precept; if this claim is true, then all moral law cannot resolve to the
precepts of the Decalogue because the Decalogue contains within it a ceremonial
component. Aquinas responds to this objection by denying the claim being made about

the Sabbath. He writes,
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The precept of the Sabbath observance is moral in one respect, in so far as it

commands man to give some time to the things of God, according to Ps. 45:11:

“Be still and see that I am God.” In this respect it is placed among the precepts of

the decalogue: but not as to the fixing of the time, in which respect it is a

ceremonial precept. (Ia Ilae, q. 100, a. 3, ad 2)

Ad secundum dicendum quod praeceptum de observatione sabbati est secundum

aliquid morale, inquantum scilicet per hoc praecipitur quod homo aliquo tempore

vacet rebus divinis; secundum illud Psalmi XLV, vacate, et videte quoniam ego
sum Deus. Et secundum hoc, inter praecepta Decalogi computatur. Non autem
quantum ad taxationem temporis, quia secundum hoc est caeremoniale. (Ia Ilae,

g. 100, a. 3, ad 2)

Aquinas answers this objection by an appeal to the distinction between ceremonial and
moral. The “fixing of the time,” presumably the particular day for Sabbath observance, is
a ceremonial precept; the command for setting aside “some time to the things of God,”
however, is moral.

This explanation—or something like it—is necessary for anyone wanting to
defend Aquinas’s position, because the “fixing of the time” changed after the
Resurrection. Christians keep the Sabbath on Sunday, the first day of the week, even
though the seventh day specified in the Decalogue is Saturday (Ex. 20:10; Dt. 5:14). This
change in the day seems like a manifest contradiction, but Aquinas’s relegation of the
choice of the particular day to ceremonial law, while keeping the precept to “give some
time to the things of God” to the moral, allows him to affirm, at the same time, the
change of the day (as ceremonial law) and the carryover of the precept (as moral law).
This distinction explains how his belief in the indispensability of the precepts coheres
with the Bible. What is indispensable is the moral law. What was dispensable—indeed,
in Turretin’s terms, what was abrogated—was the accompanying ceremonial law.

Yet Turretin appears to remove Aquinas’s means of answering the Sabbath

objection from consideration at the outset. When Turretin frames the question in topic
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11, he carefully removes from the question any discussion of ceremonial and forensic
law:
The question then returns to this—whether the precepts, not of the ceremonial and
forensic law (which are evidently of mutable positive right), but of the moral law
(not according to the appendages, but according to substance) are of natural right,
whether primary or secondary (not merely positive) and so are necessary (not only
hypothetically from the sanction of the divine will, but absolutely on the part of
the thing) and incapable of being dispensed with, not only by men but also by
God. (11.2.9/2.9)
Quaestio ergo eo redit, An Precepta, non Legis Ceremonialis & Forensis, quas
juris positivi mutabilis esse constat; Sed Legis moralis, non secundum appendices,
sed secundum substantiam, sint Juris naturalis, sive primarii, sive secundarii, non
mere positivi, adeoque necessaria, non tantum hypothetice ex voluntatis divina
sanctione, sed absoluté & a parte rei, & indispensabilia, non tantim hominibus,
sed etiam Deo? (11.2.9)
Turretin’s question is about the precepts of the moral law exclusively, not about the
entirety of the law. The answer that Aquinas provides—that the specification of the day
is a matter of ceremonial law—seems out of bounds here. After all, Turretin has said that
the question concerns the precepts “not of the ceremonial and forensic law . . . but of the
moral law.” So answering the question over the change in Sabbath day with a Thomistic
argument that appeals to ceremonial law appears to contravene the boundaries put in
place by Turretin’s narrowing of the question. It is as though Turretin has said that we
should not talk about ceremonial law but Aquinas has said that we must. This tension
between them, however, is nothing but an apparent contradiction, not an actual one.
Turretin’s bracketing of the moral law apart from the ceremonial and forensic law in
framing this question must be understood within his own discussion of the Sabbath. In
11.3.26, Turretin himself makes Aquinas’s point, explaining how the Sabbath was

abrogated only as to the ceremonial law, but not as to the moral. So Turretin’s

disagreement with Aquinas cannot be about Aquinas’s means of answering the Sabbath
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question; Turretin makes the same move. Indeed, arguing that a particular law is
ceremonial rather than moral is a way for Aquinas and for Turretin to admit
dispensability with an easy conscience. As Turretin makes clear, if the law is ceremonial
or forensic, then the law is dispensable without question: Turretin writes that “the
ceremonial and forensic law . . . are evidently of mutable positive right” (11.2.9/2.9). As
we shall see, a law that is so characterized is eminently dispensable. So Turretin follows
Aquinas in his use of a distinction between ceremonial and moral law to explain how a
precept of the Decalogue could have a component that is abrogated.

Another difference could be Turretin’s use of dispensation and
declaration/interpretation, but, as we have seen already, Turretin most probably takes this
technical vocabulary from Aquinas. Indeed, Turretin, in making a distinction between
dispensation and declaration/interpretation, is actually following Aquinas, not disagreeing
with him. In S7 Ia Ilae, q. 100, a. 8, ad 4—the article to which Turretin refers his readers
in 11.2.10—Aquinas considers an objection to his thesis that the precepts of the
Decalogue are indispensable. The objection comes from 1 Maccabees 2:4 and involves
the possibility of fighting, rather than resting, on the Sabbath. To this objection, Aquinas
replies,

This determination was an interpretation rather than a dispensation. For a man is

not taken to break the Sabbath, if he does something necessary for human welfare;

as Our Lord proves (Mt. 12:3, seqq.). (Ia Ilae, q. 100, a. 8, ad 4)

Ad quartum dicendum quod illa excogitatio magis fuit interpretatio praecepti

quam dispensatio. Non enim intelligitur violare sabbatum qui facit opus quod est

necessarium ad salutem humanam; sicut dominus probat, Matth. XII. (Ia Ilae, q.

100, a. 8, ad 4)

Again, even with regards to the Sabbath, the source of disagreement between Turretin

and Aquinas cannot be the distinction between interpretatio and dispensatio. Aquinas
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himself writes, “This determination [dicendum] was an interpretation [interpretatio]
rather than a dispensation [dispensatio].”

What remains is Turretin’s use of the language of right to distinguish precepts
which flow from the nature of God; those which depend upon the nature of things; and
those which arise from God’s free choice. Turretin expresses disagreement with Aquinas
in 11.2.11, saying that “all the precepts are not equally based on the primary right of
nature.” Some precepts “flow absolutely from the nature of God,” yet others “depend
upon the constitution of the nature of things (the free will of God coming in between).”
About the former, “he cannot will the contrary without a contradiction”; about the latter,
though, “a dispensation properly so called does not have a place in them, still a
declaration or interpretation is sometimes given concerning them, the circumstances of
the things or persons being changed” (2.10).

Turretin maintains that there is a distinction between his position and Aquinas’s;
it is not clear how significant the disagreement is. (Aquinas himself may not have been
unsettled by Turretin’s distinction between rights; he may have even found it useful, e.g.,
Turretin’s exposition of divine, natural, and positive rights may further illuminate
Aquinas’s own discussion, in Summa contra Gentiles, book 1, chapter 86, of the
relationship between God’s will and the created order.) Either way, Turretin’s agreement
with Aquinas about the indispensability of the precepts is so comprehensive that
explicating his disagreement with Aquinas proves to be a challenge, perhaps a happily

insurmountable one.
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The Modern Challenge: Human Establishment of Justice and Virtue

Turretin’s disagreement, by contrast, could not be more evident in his disapproval
of the position held by “libertines” who believe that “justice and virtue depend upon
man’s will alone and spring from the consent of human society and are to be measured by
each one’s own utility.” They reject that “there is such a natural law of God obtaining
among all (as the rule of justice and injustice) antecedently to the positive laws of men”
(11.1.5/2.2). Turretin situates this position historically, noting its forbearers as well as its
present-day champions. The former include Carneades, Aristippus, the Cyrenaics, and
Epicurus. The latter include the libertines against whom Calvin wrote and Thomas
Hobbes, who “approaches them on this subject in his Elementa philosophica de cive”
(11.1.6/2.2). Turretin reproduces Diogenes Laertius’s quotation of Aristippus in its
original Greek: meden einai physei dikaion € aischron, alla nomé kai ethei (nothing is
just and base by nature, but by law and custom). He continues:

There are not wanting many in our day who, treading in their footsteps, think that

no rule of right and wrong is given by nature, but that it depends only upon the

free determination of man and is to be measured by each one’s own advantage (as

man is by nature free from every law and has no other rule of right and good than

the preservation of himself and the defense of his life and limbs). (11.1.6/2.2)

Ita non desunt etiam hodie varii, qui vestigiis eorum insistentes, nullam justi &

injusti regulam dari a natura censent, sed eam demum a libera hominum

determinatione pendere, & ex propria cujusque utilitate metiendam esse, ut homo

natura sit omni solutus lege, nullaque alia ipsi sit recti, bonique norma, quam sui

ipsius conservatio, & defensio vite & membrorum. (11.1.6)
Against the libertines, the orthodox maintain that a natural law of God “obtains among all
(as the rule of justice and injustice) antecedently to the positive laws of men.” The

natural law is “taken strictly and properly for the practical rule of moral duties to which

men are bound by nature.” Speaking of “natural law” as a law “extended to inanimate
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also and brutes” is to speak “broadly and improperly.” Such speech signifies “nothing
else than the most wise government of the providence of God over creatures and the most
efficacious direction to their ends” or simply the “works of creation: by this plants grow,
beasts generate and every animal has his own desires (hormas) and spontaneous

instincts” (11.1.5/2.2).

Turretin’s Thomistic Solution: A Creative Use of Right (1us), Authority, and Dominium

Understanding Turretin’s defense of Thomistic natural law requires a thorough
education in the technical vocabulary Turretin uses to explain the relationship between
God, the creator and lawgiver, and his creation. Though Turretin’s defense of natural law
is found immediately after his answer to the question with which we began this chapter
(11.2.12-17), we must wait for it. We must first become familiar with how Turretin
understands God’s relationship to the world, a relationship characterized by the Latin
word ius or jus, commonly translated “right.”

For Turretin, God’s right—his ius—is intimately connected with his authority
because they both belong to God by virtue of his sovereignty. Because God’s
“sovereignty [Potestas] arises from his dominion [ex Dominio ejus],” understanding
God’s right and authority can only take place within a discussion of God’s dominion
(3.22.1/1.250). The question of God’s dominion—his dominium—is centered on the
status of God as lord (dominus) of all that is, in heaven and on earth. Turretin remarks, in
passing, how God’s dominion is evidenced: first, by the not infrequent testimony of
Scripture and, second, by “the very nature of God (which is independent, most perfect
and the cause of all things)” (3.22.2/1.250). Scripture speaks of God as Lord, and God,

being God, is Lord par excellence.
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As Dominus, God has dominium, and, Turretin expounds upon its twofold
foundation:
Its foundation is considered to be twofold: (1) preeminence (hyperoché) and
eminence of nature; (2) amplitude and excellence of beneficence. As among men,
there are two foundations of lawful dominion. First, eminence of power
[Eminentia virtutis] above others, for it is in accordance with the nature of things
that the superior and more excellent [superiores & prestantiores] should have
dominion over the inferior and more ignoble (whence Aristotle expressly asserts
if anyone could be found far surpassing other mortals in all virtues [omnibus
virtutibus], he should be constituted king over all the rest). Second is beneficence
by which one man acquires a right [jus] over another. He is therefore lord
because he is kind [ideo enim Dominus, quia beneficus]. Since, then, God is
established in the highest preeminence (hyperoché) and has bestowed (and every
day bestows) upon his creatures as his work innumerable blessings, he is most
justly called the Lord of all, as the artificer is lord of his own work.
(3.22.2/1.250)
God’s dominion rests upon his eminence and his beneficence. Accordingly, God’s
dominion fulfills the recognized requirements for dominion “among men.” Eminence of
excellence (virtutis) establishes one above one’s peers, “in