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Abstract
This article explores the background of the editorial operation that led to the publication of 
Galileo Galilei’s Two New Sciences in 1638. As it was for the Latin editions of the Dialogue 
(1635) and the Letter to the Grand Duchess Christina of Lorraine (1636), Galileo actively par-
ticipated in the printing operations of his final work, even though in the introductory texts 
he claimed to have no involvement whatsoever. The analysis of three manuscript sheets pre-
served at the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze highlights not only Galileo’s active role 
in the editorial process but also his contribution to devising a plan to appear completely unin-
volved in that publication. In the National Edition of Galileo’s works edited by Antonio Fava-
ro, it is noted that these three sheets are written in the same handwriting, without identifying 
the author. This article intends to show that the author of these manuscripts is Elia Diodati. 
The comparison of the handwriting on these sheets with other autograph letters by Diodati, 
alongside the reconstruction of the role played by the Parisian jurist in the editorial operation, 
supports this hypothesis.
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Introduction 

The discovery of many fallacies in doctrines that have been followed in the schools for many 
centuries, and the partial communication and partial publication of these discoveries, has 
stirred such an indignation in the minds of those who wish to be regarded as the sole pos-
sessors of wisdom that, being exceedingly sagacious and powerful, they have been able to 
find a way to suppress what has been discovered and published, and to prevent the release of 
what I have yet to bring to light; they have found a way to obtain from the Supreme Tribunal 
a very strict order for the Inquisitors not to licence any of my works: an order, I say, of the 
broadest nature, covering omnia edita et edenda.1

In the aftermath of his 1633 condemnation, Galileo Galilei often expressed a profound 
sense of distrust and bitterness in his communications with friends and correspondents. 
The harsh prohibition against publishing any of his works, along with the ban on discuss-
ing sub poena relapso the Copernican system, significantly constrained his scientific en-
deavours.2 In addition to the stringent restrictions imposed by the Holy Office, in those 
years Galileo also faced personal tragedies, including the death of his beloved daughter 
Virginia in 1634 and the progressing deterioration of his eyesight, which ultimately led 
to blindness. During this challenging period, to avoid further persecution, Galileo had no 
choice but to adhere strictly to the silence imposed by the Holy Office.

Actually, the Pisan mathematician never truly considered abandoning the cause that 
had led to his harsh condemnation. In the months immediately following the decree, 
indeed, he resumed supporting various projects that kept him in close contact with the 
European scientific and intellectual community.3 Beyond his significant contribution to 
the publication of the Latin editions of the Dialogue and the Letter to the Grand Duch-
ess Christina of Lorraine,4 Galileo was particularly active in responding to comments and 
criticisms from his opponents, which he countered through letters and annotations on 
texts.5 With the help of Vincenzo Renieri, he proposed to the Dutch government a meth-
od for calculating longitude based on the tables he derived from the movement of Jupiter’s 
four moons.6 Through extensive correspondence with Pierre Carcavy, Elia Diodati, and 

1 OG, XVI, 361.
2 Fulgenzio Micanzio informed Galileo about the ban on publishing any of his works in two let-

ters dated 10th February and 10th March, 1635 (OG, XVI, 209, 230).
3 Raphael, “Printing Galileo’s Discorsi: A Collaborative Affair”, 483-485.
4 Bucciarelli, “Back to Battle: The Latin Edition of the Dialogue and of the Letter to Christina 

(1635-1636)”, 93-101.
5 Particularly notable is Galileo’s sharp response to Antonio Rocco’s Philosophical Exercises 

(1633). OG, VII, 529-701, 712-50. See Hall, Galileo’s reading, 71-101.
6 OG, XVIII, 304. See Drake, Galileo at Work, 374; Van Helden, “Longitude and the Satellites of 
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Lodewijk Elsevier in Toulouse, Paris, and Leiden respectively, he advocated for the possi-
bility of printing a complete collection of his published and unpublished works.7 Finally, 
he tirelessly worked on composing a “treatise on a new subject in mechanics, full of many 
curious and useful speculations”.8

This last reference alludes to the Discourses and Mathematical Demonstrations Relat-
ing to Two New Sciences, Galileo’s last work. Painstakingly developed during his years in 
Padua, this treatise introduced a new theory of motion which sought to legitimize the 
scientific and astronomical positions already expressed in the Dialogue. In this theoreti-
cal framework, the Copernican model was intrinsically connected to the geometrization 
of motion and an atomistic conception of matter. The former, inspired by Archimedes, 
had already been employed in the Dialogue to counter Aristotelian arguments against the 
movement of the Earth;9 the latter was elaborated through the geometry of indivisibles 
and prominently featured in the first two days of the Two New Sciences dedicated to the 
strength of materials.10

Besides providing indirect but essential support to the Copernican system, Galileo’s 
two most important works also presented an undeniable continuity:

Sagr. And let this be the final conclusion of our four days’ arguments, after which if Salviati 
should desire to take some interval of rest, our continuing curiosity must grant that much to 
him. But this is on condition that, when it is more convenient for him, he will return and sat-
isfy our desires – mine in particular – regarding the problems set aside and noted down by 
me to submit to him at one or two further sessions, in accordance to our agreement. Above 
all, I shall be waiting impatiently to hear the elements of our Academician’s new science of 
natural and constrained local motions. Meanwhile, according to our custom, let us go and 
enjoy an hour of refreshment in the gondola that awaits us.11

It is not difficult to read between the lines of the Dialogue’s epilogue the announcement 
of a new work: Salviati, Sagredo, and Simplicio would return with the same personas they 
had assumed years earlier, discussing new, interesting, and stimulating topics. In addition 
to the characters, in the Two New Sciences Galileo also revived the dialogic form, once 
again employing a rhetoric that was highly functional to the scientific structure.

Jupiter”, 85-100; Stefani, “Un telescopio a due occhi? Favaro, Venturi e il celatone di Galileo”, 
169-185.

 7 Camerota, Galileo Galilei e la cultura scientifica nell’età della controriforma, 545-547.
 8 OG, XVI, 59.
 9 Galluzzi, Tra atomi e indivisibili. La materia ambigua di Galileo, 29-54.
10 Biener, “Galileo’s First New Science: The Science of Matter, 262-287; Galluzzi, Tra atomi e 

indivisibili. La materia ambigua di Galileo, 91-114.
11 OG, XII, 489.
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These stylistic and thematic choices caused apprehension among those who, still trou-
bled by the risks faced by Galileo before the tribunal of the Holy Office, did not consider 
it prudent to revisit the elements and features that had characterized the ill-fated Dialogue. 
However, the fear of a recurrence did not discourage Galileo. Aware of the impossibility 
of freely publishing his work in the stifling cultural climate of Italy – a climate exacerbated 
by his own case – he had already devised a clever backup plan: the only solution to cir-
cumvent the enforced silence was to take the route leading to Europe. There, the cultural 
environment, already active through the Republic of Letters in publishing his other works, 
was eager to support Galileo’s desire.

The printed edition of Galileo’s final work, the one he cherished the most,12 was about 
to become the last act of his ambitious scientific enterprise, with Galileo serving both as 
the author in writing and the covert director in the publication. The European context 
once again proved to be an exceptional cultural stage to enact Galileo’s much-discussed 
script.

Building on this premise, this article intends to shed new light on the intricate editorial 
strategies that led to the publication of Galileo’s Two New Sciences. The analysis of three 
manuscript sheets preserved at the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze, reveals Gali-
leo’s calculated efforts to appear uninvolved in the printing process of his last work, while 
also suggesting Elia Diodati’s significant contribution. By comparing Diodati’s handwrit-
ing with these manuscripts and by examining his key role in Paris, this study argues that 
Diodati was a crucial – if understated – figure in shaping the final publication of Galileo’s 
Two New Sciences.

The historiography has long investigated key aspects of the Two New Sciences, viewing 
its edition as essential to understanding Galileo’s later years and scientific legacy. Notable 
contributions in this field include Renée J. Raphael’s article, “Printing Galileo’s Discorsi: 
A Collaborative Affair,” and Stèphane Garcia’s monograph, Élie Diodati et Galilée. Nais-
sance d’un réseau scientifique dans l’Europe du XVIIe siècle.13 The former provides essential 
context for understanding the network of contributors who participated in the produc-
tion of Galileo’s Two New Sciences. The latter has explored much of the Galileo-Diodati 
relationship, particularly in relation to the Latin edition of the Dialogue and the Letter to 
the Grand Duchess Christina of Lorraine. This article seeks to engage with these works to 
enrich the nuanced narrative behind the edition of Galileo’s Two New Sciences and to add 
new perspectives to the interpretive layers that continue to shape our understanding of 
Galileo’s last years.

12 OG, XVI, 273.
13 Garcia, Élie Diodati et Galilée. Naissance d’un réseau scientifique dans l’Europe du XVIIe siècle.
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The troubled edition of Galileo’s Two New Sciences
Galileo began working on his new treatise during his stay in Siena with Archbishop Asca-
nio Piccolomini just a few weeks after his condemnation – a sign that his enthusiasm had 
not diminished but had, in fact, gained renewed vigour. Two years later, the first two days 
of the Two New Sciences were already completed, and by the end of 1635, he was finaliz-
ing the third day, which focused on local motion. In addition to drafting the text, Galil-
eo promptly began organizing the printing operations. Managing this process, however, 
proved to be highly problematic and caused delays in the publication.

The Galilean historiography – in particular Rapahel’s account – has reconstructed in 
detail the manoeuvres that prepared the way for the edition of the Two New Sciences. The 
copious correspondence that Galileo exchanged with his extensive network of contacts 
in those years, indeed, helps to understand that, despite the restrictions imposed by his 
condemnation and house arrest, in 1635 Galileo explored multiple avenues to secure a 
printer to his work.

The first attempt to circumvent censorship was made in Venice, where the political 
and intellectual environment was more permissive compared to the strict controls exer-
cised by the Holy Office in other Italian cultural centres. Despite the diligent efforts of 
Fulgenzio Micanzio, who managed this operation, the ban on publishing any work by the 
author of the Dialogue remained unshaken. In a letter dated 10th February 1635, Micanzio 
informed Galileo of a conversation he had with the Inquisitor of the lagoon city, who had 
already prohibited the reprinting of Galileo’s Discourse on Floating Bodies in observance of 
the general ban de editis omnibus et edendis.14

Micanzio’s attempt in Venice demonstrated that publishing Galileo’s work in Italy was 
impossible. Therefore, to avoid exacerbating an already tense situation, Galileo had no 
option but to seek publication in Europe. Even across the Alps, however, it was necessary 
to carefully consider the best route for sending Galileo’s precious manuscript, as the pres-
ence of Jesuits in many cultural centres posed additional challenges.

In 1635, at the suggestion of Grand Duke Ferdinando, Galileo sent a manuscript con-
taining the first two days of his work to the engineer Giovanni Pieroni, who was at the 
service of the Holy Roman Emperor in Vienna.15 Pieroni intended to have Galileo’s work 
printed in Prague.16 However, the influence of the Jesuits in both Prague and Vienna was 
so strong that it impeded the publication. Pieroni had to seek the assistance of Cardinal 
Dietrichstein, Bishop of Olmütz, to establish contact with a local printing house.17 Al-
though the engravings for the illustrations were prepared, Pieroni was eventually forced to 

14 OG, XVI, 209.
15 Ibid., 303-304.
16 Ibid., 359. 

17 Ibid., 393.
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abandon the project due to the sudden death of Cardinal Dietrichstein. He had no choice 
but to return the manuscript to Galileo.18

In the spring of 1636, while finalizing his studies on the projectile motion for what 
would become the fourth day of the Two New Sciences, Galileo welcomed the printer 
Lodewijk Elzevier at his residence in Arcetri, where he had returned to live two years ear-
lier following a permit from Pope Urban VIII.19 That visit, facilitated by Elia Diodati, was 
not merely a courtesy but was pivotal in arranging the edition of the work. Although we 
lack specific details of the meeting, we know that the outcome was successful: in the fol-
lowing months, Galileo prepared a copy of the first three days of his work to be sent to 
Venice. There, Micanzio would deliver the manuscript to Elzevier, who was in the lagoon 
city on business.20

At this point, historians have generally maintained that the final printing of the Two 
New Sciences by the Elzeviers was primarily the result of the efforts of Galileo’s closest col-
laborators. However, as I intend to demonstrate in this article, Galileo did not relinquish 
his central role and continued to actively supervise the printing operations that led to the 
edition of his last work. In addition to supervising the operations, he also devised a plan 
to conceal his involvement, ensuring that no one could challenge his hidden role as the 
mastermind behind this delicate editorial undertaking. His contribution, although subtly 
concealed, emerges through unexpected channels and behind-the-scenes maneuvers that 
challenge the traditional narrative and reveal Galileo’s active participation in shaping the 
final form of his Two New Sciences.

A crucial event for understanding Galileo’s plan to print the Two New Sciences and to 
conceal his involvement in the editorial project was the visit he received in October 1636 
at Arcetri from the Count of Noailles, the French ambassador in Rome to whom Galileo 
would later dedicate his work.21 As Galileo would later recount in the dedication, indeed, 
during that visit, the Count of Noailles received a valuable copy of the manuscript of the 
Two New Sciences. This detail is not merely a marginal note: as it will emerge in the second 
part of this article, the visit of the Count de Noailles and the alleged gift of the manuscript 
were crucial in portraying Galileo as completely uninvolved in the publication of his own 
work.

18 Raphael, “Printing Galileo’s Discorsi: A Collaborative Affair”, 488-495.
19 OG, XVI, 452.
20 Ibid., 475.
21 François de Noailles (1584-1645) served as the French ambassador to Rome from April 1634 

to October 1636. He had met Galileo in Padua in 1603, where he had been one of his students. 
Following Galileo’s condemnation in 1633, he attempted to lessen the severity of his punish-
ment, though unsuccessfully. In 1636, he obtained a permission to meet with the Tuscan math-
ematician in Poggibonsi during his return journey to France. See Favaro, Amici e corrispondenti 
di Galileo, 1317-1346.
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By the end of 1636, as revealed in a letter to Diodati dated 6th December, Galileo was 
still grappling with the parabolic motion of projectiles. He was working through notes from 
his Paduan studies and found “considerable difficulty in understanding many of the things 
discovered in his younger years”.22 The text for the fourth day was not completed until 
March 1637. Once again, Micanzio sent this portion of Galileo’s work to Elzevier, who on 
16th March requested from the Venetian Servite “the remainder with the frontispiece”.23 In 
Galileo’s plans, the “remainder” was intended to include a fifth day on the force of impact. 
However, Galileo’s deteriorating health forced him to abandon this part of the project.

The printing process continued until January 1638, when Elzevier sent Galileo the 
drafts of the final pages of the work, requesting the dedication and the title.24 The former 
was sent to Leiden by Diodati after receiving formal approval from the Count de Noailles; 
the latter, chosen by Elzevier, was not well received by Galileo, who later described it as 
“too vulgar, if not plebeian”.25 After a tortuous and laborious collective effort involving 
many members of the Republic of Letters who had rallied around Galileo,26 the Two New 
Sciences were finally published in the spring of 1638.

From the correspondence with his closest friends and collaborators, it is evident that 
Galileo was an active promoter of this editorial endeavour. However, he had to publicly 
present his work as if it had been edited without his knowledge. Although the Two New 
Sciences did not explicitly advocate Copernicanism, they nonetheless constituted a signif-
icant defence of the new natural philosophy underpinning the heliocentric system. The 
book, indeed, was presented to the readers as a publication made possible largely through 
the goodwill of the Count de Noailles, to whom the work was dedicated. Galileo’s involve-
ment was carefully concealed between the lines of his work.

Behind the scenes
The dedication to the French ambassador that precedes the text of the Two New Sciences is 
the principal document through which Galileo obscured any evidence of his involvement 
in the publication of his work:

I recognize as resulting from your excellency’s magnanimity the disposition you have been 
pleased to make of this work of mine, notwithstanding the fact that I myself, as you know, 

22 OG, XVI, 524.
23 OG, XVII, 45.
24 Ibid., 265.
25 Ibid., 370. We do not have information on the title Galileo intended to give to his work, apart 

from the initial word: Dialogues.
26 Torrini, “Galileo e la Repubblica degli scienziati”, 788-789; Raphael, “Printing Galileo’s Discor-

si: A Collaborative Affair”.
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being confused and dismayed by the ill fortune of my other works, had resolved not to put 
before the public any more of my labors. Yet in order that they might not remain completely 
buried, I was persuaded to leave a manuscript copy in some place, that it might be known at 
least to those who understand the subjects of which I treat. And thus having chosen, as the 
best and loftiest such place, to put this into your excellency’s hands, I felt certain that you, 
out of your special affection for me, would take to heart the preservation of my studies and 
labors. Hence, during your passage through this place on your return from your Roman em-
bassy, when I was privileged to greet you in person (as I had so often greeted you before by 
letters), I had occasion to present to you the copy that I then had ready of these two works. 
You benignly showed yourself very much pleased to have them, to be willing to keep them 
securely, and by sharing them in France with any friend of yours who is apt in these sciences, 
to show that although I remain silent, I do not therefore pass my life in entire idleness.27

How should we read this incipit? Evidently, this is a masterful act of dissimulation. 
Galileo, indeed, claims that after his condemnation, he had decided not to expose any of 
his “labours” to the public. Actually, he had not only been actively involved in the Latin 
editions of the Dialogue (1635) and the Letter to the Grand Duchess Christina of Lorraine 
(1636), but he had also pursued every possible avenue to publish his latest work. He now 
sought to convince his readers – and his opponents – that the publication of the Two New 
Sciences was entirely due to the Count of Noailles’ magnanimity.

Besides, it is indicative that Galileo chose to dedicate his last work to the French am-
bassador. He could have honoured the Grand Duke of Tuscany or another eminent patron 
of the sciences. Why, then, did he choose the Count? Most likely, Galileo knew that the 
French ambassador was the only prominent figure upon whom he could plausibly place 
the burden and responsibility for the publication of the Two New Sciences. After all, the 
Count had been authorized by Urban VIII to visit Galileo in October 1636. Thus, in the 
eyes of the world and of the Holy Office, as Galileo emphasises in the dedication letter, 
it was credible that during his visit to Arcetri, the Count received a copy of the work that 
Galileo happened to have ready. However, as revealed by his correspondence with Mican-
zio, Galileo had sent the manuscript of the Two New Sciences to the printers months before 
his meeting with the Count de Noailles.

The details of this operation are documented in a manuscript letter (Fig. 1) preserved 
at the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze (MS Gal. 72, f. 30r):

Due to various unforeseen circumstances, particularly the death of the Emperor, the plan 
to dedicate my work to His Majesty has been abandoned. I have therefore thought that 
the Illustrious Count de Noailles, a dear friend and kind patron, if needed should say that 

27 Galilei, Two new sciences: including centers of gravity & force of percussion.
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Fig. 1 – MS Gal. 72 f. 30r, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze.
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during his visit here and during our meeting, I entrusted him with these works so that he 
could keep them and leave a copy in some renowned library to ensure they are not com-
pletely forgotten. I then imagine that, in some way unknown to me, a copy has reached the 
Elzeviers, who have printed it spontaneously: however, as it is my work, they now ask me 
for the dedication and title. To this request, I would respond that I have just learned that, 
unexpectedly and without my knowledge, my works have been printed. I would also decide 
to issue another letter, written by me to Count de Noailles, expressing my uncertainty about 
whether to rejoice or lament that these works of mine have been printed without my aware-
ness. I have some legitimate reason to fear that my vigilant enemies might cause me trouble, 
and thus considering that this situation stems from the Count’s excessive affection towards 
me, it would be fitting for him to bear the consequences, thus making it my desire that the 
work be dedicated to his protection.28

The author of this letter is Galileo, who communicates to his correspondent the script 
to feign his ignorance of the Leiden edition. The key figure in this charade is the Count 
of Noailles. Through his correspondent, indeed, Galileo requests the Count to state, if 
necessary, that “when passing through these parts, and during our meeting, I handed him 
these works”. The scheme continues with the staged publication of the Two New Sciences in 
Leiden: a manuscript copy of Galileo’s work somehow made its way to the Elzeviers, who 
then requested a dedication and a title from the author. To this request, Galileo would 
respond that he had been “newly and unexpectedly informed that my works had been 
published without my knowledge”. Once again, the intention was to convince the readers 
that the work had been published without the author’s consent.

The plan to draft the dedication was ready. But who was the recipient of Galileo’s letter 
containing these instructions? Folio 30r bears the heading “Copy”; indeed, the handwrit-
ing on the letter is not Galileo’s. Who made this copy? The author of this copy – and most 
likely the recipient of Galileo’s missive – was Elia Diodati. A comparison of this folio with 
other autograph letters by the Parisian jurist supports this hypothesis (Fig. 2).29 In the Na-
tional Edition of Galileo’s works, Antonio Favaro notes that folio 30r is written “in the same 
handwriting as the manuscripts of the dedication and the preface to the Discourses and 
Mathematical Demonstrations Concerning Two New Sciences”.30 Indeed, folios 28r-v (Fig. 3, 
Fig. 4), which contain the dedication to the Count of Noailles, and folios 31r-v and 32r 
(Fig. 5, Fig. 6, Fig. 7), which include an almost final version of the printer’s letter to the 
readers (i.e., the preface), also appear to be written in Diodati’s hand.

28 OG, VIII, 365.
29 Confront, for example, Diodati’s handwriting in the manuscript letter he sent to Roberto Gal-

ileo on 2nd June 1637, currently preserved at the Archivio di Stato di Firenze, 5351, c. 4r-v 
(digital version: https://opac.museogalileo.it/imss/resource?l=en&uri=00005773).

30 OG, VIII, 365, note 1.

https://opac.museogalileo.it/imss/resource?l=en&uri=00005773
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Fig. 2 – Comparison of the letter f in manuscript 31r and in an autograph letter by Diodati.

Beyond the calligraphic evidence, we can identify the Parisian jurist as the author of 
these folios for his pivotal role in the publication of the Two New Sciences. The instructions 
for finalizing the printing of the dedication and the preface were sent to Elzevier through 
Diodati in January 1638. As it was for the Latin editions of the Dialogue and the Letter to 
the Grand Duchess Christina of Lorraine, Diodati oversaw the editorial operations of the 
Two New Sciences from Paris, presumably after receiving instructions or approval from 
Galileo himself.

In the specific case of folio 30r, it is unclear whether Galileo was directing the jurist on 
how to write the dedication or merely informing him of the strategy he had employed to 
compose it. In the first scenario, it is possible that Diodati wrote the dedication according 
to Galileo’s instructions. In the second scenario, Galileo may have sought the Count of 
Noailles’s approval for the orchestrated narrative surrounding the printed edition of his 
work through Diodati before drafting the dedication.

Regardless, the text of the dedication on folios 28r-v is essentially identical to the one 
later published in March 1638.31 Folio 30r, however, precedes the drafting of the dedica-
tion itself, as it seeks a form of authorisation from the Count of Noailles to approve the 
strategy. For his part, on 10th January 1638, the French ambassador effectively granted his 
consent for the dedication. However, his letter to the Pisan mathematician suggests that 
he had neither read Galileo’s Two New Sciences nor, quite possibly, even received the man-
uscript. He only noted that Diodati had informed him about the book:

31 The five variations between the manuscript and the printed text are insignificant and are noted 
by Antonio Favaro (Ibid., 43-44).
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Ce sera donc, Monsieur, avec beaucoub de joye et d’honeur, que ie verray mon nom a la 
teste du livre duquel M.r Deodati m’a parlé; en recognoissance de quoy il n’y a chose au 
monde que vous puissies desirer de moy, que ie ne sois prest de vous rendre.32

What follows in the dedication letter to the Count of Noailles meticulously adheres to 
the plan outlined by Galileo in his script. The Tuscan mathematician asserts that he decided 
to dedicate his work to the Count only after acknowledging that the Elzeviers were printing 
it without his prior knowledge. According to Galileo, it was the French ambassador who, 
“out of zeal for the public good,” had sent the manuscript to the printers. Had the decision 
been his alone, Galileo “would have been content for the work to remain in more confined 
spaces”. However, since the Count of Noailles had chosen to publish it to “enhance my 
fame by allowing it to spread its wings freely under the open sky”, dedicating the work to 
the French ambassador seemed imperative. The dedication concludes with a heartfelt plea 
for protection, with Galileo asking the Count to “defend my reputation against those who 
would seek to harm it, as you have placed me in the arena against my adversaries”.33

The readers of this dedication could not have suspected that Galileo’s words were a 
cunning strategy to evade censorship. Nor could they have imagined the extensive behind-
the-scenes efforts that Galileo and his correspondents had undertaken over three years, 
out of the Holy Office’s sight, to realise the 1638 edition. Without Diodati’s adept diplo-
matic manoeuvring and Elzevier’s foresight, Galileo’s final work might not have achieved 
the widespread circulation it did across Europe.

Diodati was not only the facilitator of the agreement between the author and the pub-
lisher for the publication of the Two New Sciences; presumably, he was also the author of 
the printer’s letter to the readers that opened the work. In the printed edition, this letter is 
unsigned by Elzevier, and several clues suggest that the Parisian jurist was its likely author. 
The fact that the Dutch publisher did not compose the letter to the readers is corroborated 
by Galileo’s own words to Fulgenzio Micanzio in the postscript to a letter dated 16th Au-
gust 1636: “The title, dedication, and proem Ad lectorem will be sent in due time. This is a 
notice for Mr. Elzevier”.34

In the manuscript Gal. 72, housed in the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze, folios 
31r-32r contain the autograph version of the printer’s letter to the readers written in Dioda-
ti’s hand. This letter was presumably sent by the Parisian jurist to Galileo for review before 
its publication in the 1638 edition of the Two New Sciences. The fact that this manuscript has 
passed through several hands is corroborated by the outer part of the letter – folio 32v (Fig. 

32 OG, XVII, 246.
33 OG, VIII, 44.
34 OG, XVI, 476.
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Fig. 3 – MS Gal. 72, f. 28r, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze.
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Fig. 4 – MS. Gal. 72, f. 28v, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze.
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8), which shows two classificatory inscriptions “Prefazione” written by two different hands.35 
Furthermore, a collation between the manuscript and the 1638 printed edition reveals sev-
eral variants, suggesting that this manuscript was not merely a copy made after the Leiden 
publication but was likely sent by Diodati to Galileo specifically for supervision and approv-
al. The variants in the manuscript compared to the printed edition mostly involve syntactic 
choices, reordering of some adjectives, or different adjective selections. Additionally, some 
of Galileo’s titles are omitted in the printed edition, in which Galileo is referred to only as 
“Accademico Linceo”, while the manuscript includes his full title “Linceo e meritamente Pri-
mario Matematico del Ser.mo Gran Duca di Toscana, con grandissima preminenza”.36

In addition to the handwriting and the prominent role played by Diodati in the edition 
of the Two New Sciences, it is the content of the text that further connects the printer’s 
letter to the Parisian jurist. The letter opens with a comparison to ancient ages when in-
ventors were honoured and even deified. Similarly, those “who, with the sharpness of their 
intellects, have reformed already discovered things, uncovering the fallacies and errors in 
many propositions put forth by distinguished men and accepted as true for many ages, 
are worthy of great praise and admiration”. The author goes on to assert that such “praise” 
should be particularly directed towards the “most perceptive intellects” who, “in recent 
centuries”, have renewed arts and sciences. Among these intellects, Galileo stands out 
prominently. His distinction is attributed to two primary reasons:

for having demonstrated the inconclusiveness of many arguments regarding various con-
clusions, confirmed with solid demonstrations (as his already published works are full of 
them), and also for being the first to discover and report, using the telescope (which had 
originally emerged in these our regions but was then perfected significantly by him), the 
news of Jupiter’s four moons, of the true and certain demonstration of the Milky Way, of the 
sunspots, of the roughness and nebulous regions of the Moon, of Saturn’s tripartite nature, 
of the crescent phase of Venus, and the nature and arrangement of the comets; discoveries 
unknown to ancient astronomers and philosophers, so that it can be said that through these 
revelations, he brought a new light into the world and revitalized astronomy.

The first reason is a cryptic allusion to the Dialogue, in which the “inconclusiveness of 
many arguments” concerning the Ptolemaic system and, by extension, the doctrine of the 
Earth’s immobility, is demonstrated. The second reason pertains to Galileo’s telescopic 
discoveries, through which a new light appeared to the world and revitalized astronomy. 
In celebrating these discoveries, Diodati employs nearly the same words he used in 1636, 

35 Two classificatory inscriptions by two different hands also appear on the outer part of the man-
uscript containing the dedication (MS Gal. 72, f. 29v).

36 OG, VIII, 45-46.
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when in the preface to the Latin edition of the Letter to the Grand Duchess Christina of 
Lorraine he remarked that:

Indeed, having brought the Dutch telescope to a higher level of perfection, like an-
other Prometheus, with this optical instrument that illuminates the hidden recesses 
of the heavens, he was the first to reveal to us celestial bodies, that is, new stars unseen 
and unknown to the ancient astronomers; [he discovered] the much-sought cause of 
the Milky Way, which was doubtful and obscure to ancient philosophers and astrono-
mers, the sunspots, the roughness of the Moon and scattered shadows here and there, 
Saturn’s tripartite nature, the crescent phase of Venus, and the distinctive character-
istics of the other planets, as well as the fact that they all receive light from the Sun 
(from which [discoveries] the ineffable light of astronomical science has shone).37

Just five years after Galileo’s condemnation, Copernicanism reappeared in disguise, 
concealed behind Diodati’s veiled prose. Indeed, the Parisian jurist subtly referenced the 
opening of the Dialogue when, in discussing astronomy, he wrote:

from the excellence of which (as in the heavens and in celestial bodies the power, 
wisdom, and goodness of the Supreme Creator shine with greater evidence and 
admiration than in all the other creatures) results the great merit of those who have 
revealed this knowledge to us, by making such bodies distinctly visible to us, de-
spite their almost infinite distance.38

The celebration of Galileo’s enterprise continued with the presentation of his latest 
work. Diodati introduced the author of the treatise as a pioneering figure in the two new 
sciences addressed. Galileo was praised for having geometrically demonstrated those two 
disciplines from their fundamental principles and for having revealed a wide array of phe-
nomena and propositions related to them that had not been previously observed.

The theme of scientific progress through the new experimental method was evidently 
dear to Diodati. Consistent with the Latin editions of 1635 and 1636, the conclusion of 
his preface reflected one of the primary goals of his cultural project – the promotion of 
scientific investigation for the betterment of humanity:39 

Of these two new sciences, full of propositions that will be endlessly expanded over time by 

37 OG, XVI, 194.
38 OG, VIII, 27.
39 Garcia, Élie Diodati et Galilée. Naissance d’un réseau scientifique dans l’Europe du XVIIe siècle, 

348-363.
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Fig. 5 – MS Gal. 72, f. 31r, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze.



74 – essays navigating censorship

    | galilÆana, vol. XXIi, issue 1 (2025)

Fig. 6 – MS Gal. 72, f. 31v, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze.



lucia bucciarelli 75

galilÆana, vol. XXii, issue 1 (2025) | 

Fig. 7 – MS Gal. 72, f. 32r, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze.
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Fig. 8 – MS Gal. 72, f. 32v, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze.
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speculative minds, in this book the first doors are opened, and with a considerable number 
of demonstrated propositions, it points to the progress and transition to countless others, as 
will be easily understood and recognized by the learned.

Galileo epitomised the new savant – both discoverer of a new science and promoter of 
the dissemination of a new knowledge, which fostered hopes for the long-awaited cultural 
renewal. The powerful instruments wielded by the Church to hinder the free exchange 
of ideas appeared ineffective against the inexorable momentum of science, which, with 
both determination and caution, dismantled every barrier erected by dogmatism. Galileo’s 
latest work was the most striking testament to this phenomenon: ostensibly, it addressed 
only geometric problems, such as the theory of motion and the behaviour of spherical ob-
jects. However, a more perceptive reader would discern, woven into Galileo’s sharp rhet-
oric, the profound connection between the new Earth and the new heaven, and would 
recognize that the motion and the spheres studied with geometric precision were, in fact, 
reflections of the movement and nature of the planets. In this regard, the Dialogue and the 
Two New Sciences are distinctly complementary for a comprehensive understanding of the 
Universe’s order – mathematics and philosophy, inseparable.

Conclusion 
The strict controls following Galileo’s 1633 condemnation left no room for the free circu-
lation of scientific texts, severely limiting the publication of new works. These measures 
rendered the dissemination of ideas and manuscripts extremely difficult, compelling 
many intellectuals to operate in secrecy and to resort to clandestine channels to circulate 
their writings.40 The editorial operation that led to the publication of the Two New Sciences 
represents a prime example: bundles of letters, cleverly concealing the pages of Galileo’s 
work, travelled through the hands of his most trusted friends and collaborators, following 
a route that from Venice and Paris led to the Elzeviers’ presses in Leiden.

The Galilean historiography, particularly Raphael’s work, has made considerable 
strides in highlighting the significant contribution of Galileo’s closest collaborators to the 
publication of the Two New Sciences. Focusing on the figure of Elie Diodati, my analysis 
seeks to strengthen this thesis while also emphasizing the central role that Galileo him-
self continued to play in directing the editorial operation of his work. His involvement 
remained decisive: despite the pervasive censorship of the time, he orchestrated complex 
strategies to ensure that his ideas could reach a wider audience.

In addition to the strategies arranged to circulate the manuscript of the Two New Sci-

40 Marcus, Findlen, “Deciphering Galileo: Communication and Secrecy before and after the Tri-
al”, 953-995.
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ences, Galileo and Diodati devised a subtle plan to obscure the author’s inevitable involve-
ment in this delicate editorial operation. Garcia’s monograph skilfully reconstructs the 
figure of Elie Diodati and his relationship with Galileo. His work remains essential for 
understanding the collaboration between the two during Galileo’s final years, particularly 
in relation to the Latin edition of the Dialogue and the Letter to Christina of Lorraine. My 
analysis of Diodati’s role in the edition of the Two New Sciences, supports Garcia’s thesis, 
providing new evidence that documents the Parisian jurist’s involvement in the material 
production of Galileo’s final works. 

Beyond logistical and editorial support, my analysis aims to highlight another dimen-
sion of the relationship between Galileo and Diodati: following Galileo’s directions, Di-
odati meticulously prepared every page of the writings preceding the Two New Sciences, 
forging so a profound intellectual partnership with the Tuscan mathematician. The depth 
of this collaboration is immortalized in the manuscripts preserved at the Biblioteca Nazi-
onale Centrale di Firenze, serving as an enduring testimony to the carefully orchestrated 
efforts and to the unwavering commitment that enabled the Two New Sciences to defy 
censorship and reach a wider audience. This legacy underscores the significance of Galileo 
and Diodati’s shared mission to advance knowledge and preserve the integrity of scientific 
inquiry, even in the face of a formidable opposition.



lucia bucciarelli 79

galilÆana, vol. XXii, issue 1 (2025) | 

References
Biener, Zvi. “Galileo’s First New Science: The Science of Matter”. Perspectives on science 12, 3 

(2004), 262-287. 
Bucciarelli, Lucia. “Back to Battle: The Latin Edition of the Dialogue and of the Letter to 

Christina (1635-1636)”. Galilæana 16 (2019), 77-104.
Camerota, Michele. Galileo Galilei e la cultura scientifica nell’età della controriforma. Roma: 

Salerno Editrice, 2004.
Drake, Stillman. Galileo at Work. New York: Dover publications, 1995.
Favaro, Antonio. Amici e corrispondenti di Galileo. Firenze: Salimbeni, 1983, 3 vol.
Findlen, Paula, Hanna Marcus. “Deciphering Galileo: Communication and Secrecy before and 

after the Trial”. Renaissance quarterly 72, 3 (2019), 953-995. https://doi.org/10.1017/
rqx.2019.253

Galilei, Galileo. Two new sciences: including centers of gravity & force of percussion. Trans. S. Drake. 
Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1974.

Galluzzi, Paolo. Tra atomi e indivisibili. La materia ambigua di Galileo. Firenze: Olschki, 2011.
Garcia, Stephen. Élie Diodati et Galilée. Naissance d’un réseau scientifique dans l’Europe du XVIIe 

siècle. Firenze: Olschki, 2004.
Hall, Crystal. Galileo’s reading. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013.
Van Helden, Albert. “Longitude and the Satellites of Jupiter”. In The Quest for Longitude, edited 

by William J. H. Andrewes, 85-100. Cambridge MA: Harvard Collection of Historical 
Scientific Instruments, 1996.

Raphael, Renée J. “Printing Galileo’s Discorsi: A Collaborative Affair”. Annals of Science 69, 4 
(2012), 483-513. https://doi.org/10.1080/00033790.2011.644192

Stefani, Marta. “Un telescopio a due occhi? Favaro, Venturi e il celatone di Galileo”. Galilæana 
10 (2013), 169-185.

Torrini, Maurizio. “Galileo e la Repubblica degli scienziati”. In Largo campo di filosofare: Eu-
rosymposium Galileo 2001, edited by José Montesinos, Carlos Solís, 788-789. La Orota-
va: Fundación Canaria Orotava de Historia de la Ciencia, 2001.

https://doi.org/10.1017/rqx.2019.253
https://doi.org/10.1017/rqx.2019.253
https://doi.org/10.1080/00033790.2011.644192

