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Censorship & Retraction
Théophraste Renaudot’s Gageffe and the Galileo Affair, 1631-33

In seventeenth-century France, newspapers, which were subject to pre-publication censorship, served as instruments of propaganda for the
monarchy, and the Gazette of Théophraste Renandot was no exception. But in December 1633, he published a retraction for a public
conference be held on the heliocentric system and included the Inquisition’s sentence against Galileo and condemmnation of the Copernican
system, which were unknown to most scholars. This article takes the so-called retraction as a point of departure to examine his purpose
in 115 publication and the flow of information between public and private channels. Letters and conference proceedings suggest he planned
to call attention 1o the astronomical content of future conferences. Furthermore, he placed ‘privileged information” in the public domain.
The possibility of censorship catalyzed French scholars to publish pro-Copernican texis abroad as well as in France by nsing evasive

strategies.

1631, a I'rench weekly periodical, and is known today as the

Father of French Journalism. His friendship with the pow-
erful Cardinal Richelieu assured him a monopoly in printing and
enabled him to quash competition, but the support was given with
the understanding that he publish only favorable accounts of roy-
alty and French politics. Although Renaudot claimed the paper func-
tioned in the public interest, the prefatory dedication to the king
showed it “celebrate[d] the glory of the monarchy”' Even more
telling, the cardinal penned numerous articles to control public
opinion and promote royal policy. Richelieu headed what has been
described as an “editorial committee,” which reviewed materials
and submitted articles,? and, on occasion, it stopped the presses in
mid-edition to incotporate last-minute changes.’

Théophraste Renaudot (1586-1653) established the Gagerte in
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In addition to establishing the Gagette and other newspapers,
Renaudot also was a populist, innovator, and convert to Catholi-
cism.* He implemented measures such as an employment office
and medical dispensaty to help indigent populations, and he held
public conferences on popular topics—science, medicine, and cu-
riosities—at a time when most information circulated only in pri-
vate academies. These “innovations” and his status as Richelieu’s
protégé made him a distrusted figure among members of the emerg-
ing scientific community, who maintained esoteric information
should not be circulated to the general public.

Most stories in the Gagette focused on domestic and foreign
news: miracles performed by the king, royal marriages and visits,
hunting expeditions, births and deaths, and atrocities from abroad
with the occasional mention of a curiosity or presage (c.g., a mon-
strous birth or the passage of a comet). Military victories were
emphasized while news of territorial losses was suppressed.®

However, the Gagerte of December 1633 differed from most
of the issues, which generally provided propaganda for the monat-
chy. After four pages of summaries from abroad, consisting mainly
of military news, Renaudot concluded: “So much for the affairs of
war. Let’s examine another that ended between mathematicians.””¢
He used this tone, tife with apology and reprimand, to preface the
text of Galileo’s sentence of June 22, 1633, issued by the Inquisi-
tion in Rome: “In what was discussed at one of the conferences
held in the bureau [office] last October 24 and before we knew the
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decision by the Holy See, we discussed the movement of the Earth.
I believe I am obligated to convey to you the sentence handed down
last June 22 [1633] against Galileo, erroneous supporter of this
opinion . . . and to prevent further discussion of this question.”
The sentence outlined the two propositions—a sun-centered world
about which the earth moves, which it described as “not only ab-
surd and falsc in philosophy but erroneous in the faith. . . . That you
Galilco have rendered yoursclf suspect of heresy, having upheld
this false doctrine of the movement of the Earth and immobility
of the sun as probable after it was declared contrary to the scrip-
tures. . . . And so that your great fault will not go entirely unpun-
ished and that you are made an example

did information travel between public and ptivate communication
channels in a period of censorship?

In these types of periods, writers used strategics of evasion,
such as rhetorical ploys, to communicate heretical ideas. In the words
of Leo Strauss, “Persecution . . . gives rise to a peculiar technique
of writing . . . in which the truth about all crucial things is pre-
sented exclusively between the lines.”"* Some individuals indicated
that certain documents were “dangerous,” implying they should be
acquired and read,"” while others launched a “retraction” or a “pas-
sionate attack” on a doctrine, which necessarily included its main
tenets.”” Others obfuscated meaning in dense text, and some pre-
sented evidence from which they drew il-

in the future, we order that the dialogue
be prohibited by public edict and that you
be imprisoned by the Holy Office.”® The
text of the sentence mentioned Galileo’s
other works and the Injunction of 1616,
which prohibited the teaching and sup-
port of the Copernican doctrine. Follow-
ing the sentence of 1633, Galileo recanted
and remained under house arrest for the
remainder of his life.

Renaudot claimed he printed the sen-
tence to prevent further debate of the
Copernican propositions at his public con-
ferences, but the use of a “retraction”
cnabled him to define the Copernican
propositions (that the earth moved and
the sun was the center of the world). Al-
though he implied he would prevent “fur-
ther discussion” of the Copernican propo-
sitions, he actually held more conferences
on this new world view and distributed
printed proceedings. The publication of
the sentence stunned many scholars who
only knew of Galileo’s questioning before

“In periods [of censorship],
writers used strategies
of evasion, such as rhetorical
ploys, to communicate
heretical ideas.

In the words of Leo Strauss,
‘Persecution . . . gives rise
to a peculiar technique
of writing . . .
in which the truth
about all crucial things
Is presented exclusively

between the lines.””

logical conclusions.'* And some, like
Galileo, wrote in a dialogue format, lcav-
ing censors unable to determine the
writer’s position. Reading “between the
lines” of Renaudot’s retraction tells a simi-
lar story: not an apology for a conference
on the Copernican propositions but a
strategy to call attention to his future con-
ferences, which dealt with topics con-
demned by the Roman Catholic Church.
His retraction provides a point of depat-
ture to investigate the flow of informa-
tion from public to private channcls of
communication.

Sources consulted for this study in-
cluded seventeenth-century newspapers
and conference proceedings. The corre-
spondence of magistrate-scientist Nicolas-
Claude Fabri de Peiresc and the priest
Marin Mersenne, both recognized as im-
portant gatekeepers in cortespondence
networks that linked scholars throughout
Europe and the Mediterrancan, also were
examined.” Letters provide access to un-

the Inquisition. The sentence had not been
promulgated by the French Catholic Church, nor had news of
Galileo’s recantation and house arrest reached members of the
emerging scientific community.

text of Galileo’s sentence.” Retractions offered a strategy to

introduce a condemned doctrine while maintaining the ap-
pearance of upholding status quo, but in this case, most readers
were informed of the Copernican propositions and some had cop-
ies of Galileo’s Dialogue. Furthermore, although Renaudot ostensi-
bly apologized for this conference, in reality he signaled similar
conferences would follow. In Making Science Social, Kathleen Wellman
points out that he “avoided dangerous astronomical topics for less
than six months” after he printed the text of the sentence.' In fact,
two months after the October 1633 conference on the carth’s mo-
bility, Renaudot held a discussion on the movement of the tides, an
argument used by Galilco in Day Four, the last chapter of his Dia-
logne, to prove his views about mobility. Given that the conferences
continued to deal with the new astronomy and the heliocentric sys-
tem, did Renaudot print the retraction only to indicate the more
subversive nature of his conferences to members of the emerging
scientific community and ensure their attendance? Finally, scholars
were shocked by the news of the sentence of a well-known scien-
tist. What were the repercussions of Renaudot’s publication? How

This article examines Renaudot’s strategy in publishing the
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fettered discussions that might otherwise
be interpreted as heretical exchanges of ideas. The newspapers and
correspondence, which are in French, werc translated by this au-
thor. The conference proceedings are in English.'®

To place the retraction in the proper context, this article pro-
vides background on censorship, Galileo’s questioning by the In-
quisition, and the use of correspondence networks to evade cen-
sors. It proceeds chronologically and includes excerpts from the
Inquisition sentence of Galileo as it appeared in Renaudot’s news-
paper. Then, it examines the French reaction to this ncws as shown
in correspondence and provides summaries of select conference
proceedings on astronomy that followed the publication of Galileo’s
sentence.

This study used a multifaceted approach and a variety of pri-
mary sources to teveal a kaleidoscopic exchange of ideas in a pe-
riod of censorship and the Inquisition. Reliance on primary sources
provided insight into networks of power and fiefdoms of informa-
tion control. Furthermore, this article suggests various roles—both
public and private—assumed by Renaudot, whose newspaper was
established to promote royal policy; although he provided propa-
ganda, he also introduced information that had repercussions for
the scientific community. An examination of the rationale behind
his publication of the sentence provides a means of peeling away
layers to access undercurrents of thoughts. It might seem contra-
dictory that priests made contributions to the new astronomy in
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light of Galileo’s sentencing and the condemnation of the Coper-
nican doctrine, but they focused on observational astronomy or
cloaked their findings in ambiguous terms. Furthermore, some
priests upheld the Aristotelian world view out of obedience to the
church, not from belief."” Many individuals who held powerful po-
sitions in the church and state contributed privately to the emer-
gence of a new empirical approach to science, and this interaction
of individuals and groups gave science its shape in a period of
censorship.

In seventeenth-century France, censors scrutinized periodicals
and books for heresy, loosely defined as any view that threatened

1619 for publishing his criticisms of the miracles of the church in
awork approved for publication by the Sorbonne.” Not long after-
ward, writers advocating the use of chemical treatments to replace
traditional medical remedies (e.g., purges and bloodletting) were
cxiled from Paris and prohibited from teaching or upholding these
doctrines “under penalty of death.”** However, Renaudot, who
benefited from the protection of Richelieu, opened a medical dis-
pensary and advocated these new chemical remedies, which elic-
ited the ire of the medical faculty of the University of Paris. Yet
criticisms of Aristotle, published by the cleric-astronomer Pierre
Gassendi in Grenoble, scemed to go unnoticed,” as did his later

the authority of the church, universities
(hcaded by theologians), or the state.'® In
1618, the Book Guild was established to
regulate the quality of materials, number
of presses, and guild membership,” and
Richelieu’s control of the flow of infor-
mation was strengthened by a royal edict
of 1626, which targeted the broadsides
and pamphlets.®”

Representatives of the book trade
registered works, reported heretical writ-
ings, and inspected foreign books. But in-
spections did not prevent the circulation
of censored texts, which continued to be
distributed by street vendors and French
bookstores, or imported from abroad and
circulated through correspondence net-
works. French publications carried the let-
ters’ patent, which indicated the
Sorbonne’s approval of content as well as
the privilege, which granted a monopoly,
but rivalries for control between judicial
and theological agencies resulted in an in-
consistent enforcement of laws govern-
ing the book trade.?' Further confusion
stemmed from whether the Roman
Catholic Church had jurisdiction over the
I'rench Catholic Church, which recog-
nized the king, not the pope, as its head.

Examples of censorship and perse-
cution served as warnings to scholars. Al-

“Examples of censorship
and persecution served
as warnings to scholars.
Already in 1610,
Galileo’s published telescopic
observations of the moons
of Jupiter and the pitted lunar
surface provided evidence
refuting the traditional
conception of the earth
as the center of the world,
about which all planets
revolved, and the perfection
of celestial bodies.
This publication led to heated

debates among theologians.”

observations of the transit of Mercury
(1631), which demonstrated that the dis-
tance between planets was much larger
than held by the traditional conception of
a finite world. Thus, the inconsistency in
censorship policies and the uncertain sta-
tus in France of rulings issued by the Ro-
man Catholic Church had a “chilling” ef-
fect on scientific communication but did
not deter publication completely.® How-
ever, many scholars preferred to send in-
formation only in correspondence or ex-
changed information in private academics,
which were not sanctioned by religious or
political institutions. These gatherings pre-
ceded the state-supported academies (e.g,,
the French Academy of 1635, which was
established by Richelieu, and the Royal
Academy of Sciences of 1666), which
controlled not only topics of discussion
but membership.

rior to the establishment of the
PRoyal Academy of Sciences, most

scientfic discussions took place in
the private, patron-supported academies,
which represented a departure from uni-
versity teachings and reliance on traditional
textual authorities.” Among the more
prestigious in France were those led by
Jacques and Pierre Dupuy, who were li-

ready in 1610, Galileo’s published tele-
scopic observations of the moons of Jupiter and the pitted lunar
surface provided evidence refuting the traditional conception of
the carth as the center of the world, about which all planets re-
volved, and the perfection of celestial bodies. This publication led
to heated debates among theologians.” His subsequent observa-
tions of sunspots brought him in conflict with the Jesuit Christo-
pher Scheiner. Another work in which Galileo stated that the scrip-
tures were not intended to be interpreted literally prompted Rome
to hand down the Injunction of 1616, which prohibited the teach-
ing and support of the Copernican system, condemned onc pro-
Copernican treatise, and placed Copernicus’s book on the Index of
Prohibited Books pending changes. Later, in 1632, the Inquisition
halted the publication of Galileo’s Dialogue of the Tiwo Chief World
Systems (1632), which had been previously approved by censors,
and called him to Rome for questioning. By publishing the dia-
logues, Galileo openly challenged church doctrine.

Other examples of censorship and persecution occutred in
Prance. Giulio-Cesare Vanini was burned at the stake in Toulouse

100

brarians to the king, and the priest Marin
Mersenne, all of whom were in Paris, and the magistrate Nicolas-
Claude Fabri de Peiresc in Aix-en-Provence. Members of these
gatherings, which were built on the tradition of earlier Italian al-
chemical societies (academics of “secrets”),” sent scientific infor-
mation mainly through correspondence networks. Although indi-
viduals represented a diversity of allegiances—Protestants and
Catholics, Aristotelians, and Copernicans—privately, at least, they
respected the need for tolerance in communicating news of scien-
tific investigations.” Correspondence generally was not opened and
read by authorities but passed through a “gatekeepet,” such as
Peiresc, who forwarded, adapted, or withheld information. Letters
ranged in length from a short message to a lengthy 2,000-word
missive and dealt with a diversity of topics: scientific data, personal
health, domestic problems, rare books, and royal scandal. Mail trav-
eled faitly quickly—from Patis to the South of France in a week, to
Rome in two weeks, and to North Africa between four and six
weeks.
Originally established for the exchange of literary news, these
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networks increasingly assumed the role of informational retrieval
systems. These “new” scholars stressed the primacy of first-hand
observation in scientific investigations as opposed to the more tra-
ditional reliance on the textual authorities of Aristotle and the scrip-
tures. Hence, this new approach to study of nature threatened the
pedagogical and religious framework of society.”

In contrast to these private scientific gatherings, Renaudot held
weekly public conferences (August 22, 1633, to September 1, 1642),
which he said functioned to “rescue the liberal sciences from the
bondage of scholastic obscurities [i.e., university teaching], and to
render things intelligible without obliging the studious to the un-
pleasing and perpetual task of first sur-

himself by profaning and divulging his conferences to lowly
people.””” Practitioners of the new science advocated the use of
empiricism whereas Renaudot’s participants also used specious rea-
soning or cited traditional authorities, similar to the technique used
by Mersennec in his Theolggical Questions, which is discussed later in
this article. But the similarity of topics discussed both in public and
private suggests these scholars kept appraised of these conferences.”

Many scholars remained cautious in communicating with
Renaudot, fearing he would publish sensitive information. When
Gassendi congratulated Boulliau on January 24, 1634, on his pro-
Copernican publication, he warned him to be cautious that Renaudot
“does not put you in the Gagette and have

mounting the difficulties of exotic
words.” The conferences covered a range
of topics but excluded religion and poli-
tics, two topics that could lead to charges
of heresy. Each Monday afternoon, an
estimated forty to fifty participants® de-
bated two topics.** For example, Confet-
ence X dealt with “Of Motion or Rest of
the Earth” and the “Two Monstrous
Brethren Living in the Same Body,” and
topics for Conference XLI concerned
“Of the Comets” and “Whether Pardon
Be Better than Revenge.”

Renaudot claimed speakers were not
named because he wanted arguments to
be evaluated on their own merit, not on
the basis of the credibility, or social sta-
tus, of the speaker.® But the risk of cen-
sorship likely persuaded participants to
seek anonymity for personal safety. Un-
like Galileo, whose-dialogue thinly veiled
his pro-Copernican position and his por-
trayal of the pope as an Aristotelian
simpleton, Renaudot’s conferences did not
lead to an obvious conclusion, probably
as a safeguard against censorship.

The nced for anonymity of speakers
makes it difficult to ascertain the names

“Many scholars remained
cautious in communicating
with Renaudot,
fearing he would publish
sensitive information.
When Gassendi congratulated
Boulliau on January 24, 1634,
on his pro-Copernican
publication, he warned him
to be cautious that Renaudot
‘does not put you
in the Gazette and have you
henceforth declared
and presented in Rome

as a heretic.

you henceforth declared and presented in
Rome as a heretic.”!

Renaudot, constantly in need of news
to fill his paper, solicited the help of key
players in the information networks.
Peiresc, for example, generally maintained
contact with him through a Parisian in-
termediary.? But when Renaudot ap-
proached him about sharing information,
he refused, explaining to a Parisian friend:
“I would be prevented from responding
to the good opinion he has of me and my
correspondence, which, for the most part,
deals only with news of books or antiqui-
tes and is not a subject for the gazette. . .
. And there is nothing I dislike more than
to be considered a gossip.”* In eatlier let-
ters he criticized the use of outdated in-
formation and inaccurate news carried in
the Gagette* and Renaudot’s inclination to
publish sensitive news.* But Peiresc’s re-
fusal to cooperate with him resulted in a
silent but effective retaliation. Peiresc ex-
perienced increasing delays in receiving his
subscription to the Gagette about which
he frequently complained to friends.* Fur-
thermore, although he received news of
Galieo’s sentence in mid-July in a letter—

22

of many conference participants. How-

evet, scholarship® and correspondence indicate that Jean-Baptiste
Morin, an Aristotelian and professor of mathematics, attended as
did Tommaso Campanclla, an eccentric Dominican priest impris-
oned for twenty-seven years by both the Spanish and Italian inqui-
sitions for his belief in a plurality of worlds. Ismaél Boulliau, a
priest and astronomer who published psecudonymously on the Co-
pernican system, also attended select conferences as did members
of the Mersenne and Dupuy circles.”” Some conferences (e.g., Con-
ference LXXIV, “Of Navigation and Longitudes™) attracted nu-
merous elite astronomers.

lthough some representatives of this new approach to sci-
ence attended these public conferences, others derided these

discussions as “vulgar.”*® Members of the cmerging scien-
tific community distrusted Renaudot because of his close affilia-
tion with Richelieu, who sought to control information flow, and
his popularization of science. Scholars did not want esoteric infor-
mation broadcast to the public as they demonstrated more selec-
tivity in terms of method of inquiry and choice of topic. Peiresc
criticized Renaudot as “boastful of wares by which he degrades
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news he withheld from most correspon-
dents—he did not have a copy of the sentence, which Renaudot
did. For someone like Peiresc who “jealously” guarded his role as a
gatckeeper in information networks, this was a decisive blow to
self-esteem and reputation.”’

Renaudot’s retraction brought news of Galileo’s sentencing
into the public domain, and this information also reverberated in
private correspondence. Publication of the Dialogue in Florence,
which began in February 1632, was halted in August, and Galileo
was ordered to appear before the Inquisition in October. However,
this news had not reached France. On November 22, 1632, Peiresc
informed his Parisian friends that he would send them a copy of
the Dialogne and mentioned that Cardinal Barberini still had not
read it.* Six months later, the news of Galileo’s questioning in Rome
had been kept secret. “No one says anything,. I have no letters from
those who could speak to me [about Galileo], not even from Cardi-
nal Barberini,” wrote Peiresc, who had studied under Galileo years
eatlier and corresponded frequently with Barberini, a nephew to
Pope Urban VIIL¥

Galileo’s summons to appear before the Inquisition led to con-
sternation among scholars. Peiresc pointed out that those censors
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who had approved the Dialogne should have been held responsible.®
He learned of Galileo’s imprisonment in mid-July through a letter
he was instructed to forward to Gassendi in nearby Digne and the
Jesuit Kircher in Avignon,” but he delayed forwarding the infor-
mation until August 12, 1633, telling close friends that news of
Galileo’s sentence “should not be divulged . . . because it has kept
secret in Rome untl now.”* In a letter of August 16, 1633, to the
Dupuys in Paris, Peiresc minimized its importance: “I forgot to tell
you I learned from Rome that poor Galileo had to declare sol-
emnly that he did not support the opinion that the Earth moved
yet in his dialogue he used strong reasons in its support.”* In Prot-
estant Holland, René Descartes wrote in

man Catholic Church, his obvious defiance of the Injunction of
1616 by publishing his Dialggue, an endorsement of the heliocentric
system as real rather than hypothetical, and his promotion of his
theory of the tides as actual proof of the earth’s mobility.®'
Peiresc learned from his correspondents in Rome that the Je-
suit Scheiner, who for years had challenged many of Galileo’s dis-
coveries, had spearheaded these attacks on the Dialogne.” Peiresc
wrote that he received a letter from Scheiner, who demonstrated
his “veneration” for Gassendi, but he was concerned the Jesuit could
“not abstain from attacking this poor old man [Galileo was 69]
after having brought him to his feet, and had him condemned, in

February 1634: “I wanted to suppress the
treatise that I had done and lose almost
all of my work of the past four years to
give entire obedience to the church since
it prohibited the opinion of the Earth’s
mobility. Yet I have not seen that the pope
or council has ratified this prohibition”**

Peitesc questioned how Renaudot
had obtained a copy of the text of the
sentence, which he had not been able to
procure even with his privileged role as
gatekeeper. At first he blamed Mersenne
for leaking the news, but he later retracted
this accusaton.’ Peiresc himself had with-
held news of Galileo’s sentencing from
the French community, possibly because
he might have belicved it was an affair in-
ternal to Rome since the sentence had not
been promulgated in France. For a decree
issued by the Holy Office to be recognized
in France, it had to be sent to the papal
nuncio, or representative, in Paris, and then
ratified by theologians of the Sorbonne.™
Rescarch has indicated that in July 1633
the pope sent copies of the sentence to
inquisitors, papal nuncios, and university
professors in Europe, but the nuncio in
France did not communicate the informa-
tion to the theological faculty of the
Sorbonne.”

Peiresc feared publication of the sen-
tence might force the French church to
take action and ratify the Inquisition’s rul-
ing. He stressed that the church often at-
tempted to reconcile positions “carefully
and over time rather than carry things to
the extreme and possibly involving too
many men who looked for obvious con-
tradictions. . . . [S]o many other affairs of
great conscequence would have amounted

“The uncertainty
of the position
of the French Catholic Church
with regard to the sentence
[of Galileo] from Rome
led to circumspection
on these matters.
Renaudot, however, did not
endanger himself
by promoting a conference
on the earth’s mobility. He
benefited from the protection
of a powerful cardinal, who
was already hostile to Rome
and might have welcomed
the opportunity to hold
a public conference
on the Copernican system
that would antagonize the
Roman Catholic Church
and the pope.”

addition to the retraction, to life impris-
onment.”® In the same letter, he noted
that the Jesuit Athanasius Kircher said
fellow priests, including Scheiner, sup-
ported the Copernican system but felt
obliged to endorse the traditional world
view out of obedience to the church. ¢
Descartes, too, said Scheiner’s published
attacks of Galileo contributed to his sen-
tencing. But he pointed out that Scheiner’s
recent book on sunspots “furnished so
much proof” of a sun-centered world that
the Jesuit must support the Copernican
opinion.® Descartes implied Scheiner dis-
guised his true beliefs by drawing illogical
conclusions from cvidence.

The uncertainty of the position of
the French Catholic Church with regard
to the sentence from Rome led to circum-
spection on these matters. Renaudot, how-
ever, did not endanger himsclf by promot-
ing a confetence on the earth’s mobility.
He benefited from the protection of a
powerful cardinal, who was already hos-
tile to Rome and might have welcomed
the opportunity to hold a public confer-
ence on the Copernican system that would
antagonize the Roman Catholic Church
and the pope. Thus, Renaudot continued
to hold public conferences on the new as-
tronomy, which was introduced by Galileo
in his Dialogue.

Conference X, the “Motion or Rest
of the Earth,” took place on October 24,
1633, approximately five months after the
sentencing of Galileo and the condem-
nation of the Copernican propositions.
Participants presented evidence for the
two competing world views. Supporters
of the traditional carth-centered world ref-

to little had one not proceeded with such

vehemence.”® Mersenne, too, wanted to avoid a confrontation be-
tween religion and science that would “render the truth of the Holy
Scriptures ridiculous to heathens by using reasons which demon-
strate nothing other than their [clerics’] ignorance and weakness of
imagination and mind.”*” Many scholars such as Descartes hoped
the issue would be resolved as the question of the Antipodes, which
was condemned in the eighth century.® Most scholars attributed
Galileo’s sentence to his years of rivalries with Jesuits and the Ro-
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crenced Aristotle, the hierarchy of being
in which all things aspire to the heavens,
or God, and evidence based on common sense arguments and bib-
lical references. Arguments in support of a heliocentric world in-
cluded ancient (e.g., Aristarchus) and contemporary astronomers
(e.g,, Kepler) to add credibility. Speakers reasoned by common sense,
syllogism, or analogy, but the discussion offered no closure,* leav-
ing the audience to weigh the evidence on its merits.

The letters consulted for this study carried no mention of
Renaudot’s conference on the mobility of the earth although cor-
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respondents discussed the Copernican system. Interestingly, a let-
ter to Mersenne cited the second topic (on monstrous brothers)
discussed at Conference X but made no mention of the Coperni-
can system discussed on that same day.” Furthermore, a flurry of
communication followed Renaudot’s publication of Galileo’s sen-
tence, but similar activity in correspondence did not follow his con-
ference.

Although Renaudot’s retraction seemed to indicate that he
would no longer hold public conferences on the Copernican sys-
tem, he used this strategy to introduce a scries of conferences from
May 1634 through December 1635 that provided evidence refuting
many traditional conceptions of the

But upon hearing “rumors from doctors at the Sorbonne” that he
did not provide enough evidence refuting the earth’s mobility,
Mersenne used rhetorical ploys, replacing potentially heretical dis-
cussions with topics “more appropriate for Rome.”” For example,
he replaced Question 34, “What reasons are there to prove and
persuade that the Earth moves around its axis in 24 hours?” with
“Can we invent a new science of sound?” And question 37 origi-
nally read, “What reasons have we to believe the Earth moves around
the sun, which is at the center of the world?” was replaced with
“How high above the Earth or Sun do we need to go to see as
much space as desired?” He printed two versions of this work: one
for Rome and a different edition for

world. Conference XII, “Of Comets,” on
May 29, 1634, addressed the distincton
between sublunar and lunar zones, which
was significant because tradition held the
zone between the earth and moon was
subject to change but the heavens were
immutable. But evidence obtained with a
telescope, which revealed the pitted lunar
surface and sunspots, refuted this posi-
tion. Speakers also debated the reliability
of sensory evidence and its use as proof
as well as the problem of distortion with
lenses, such as in a telescope. Other con-
ferences (Conference XLV, “Whether the
Heavens be Solid or Liquid,” June 26,
1634, and Conference XCIII, “Of the
Spots in the Moon and the Sun,” on De-
cember 17, 1635), pitted the traditional
biblical authorities against the new science
of empiricism much in the same way that
Galileo did in his works.® These confet-

“The publication
of the sentence by Renaudot
had repercu.ésjons
for future publications
as shown in private exchanges.
Most scholars used strategies
of evasion to communicate
pro-Copernican ideas
in France and
worked with editors

in Protestant border states.”

France. Interestingly, in his French edition,
the “revised” chapter titles appeared in the
table of contents but the actual subject
matter of the chapters was not changed.

Although the risk of censorship re-
sulted in circumspection in published
works, it did not curtail private exchanges.
Gassendi described his vision of the sun
as a great furnace in the center of the
world.” Peiresc told the librarian at the
Vatican that censors needed to sce the “fa-
cility and verisimilitude” of the Coperni-
can model.” He wrote a missionary pricst
that upon reading Galileo’s Dialogne it was
no longer possible to believe in traditional
conceptions of the world.” At the same
time he made several private appeals to
Cardinal Barberiniin Rome fora mitigated
sentence for Galileo but was unsuccessful
in these attempts.” In letters to other cor-
respondents, he requested data on the fre-

ences revealed both traditional and con-

temporary arguments and the problems of reconciling telescopic
observations, or empirical evidence, with a literal reading of the
scriptures, which were arguments also addressed by Galileo in an
earlier work.”” Renaudot did not draw conclusions but claimed the
facts would speak for themselves, but the absence of a conclusion
was likely a2 means of avoiding censure.

The publication of the sentence by Renaudot had repercus-
stons for future publications as shown in private exchanges. Most
scholars used strategies of evasion to communicate pro-Coperni-
can ideas in France and worked with editors in Protestant border
states. Peiresc, for example, helped arrange the publication in Ger-
many of a Latin translation of Galileo’s Dialogue.” The translation
from Italian into Latin made this text accessible to the interna-
tional community of scholars, most of whom shared Latin as a
common language. In a letter on February 11, 1634, Gassendi
warned Peiresc that he should not identify himself as the source of
these documents.”

Other scholars abandoned similar projects to publish pro-Co-
pernican works. Mersenne, who planned a defense of Galileo’s
Dialogue that would respond to Jesuit attacks,” instead published
Theological, Physical, Moral, and Mathematical Questions in 1634.7 Writ-
ten in a dialogue format to dissimulate his position, he included
summarics of Day One and Day Two of Galileo’s condemned Dia-
logue, but he omitted Day Four, the chapter in which Galileo de-
scribed his theory of the tides, or his so-called proof of the Coper-
nican system. In this book, Mersenne also included a copy of the
Inquisition’s sentence of Galileo as an “antidote” for persecution.™
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quency of tides and geographical coordi-
nates to test Galileo’s theory.

pers promoted royal policy and constructed a favorable im-

age of the monarchy.* Because Renaudot generally published
news supplied by Richelieu or government officials, members of
the scientific community were shocked to sce the text of Galileo’s
sentence in the Gagette of December 1633 and the Relation of Janu-
ary 1634. Often retractions wete used to expose condemned doc-
trines," but in this case, most subscribers to the Gagette were edu-
cated and familiar with the Copernican propositions and Galileo’s
Dialogue. Hence, his purpose in his retraction was not to outline the
components of the condemned Copernican doctrine but to call
attention to the scientific nature of his upcoming conferences that
raised questions about the traditional views of the world. Since the
cardinal sought to manipulate public opinion and to control all ex-
change of information, his tacit endorsement of Renaudot’s con-
ferences may have been intended to undermine private gatherings,
which, with correspondence, provided the main forum for these
discussions. Furthermore, Richelicu’s recognition of the king as
the divine appointec and head of the French Catholic Church pur
him at odds with Rome and its decrces.

To a certain extent, Renaudot opened the floodgates by put-
ting “privileged information” (news of the sentence) in the public
domain, and the publication of his retraction had implications for
the exchange of information in numerous channels. Peiresc lost
control of privileged information, which he tried to withhold even

Thus, in a period of censorship and the Inquisition, newspa-
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from members of the scientific community.* While his action sug-
gested he did not want to force the French Catholic Chutch to
promulgate the Roman decree, he and other scholars nevertheless
scurried to arrange to have a Latin translation of the Dialogue pub-
lished in Germany. And, he made a personal appeal to Cardinal
Barberini for a mitigated sentence for Galileo. Mersenne changed
his plans to publish a defense of Galileo’s work and instead pub-
lished a dialogue on a series of questions. Although he included a
copy of Galileo’s sentence to prevent attacks by theologians, com-
ments by the Sorbonne made him change publication strategies.
Furthermore, his table of contents only disguised the true sub-
stance of the French edition.

Most scientists were priests or magistrates who outwardly up-
held church doctrines but privately pursued the new science and
the search for truth. They published abroad or dissimulated their
views in cortespondence to avoid problems with the Inquisition.
Burt although Renaudot proclaimed in the preface to his confer-
ence proceedings that slander, religion, and politics would not be
discussed, he held public conferences in France on the Copernican
system.® However, he respected the anonymity of speakers and
did not draw conclusions in the conference proceedings, which were
strategies to evade repercussions.
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