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The publication of Newton’s Opera Omnia in Geneva and Lausanne (1739-1761): a chapter 

in the reception of Newtonianism 

Abstract 

During the eighteenth century, several towns located in what is known today as the Suisse 

romande were extremely receptive towards scientific culture, and most notably Newtonianism. 

In this paper I deal with a nine-volume publication of Newton’s Opera Omnia that was planned 

in Geneva and Lausanne during the late 1730s and 1740s. This publication has not received the 

attention it deserves. To the best of my knowledge, even an awareness of its existence is lacking 

in the literature devoted to the reception of Newtonianism. This paper examines the 

circumstances of the publication of a complete set of all of Newton’s works known at the time, 

and the motivations of the editors, mathematicians, and publishers who were involved in this 

editorial enterprise. 
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Introduction 

Newton’s scholars are familiar with a three-volume annotated edition of the Principia that 

appeared in Geneva  between 1739 and 1742. Also well-known is a three-volume collection of 

Newton’s shorter essays, the Opuscula Mathematica, Philosophica et Philologica printed in 

Lausanne in 1744. Less known, perhaps, are the 1740 Latin edition of the Opticks, printed in 

Lausanne, and the two-volume annotated edition of the Arithmetica Universalis. The latter 

appeared only in 1761 in Amsterdam; however, it was ready for publication by the mid-1740s, 

and was conceived and planned for publication in the Pays de Vaud by the same editor of the 

Opuscula. So far this nine-volume edition of Newton’s Opera Omnia has not received the 

attention it deserves; actually, even an awareness of its existence is lacking in the literature 

devoted to the European dissemination of Newton’s works, even though in some booksellers’ 

catalogues a nine-volume set of Newton’s works is sometime put on sale. Who were the editors 
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and publishers who made it possible? And what can we learn about the reception of 

Newtonianism in the Calvinist region of the Suisse romande by studying the circumstances of its 

publication?  

 As we shall see, the imprimeurs, libraires, literati, journalists, mathematics tutors and 

professors who joined forces in the production of the Newtonian Opera Omnia formed a loose 

network active in between Geneva, Vevey, and Lausanne. The members of this network shared 

their competences in such a way that they gradually made it possible for all the then-known 

works by Newton to be printed, and for the most part also commented upon. Even though this 

was not the result of an agreed plan, all those involved in such a complex and time-consuming 

task worked in close contact, exchanging information, and cooperating in several ways to the 

establishment of the texts, commentaries, and other paratexts. Such a remarkable editorial 

enterprise took place in a francophone cultural environment that was extremely receptive 

towards the ideals of a politically moderate and religious Enlightenment as well as towards the 

promotion of scientific culture.1 

 The alliance between the moderate theology in vogue in eighteenth-century Geneva and 

science has been studied extensively by scholars such as Virginia Dawson, Helena Rosenblatt, 

René Sigrist, and David Sorkin.2 Less researched is the occurrence of a similar cultural 

phenomenon in Lausanne: in this paper I shall attempt some forays in that direction. Genevan 

theologians such as Jean-Alphonse Turrettini and Jacob Vernet “elevated reason as the primary 

arbiter in theological inquiry,” in an effort to contrast the growing popularity of deist, or even 

atheist, philosophies on the one hand, and the “equally distressing appearance of religious 

enthusiasm in the form of Pietism” on the other.3 The leitmotiv in Turrettini’s highly influential 

sermons was that reason is compatible with Christian religion and Revelation; it is more 

necessary, he surmised, in theology than in jurisprudence.4 It is no chance that, as we shall see in 

the next section, in the 1710s and 1720s Turrettini was instrumental both in the abrogation of the 

Formula Consensus (1706), which his father François had put in place in defence of orthodox 

Calvinist theology, and in promoting the teaching of science and mathematics at the Genevan 

academy. Similarly, Vernet, who succeeded Turrettini as a professor of theology at the academy 

and became Geneva’s dominant theologian during his long life spanning the whole eighteenth 

century, promoted the optimistic, and anti-deist, view that the God-given power of reason could 

not contradict the truth of the Scripture.5  

 These theological positions, and the ways in which they smoothed the path to an 

integration of Christianity with Newtonianism, and with Leibnizian and Wolffian philosophies, 
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are familiar to historians of eighteenth-century religious culture: they are a constitutive element 

of what has been described as “moderate Enlightenment” in Jonathan Israel’s imposing trilogy.6 

What is important for us is to study how these theological positions resonated with Newtonian 

natural philosophy in the specific context considered in this paper. As we shall see, Turrettini 

was instrumental in installing in 1723 Jean-Louis Calandrini in a Chair of mathematics in 

Geneva, while his younger disciple Vernet sided with Calandrini in defending Newtonianism in 

the pages of the Bibliothèque italique in between 1729 and 1734.  Thus the support these 

theologians provided to Newtonian science in Geneva in the 1720s and 1730s is evident not only 

from the words of their sermons, which drew upon the argument from design as expounded in 

the Boyle lectures, but is revealed also by their actions in the academic and journalistic 

enterprises they embarked on.  It should be added that, throughout the eighteenth century, the 

moderate theology of Turrettini and Vernet was adopted as the dominant ideology by a patrician 

class that defended its political and economic privileges, not only in Geneva, but also in the other 

Calvinist areas of the Suisse romande. One should just consider the insistence with which Vernet 

praised “dependence” and “obedience” as Christian virtues in his sermons, and the 

considerations on the proper degree of luxury which is morally allowed to each social class in his 

Instruction chrétienne (1754). Francophone Switzerland, especially Geneva, was the theatre of 

clashes, in some cases violent ones (the troubles of 1707 and 1734-38), aimed at contesting the 

patricians’ dominance. Eventually, the French Revolution and the Napoleonic wars, will sweep 

away the patrician culture of Turrettini, Vernet,  and Calandrini. 7 

 In this paper we shall see how the francophone editors of Newton’s works interacted with 

some members of the Bernoulli family, who were based in German-speaking Basel; which is to 

say, in a rather different political, religious and scientific context. In broad brushstrokes, one 

might say that the elder brothers, Jacob and Johann, Bernoulli, had been profoundly influenced 

by Leibniz: indeed, they were the main promoters of the early development of the Leibnizian 

calculus. The Leipzig-based Acta Eruditorum, founded by Leibniz in 1682, was very much the 

main venue for their publications. The younger members of the family (Daniel, Nicolaus I and II, 

Johann II), and Johann’s and Jacob’s pupils, Leonhard Euler and Jacob Hermann respectively, 

found a privileged audience, and at times even employment, in the Academies of Berlin and 

Saint Petersburg, and in the University of Frankfurt an der Oder. The German-speaking world 

was of paramount importance for the Bernoullian entourage, and in general for the Swiss 

intelligentsia of Basel, Zürich and Bern. We may recall Albrecht von Haller’s influence in the 

University and the botanical garden of Göttingen and his decisive contribution to German pre-

Romantic poetry; or Johann Jakob Bodmer’s and Johann Jakob Bretinger’s confrontation with 
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the Leipzig literary school.  It is no chance that Johann Bernoulli, during his polemic with the 

English mathematicians, carried forward in the early decades of the eighteenth century, 

frequently self-styled himself as a mathematician speaking in defence of the German nation. Just 

to quote a typical statement occurring in one of his abrasive letters to George Cheyne in 1704: 

“[A]dulari nescio; consideres me esse Germanum qui ut sentit ita loquitur” (I am unable to 

flatter, you should consider me as a German, who says just what he thinks) he defiantly stated.8  

 By contrast, eighteenth-century Lausanne and Geneva were galvanized by anglophilia. 

To a contemporary observer, Geneva appeared as a town that “speaks and writes French, but 

reads and thinks English.”9  Such predilection for English culture was motivated by several 

factors. One might mention: the analogies between the religious outlook of some of the 

leading Genevan theologians and English Latitudinarianism; the network of Huguenot 

refugees that connected London, the United Provinces (an early Newtonian hotspot), and the 

Suisse romande; the economic exchanges with London due to the flourishing enterprises of 

banking, the book trade, silk manufacture, and clock making; and, at the middle of the century, 

the presence of Voltaire, a eulogist of English culture, at Ferney. The favourable orientation 

towards English, and, as we shall see, Italian and Dutch Newtonian cultures in Lausanne and 

Geneva, which marked a difference from the Leibnizian cultural influences in Basel, should not 

be seen, for sure, as a sharp divide. After all, acceptance of some tenets of Newtonian natural 

philosophy eventually reached Basel, and even the Bernoulli family. Rather, these somewhat 

contrasting orientations in French- and German-speaking Switzerland should be seen as 

diverging vector fields, to use Pierre Bourdieu’s terminology, forming the cultural backdrop in 

which the events narrated in this paper might be set. 

 As Sorkin has demonstrated, the moderate and tolerant theology, as we just noted 

similar to English Latitudinarianism, of the “middle way” promoted by Vernet translated into 

a political theory that interpreted natural law as giving moral support to “just subordination.”10  

The success of Vernet’s theology depended in part on political implications licensing the 

patricians’ supremacy. This success was due also to the fact that it provided a conceptual space 

in which all Protestant confessions could be accommodated and in which moderate Calvinists 

could engage into a dispassionate confrontation with more radical philosophical ideas, such as 

those endorsed by Voltaire, leading proponent of the Enlightenment, who took residence on the 

outskirts of Geneva.  Vernet’s theology was called into question by those opposing the ancien 

régime, who will be represented, a few decades after the period considered in this paper, by Jean-

Jacques Rousseau. 
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  The Republic of Geneva was an independent city-state since Jean Calvin’s times. Its 

proud political independence did not imply isolation.  Geneva’s contacts with Paris and with 

Huguenot French culture were deep and pervasive. The territories of the Pays de Vaud, whose 

main towns were Lausanne and Vevey, had been dominated by German-speaking Bern, which, 

along with Zürich, had expelled the Duke of Savoy by military force in the sixteenth 

century. This situation generated some frustration, a desire to gain political autonomy, and 

ultimately protest with the celebrated sacrifice of Abraham Davel in 1723, whose attempt to free 

Lausanne ended in torture and execution. Neuchâtel on the other hand, had been under Prussian 

rule since 1707. In that year, the Orléans-Longueville (a branch of the Valois), who had ruled 

Neuchâtel for two centuries, remained without heirs. The investiture of the successors was in the 

hands of the city council, which opted for Frederick I of Prussia, ending Catholic rule for this 

small Reformed city and territory. This political situation favoured contacts of the Neuchâteloise 

intelligentsia with the vibrant cultures of Bern and Berlin. During the eighteenth century, the 

above-mentioned Swiss cantons were under republican regimes. Although elected councils 

governed them, only a minority could vote and be elected to the ruling political institutions or act 

as magistrates. The society was hierarchically structured, the citoyens (citizens) being at the top. 

Below the citizens were the bourgeois – the sons of citoyens born outside the town, or the sons 

of bourgeois. The three lower classes, the natifs (natives), the habitants (residents), and the 

sujets, lacked any political rights.11   

 One of the economic activities in which towns such as Lausanne, Geneva and Yverdon 

excelled in the eighteenth century was the book trade. The number of imprimeurs and libraires 

active in these three French-speaking towns is really impressive.12 Scholars of the Enlightenment 

are familiar with these Swiss printers and publishers who promoted the diffusion of many works, 

written not only by local worthies such as Albrecht von Haller, but also by leading 

representatives of the French and Italian Enlightenment. One can think of the so-called 

Encyclopédie d’Yverdon (58 vols, 1770-1780), edited by the Italian refugee Fortunato 

Bartolomeo De Felice, or of the cooperation between Voltaire and the printing house of the 

brothers Cramer, who were amongst his friends and correspondents after he moved close to the 

Swiss border.13 One of these imprimeurs and libraires, Marc-Michel Bousquet will deserve our 

attention, since he played a prominent role in the printing of scientific works, most notably those 

by Leonhard Euler, the Bernoullis, and indeed Isaac Newton.14 

  

The annotated edition of the Principia 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frederick_I_of_Prussia
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[fig. 1] 

fig. 1 Frontispiece of the first volume of the annotated edition of the Principia published in 

Geneva in 1739. Calandrini’s name does not appear in any of the frontispieces of the three 

volumes: he is mentioned in the Monita signed by Le Seur and Jacquier that are prefaced to each 

volume, and authored an Editoris Monitum (editor’s notice) and an Editor Lectori (the editor to 

the reader). 

 

The annotated edition of the Principia, an imposing work in which the annotations are as long as 

the text itself, was published by Jacques-François Barrillot in three volumes respectively in 1739, 

1740 and 1742.15 It should be noted that Barrillot was often chosen as a printer by Bousquet, 

who – as we shall see below – published the Optice and the Opuscula. The edition of the 

Principia was supervised by  Calandrini, then professor at the Academy of Geneva, who availed 

himself of the contribution of two French Minim friars based in the convent of Trinità dei Monti 

in Rome, Thomas Le Seur and François Jacquier.16  

 Calandrini was born in 1702 in Geneva into a family of rich and influential citizens.17  

His family had left the Italian town of Lucca in the second half of the sixteenth century, since 

they had converted to the Calvinist faith.18 Calandrini received his education in the Genevan 

Academy and was appointed Professor of Mathematics there in 1724, sharing the chair with a 

young and talented mathematician, Gabriel Cramer. The Academy had just undergone a deep 

reform thanks to its rector Turrettini, who, as I wrote in the previous section, was a theologian 

who defended harmony between natural and revealed religion and elevated reason as a decisive 

arbiter in theological inquiry. The academy had originally been set up for the training of 

Calvinist pastors. In the second half of the seventeenth century, Louis Tronchin and Jean-Robert 

Chouet, two professors influenced by the theology promoted at the French academy of Saumur, a 

compromise between Arminianism and Calvinist orthodoxy, began to teach – somewhat 

clandestinely – scientific subjects, including some Cartesian doctrines.19 In 1708 Turrettini, the 

newly appointed rector, sought to free the Academy of the influence of the Venerable Company 

of Pastors and instituted a chair of mathematics, which eventually fell into the able hands of 

Cramer and Calandrini. Calandrini remained in the Academy until 1750, after being appointed 

Professor of Philosophy in 1734.20 Upon quitting the Academy, he embarked on a political 

career as member of the Small Council (1750), Treasurer (1752) and Syndic (1754), the highest 

office in the Genevan Republic. He died in 1758. 
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 Calandrini was one of the most influential early supporters of Newtonianism in Geneva.  

The evidence that Calandrini taught Newtonian philosophy at the academy is convincing, but 

indirect. Calandrini’s extant lecture notes tell more about his teaching on pure and mixed 

mathematics: they concern conic sections, plane and spherical trigonometry, and motion in 

resisting media. Virginia Dawson has studied a 162-page long notebook she has found in a 

private archive. It is in the hand Calandrini’s student Abraham Trembley, who in 1730 defended 

a thesis on the infinitesimal calculus under Calandrini’s supervision. In Trembley’s notes, 

probably written after 1736, one of the authors most consistently and extensively cited is Samuel 

Clarke. More relevant information can be drawn from Charles Bonnet’s autobiographical 

recollections of his studies under Cramer and Calandrini.21 From Bonnet’s Mémoires 

autobiographiques we learn that the physico-theology of William Derham and Clarke’s Boyle 

lectures were familiar to the students of the two Genevan professors, who – Bonnet recalls – 

“were faithful in heart and spirit to Revelation, and since they were laymen, and were enjoying 

the greatest fame in our Academy, what they said in favour of Revelation did not fail to impress 

the students, and contributed in no small degree to protect them against the dangerous sophisms 

of faithlessness.”22 Indeed, Jean Sénebier reports that Calandrini in his lectures on logic, in order 

to show that the “best philosopher is always the best Christian,” proposed the belief in Christ’s 

Resurrection as the most convincing  example of the trustfulness of testimony.23 

 Calandrini’s philo-newtonianism is in evidence in his contributions to two journals 

published in Leiden and in Lausanne. Calandrini and Cramer, during their European tours, had 

established contacts with Willem Jacob ’s Gravesande, who encouraged them to contribute to the 

new series of the Journal Littéraire (1712-1722), by that time published in Leiden as the Journal 

Historique de la République des Lettres (1732-33).24 Most notably, Calandrini contributed 

papers on the vis viva controversy, appreciated by ’s Gravesande, in which he sided with the 

Newtonian party.25  

 Cramer and Calandrini actively collaborated with another periodical, the Bibliothèque 

Italique, a journal founded in Lausanne in 1725. The initiative came from Gabriel Seigneux de 

Correvon and a group of literati that included Charles-Guillaume Loys de Bochat and Louis 

Bourguet  – an erudite antiquarian and geologist, and a member of a family of Huguenot 

refugees based in Neuchâtel – who became interested in Italian culture after several tours of 

Italy. The Bibliothèque Italique was published by Bousquet in 18 volumes from 1728 until 1734: 

the journal aimed to introduce the works of Italian philosophers and men of science into the 

French-speaking world.26  From 1729 onwards, a philo-Newtonian turn was impressed by two 

new contributors to the Bibliothèque, the theologian Vernet and Calandrini, who were later 
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joined by Cramer. Calandrini took quite an open stance in favour of Italian Newtonians, most 

notably with his reports of the dispute incepted by Giovanni Rizzetti, whose optical experiments 

(1722, 1727) were aimed at contradicting Newton’s theory of colours. This move generated 

tensions within the journal, which included some philo-Cartesian contributors.27 Yet, what 

caused the conflict with Vernet, Cramer and Calandrini was their enthusiasm in endorsing 

Newtonianism. Other editors of the Bibliothèque, such as Seigneux and Bourguet, highly valued 

journalism as a means to produce a balanced and non-sectarian report on literary and scientific 

matters. 

 After the demise of the Bibliothèque, caused by internal frictions among the editors, 

Calandrini took the bold initiative of publishing an annotated edition of the Principia. A more 

ambitious task aimed at promoting Newtonianism could not be envisaged. Such a project was of 

course a major operation. The mathematical competence necessary for commenting such an 

impervious work line by line was the purview of very few. Calandrini sought the help of two 

experts in mathematical Newtonianism, Le Seur and Jacquier. The notes of the French Minims 

help the reader to fill the lacunae in Newton’s terse style, they go to length in explaining the 

most difficult passages, provide further information and experimental data, and often end with a 

list of works that can be consulted. Calandrini’s notes are often more ambitious. Calandrini 

aimed to bring Newton’s work up to date, most notably by including in the third volume some of 

the prize-winning essays on the theory of tides submitted to the French Academy of Sciences in 

1740, and even by contributing some original research. Calandrini’s notes on the force of a 

magnet and his note on conic sections (actually a short treatise) are particularly significant. In 

other cases, such as in his attempt to improve on Newton’s theory of the motion of the Moon, 

Calandrini was less successful. Indeed, his theory of the Moon was considered wrong by the 

great expert on the subject that he consulted via Cramer, namely Alexis-Claude Clairaut.28 

 By the middle of the eighteenth century, the Principia had become an obsolete work: the 

out-dated and idiosyncratic geometric language in which it was written constituted a major 

hurdle for many readers, who were rather trained in algebra and calculus. The footnotes provided 

a commentary in the language of Leibniz’s calculus that made Newton’s demonstrations more 

accessible to mid-eighteenth century readers.  Yet, in the 1740s cutting-edge mathematical 

research was carried out by using concepts and methods, such as the notion of function, partial 

differential equations and the calculus of variations, that went far beyond the limits not only of 

Newton’s text, but also of the mathematical horizon of its commentators.29  Their mathematical 

limitations notwithstanding, Calandrini’s, Le Seur’s and Jacquire’s notes reveal something 

important about the reception of Newtonianism in Geneva.30  It is important to bear in mind that 
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the mathematical methods employed in the Principia had been a hot issue in the fierce polemic 

over the invention of the calculus. Most notably, Johann Bernoulli had mounted an attack against 

Newton based on the claim that there were mistakes in the Principia due to its author's lack of 

knowledge of calculus: in particular, according to Bernoulli, Newton lacked competence in 

integration techniques and in the handling of higher-order infinitesimals. In his view, these 

mistakes proved that Newton did not have the calculus in 1687, three years after Leibniz’s 

publication of it in the Acta Eruditorum. Bernoulli’s claims were countered by English 

mathematicians, such as Brook Taylor, John Keill and Abraham De Moivre. In the 1710s and 

1720s, the Acta Eruditorum and the Journal Litéraire were flooded with papers in which the 

details of Newton’s proofs, and Bernoulli’s corrections of them, were analysed and disputed in 

an increasingly offensive language.  

 After Leibniz’s death, Bernoulli had shied away from taking an openly polemic stance 

against Newton. Indeed, there is ample evidence to suggest that, at this juncture, he sought to re-

establish a friendly correspondence with the president of the Royal Society. Furthermore, even 

during the calculus priority controversy, Bernoulli carved out for himself a role that was not that 

of Leibniz’s watchdog. He was deeply conscious of the importance of his outstanding 

mathematical results, and often made the Republic of Letters know that it would be reductive to 

consider him as merely an acolyte of Leibniz. Given the close relationship between Calandrini 

and Cramer and the Bernoulli family (the two Genevan professors had been schooled in calculus 

during their residence in Basel and had remained in friendly correspondence with the members 

of the bâloise family), it was important to tone down the differences that divided the Newtonians 

and Johann Bernoulli. Cramer’s membership of the Bernoullian entourage becomes apparent in a 

letter to Giovanni Poleni, dated 1731, in which Johann Bernoulli refers to Cramer as “my former 

disciple.”31 And indeed, in the footnotes to the Principia Bernoulli’s papers concerning the errors 

in the Principia are cited alongside Keill’s and Taylor’s rebuttals.32  

 Thus, the papers written in the context of one of the fiercest mathematical polemic in the 

history of mathematics were used as a commentary, indeed as a confirmation, of Newton’s 

demonstrations. Every effort was made to downplay the altercation that had seen Bernoulli pit 

himself against Newton’s mathematical acolytes. Furthermore, in the same pages we find notes 

in which the conservation of vis viva is defended and ones in which the conservation of 

momentum is deployed. We also find a note in which the two calculus notations of Newton and 

Leibniz are presented side by side, with no further comment on the polemic that had divided the 

Newtonian and Leibnizian mathematicians as regards the conservation laws in physics and the 

merits of the different symbolism for the calculus.33 Such irenicism was in line with the Genevan 
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moral ideals of juste milieu and moderation defended by Turrettini and Vernet, as well as with 

the Helvetic image of Switzerland as a cultural place where the schools and sects that divided the 

European Republic of Letters could peacefully coexist and interact.34 As we shall see in the next 

sections, also other volumes of the Swiss Opera Omnia portray Johann Bernoulli, and the 

Bernoulli family more generally, as playing a leading role in the reception of, rather than in the 

opposition to, Newton’s work. 

 

The Optice 

[fig. 2] 

fig. 2 Frontispiece of Bousquet’s Latin edition of Newton’s Optice (1740).  

I have mentioned Marc-Michel Bousquet as the editor of the Bibliothèque Italique. Indeed, he 

was one of the most prolific publishers of the eighteenth century. He was born in 1696 in 

Grancy, the son of a réfugié from the Languedoc. In 1724, after a period of apprenticeship in the 

service of the libraires Cramer et Peranchon, he established a company with Pierre Gosse of The 

Hague. He had the economic support of the bankers Henry and Jean-Antoine Pellissari. The 

same year he was admitted into the Genevan bourgeoisie. Through his experience with the 

Bibliothèque Italique, Bousquet got in touch with Lausannese literati and jurists, such as 

Seigneux de Correvon and Loys de Bochat. The Italian network associated with the Bibliothèque 

Italique allowed Bousquet to get involved with the Enlightenment in the peninsula, so much so 

that in 1735 he helped  Pietro Giannone, the famous historian of the Kingdom of Naples, to flee 

from Italy and settle in Geneva in order to escape the Inquisition.  

 In 1736  Bousquet, who sided with the conservative party during the troubles that led 

some members of the bourgeoisie to threaten a civil war, left Geneva for Lausanne after a fierce 

legal dispute with the Pellissaris. In the vaudoise city he established himself as libraire of a 

société d'édition supported by the city council and founded by a group of men of letters (which 

included Loys de Bochat, professor of law and history at the academy). Bousquet made recourse 

of the printer Antoine Chapuis and the société  remained in operation until 1758. A personal 

enterprise founded in 1758 was short lived, as Bousquet died in 1761.35 Among the almost two 

hundred titles that Bousquet published, we might mention the following as particularly 

interesting for the history of science: Leonhard Euler’s Methodus inveniendi lineas curvas 

maximi minimive proprietate gaudentes (1744) and Introductio in analysin infinitorum (1748); 

Christian Wolff’s Compendium elementorum matheseos universae (1742) and Logique ou 
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réflexions sur les forces de l'entendement humain (1744); Johann Bernoulli’s Opera (1742) and 

the Bernoulli-Leibniz correspondence (1745); Newton’s Optice (1740) and Opuscula (1744); 

Jean-Philippe Loys de Cheseaux’s Traité de la comète (1744); and numerous works by Albrecht 

von Haller (1755-58). 

 In 1740 Bousquet took the initiative of publishing Newton’s Optice. The text was based 

on the 1719 emended edition of Samuel Clarke’s first Latin translation (1706) of the Opticks. 36  

Bousquet did not play merely the role of bookseller and printer: he fashioned himself as a 

protagonist of the Newton-revival in Switzerland by enriching the volume with a long dedication 

somewhat incongruously addressed to Johann Bernoulli. As noted above, Bernoulli had played a 

prominent role in the Leibniz-Newton controversy, the well-known priority dispute. After 

Leibniz’s death in 1716 Bernoulli had been one of the main protagonists in a confrontation with 

some English mathematicians, most notably John Keill and Brook Taylor, of unprecedented 

verbal violence.37 In publishing a major work by Newton, Bousquet found himself in the same 

situation, which, as we have seen, was causing some embarrassment to Calandrini in his edition 

of the Principia. The policy adopted by the Swiss editors of Newton’s works was, on the one 

hand, to tone down Bernoulli’s siding with the Leibnizian faction, and, on the other, to pay due 

tribute to Bernoulli’s achievements.  

 The dedication must be read as a defensive move, which might have stemmed not only 

from Bousquet but also from the entourage in which he operated, aimed at appeasing the elder 

ember of the Bernoulli family. In the initial dative address, Bernoulli is defined as “viro longe 

celeberrimo … nulli secundo” (a most renowned man …. second to nobody). Indeed, the purpose 

of Bousquet’s dedication was a celebration of Bernoulli, who was depicted as a Swiss hero in 

mathematics equal to Descartes, Huygens, Leibniz, and Newton. Bernoulli, Bousquet surmised, 

had been able to see and emend the errors of Newton and Leibniz, but in doing so he had taught 

the world how to “rightfully praise them, by imitating and trying to surpass their mathematical 

genius.”38 The idea that Johann, the “praeceptor Europae,” was on a par with the great French, 

Dutch, German and English geniuses enjoyed wide currency in Basel, so much so that in the 

epitaph that can be admired in the Peterskirche in Basel one finds Bernoulli eulogized as “the 

Archimedes of his century, not inferior in mathematical knowledge to those luminaries of 

Europe, Descartes, Newton, and Leibniz.”39 Of course, in 1740 these great men were dead and 

so, Bousquet surmised, only Bernoulli was left with no equals alive.40 While praising the works 

by Bernoulli that criticized the mathematics of Newton’s Principia and that had generated so 

much heat in the Leibniz-Newton priority controversy, Bousquet did not hesitate to include 

Bernoulli in the circle of Newton’s friends.41 Indeed, after Leibniz’s death, Bernoulli had made a 
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desperate attempt to rehabilitate himself in the eyes of Newton, by disavowing any activity in 

favour of Leibniz in the priority controversy. Newton was not convinced, but had let the matter 

rest so that the expulsion from the Royal Society, which Bernoulli feared so much, did not occur. 

 Bousquet’s dedication in the Optice reveals a policy that we also encounter in the other 

volumes of the Swiss Opera Omnia. Namely, the introduction of Newton’s works in the 

catalogues of the Swiss libraires went hand in hand with a respectful tribute addressed to the 

now ageing pater familias of the Bernoulli family. Indeed, Bousquet was soon to embark on a 

celebration of the achievements of Bernoulli, the edition of his Opera,42 and from the 

correspondence between Cramer and Johann II Bernoulli, it is apparent that every effort was 

made to put Johann Bernoulli into the best possible light. When Cramer, Bousquet, and Johann II 

Bernoulli planned the publication of the correspondence between Leibniz and Johann 

Bernoulli,43 one of their aims was to underline the superiority of Bernoulli over Leibniz as far as 

the advancements in the integral calculus and the discovery of the calculus exponentialis. 

Cramer was too busy in writing his treatise on the theory of curves,44 and thus he addressed an 

invitation to an Italian who had just arrived in the Pays de Vaud, Jean de Castillon to whom we 

turn in the next sections, as a suitable editor for the commercium epistolicum exchanged between 

the German homo universalis and the Swiss mathematician.  

 

The Opuscula 

[fig. 3] 

fig. 3 Frontispiece of the first volume of de Castillon’s edition of Newton’s Opuscula (1744).  

 

Jean de Castillon was the nom de plume of Giovanni Francesco Salvemini, another émigré who 

had just found refuge in Calvinist Switzerland. He was born in Florence in 1709 into a family 

originally from Castiglion Fiorentino, a small town close to Arezzo. His father was a jurist and 

the ambassador in Florence of Castiglion Fiorentino. After receiving private tuition at home and 

in a Florentine seminar, Giovanni Francesco moved to Pisa where he graduated in civil and 

canon law in 1730. The mathematician Guido Grandi was one of his teachers. In Pisa the young 

student found a vibrant environment still influenced by the epigones of the Galilean school, most 

notably Alessandro Marchetti, the translator of Lucretius’ De Rerum Natura and the proponent 

of a Christianized version of atomism.45 These were dangerous ideas that apparently must have 

fascinated Salvemini. During his studies at Pisa Salvemini became a member of the literary 
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academy of the Apatisti. Indeed, rather than law it was mathematics and literature that fascinated 

him. Salvemini became a competent mathematician and an accomplished linguist, able to read 

and translate from ancient Greek and Latin, French and English. In 1732 he moved to Florence 

where he was nominated sottocancelliere of the Opera di Santa Maria del Fiore (the renown 

Florentine cathedral).46  

This position was not to last long, since in 1736 Salvemini, for reasons that are shrouded 

in mystery, precipitously left the Grand Duchy of Tuscany. It is interesting to note that exactly in 

that period the Florentine masonic lodge led by a circle of “inglesi” (Charles Sackville, Earl of 

Middlesex, Henry Fox, Sewallis Shirley, Horace Mann) and the Prussian antiquarian and spy at 

the Stuart Court in Rome, Baron Philipp von Stosch, was closed down: its members, including 

the poet Tommaso Crudeli, were prosecuted by the Inquisition with implacable violence. Crudeli 

is believed to have died as a consequence of his imprisonment.47 During his life, Salvemini/de 

Castillon had contacts with the masonic lodges in Amsterdam48 and when he moved to Berlin in 

1763 he became the neighbour and friend of the baron’s nephew,49 Heinrich-Wilhelm Muzell-

Stosch. Further, his electoral certificate for membership to the Royal Society is signed by four 

prominent members of London Masonry (Martin Folkes, John Machin, Cromwell Mortimer, and 

Richard Mead).50 One might add that de Castillon’s son, Fréderic, became the great master of the 

Berlin masonic lodge.51 Be that as it may, Salvemini had to leave Tuscany in a hurry and the 

letters to his brothers reveal an acute concern about his safety. The swiftness with which he 

settled and found a job makes it likely that he was helped by a network supporting Italian 

refugees. He first found refuge in Vevey, where he became principal of the local college. In 1737 

he was admitted into the Calvinist faith by the Chambre des prosélytes in Geneva.52 He changed 

his name to Jean de Castillon, apparently to satisfy the request of his mother who was worried 

that he might bring “dishonour” to the Salvemini family, either because of his adherence to 

Calvinism or for the reason behind his flight from Tuscany.53   

In his period in the Suisse romande, Salvemini, now Jean de Castillon, acquired a certain 

celebrity by translating Pope’s Essay on Man into Italian, a work that had aroused the interest of 

Jean-Pierre de Crousaz and  Loys de Bochat.54 He also worked as a private tutor in mathematics 

for a number of aristocrats, including Friedrich August d’Anhalt-Zerbst (his elder sister will 

become the Empress Catherine the Great), Friedrich Wilhelm and Carl Eduard de Hessenstein, 

and the earl Simon August de Lippe-Detmold. It is interesting to note that from 1742 to 1747 a 

society of literati, which partly overlapped with those who had been  involved in the 

Bibliothèque Italique (1728-1734), gathered weekly around the young Graf von Lippe, in order 

to instruct and prepare him to the government of his small Reichsgrafschaft. De Castillon was 
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thus active in an environment interested in transmitting enlightened ideas to the ruling 

aristocracy. In this milieu he had many chances to correspond with publishers, such as Bousquet, 

and mathematicians, such as Calandrini and Cramer. Indeed, as we have seen in the previous 

section, it is Cramer who recruited him as editor of the Leibniz-Bernoulli correspondence. In the 

early 1740s de Castillon began an annotated edition of Newton’s Arithemica Universalis, but its 

publication was postponed to 1761, after de Castillon’s move to Utrecht in 1751. Undoubtedly, 

the most important publication produced by de Castillon during his stay in the Pays de Vaud is 

the three-volume set of Newton’s Opuscula Mathematica, Philosophica et Philologica [hereafter 

cited as Opuscula], which Bousquet published in 1744.55  

This was a thorough edition of Newton’s smaller works. Cramer helped de Castillon find 

some essays of Newton’s that had been either published anonymously or were not so easy to 

locate (for example, the De natura acidorum had been published in the second volume of 

Harris’s Lexicon Technicum (1710)).56 De Castillon, who knew English, also had to translate 

some of Newton’s English tracts, most notably John Colson’s English translation of Newton’s 

so-called De Methodis Serierum et Fluxionum, which appeared as The Method of Fluxions and 

Infinite Series in 1736. 57  The only major Newtonian tract that was absent from de Castillon’s 

collection (apart, of course, from the Newton manuscripts published after 1744) was the Lunae 

Theoria.58 The first volume is dedicated to the Royal Society.59 Indeed, de Castillon’s election as 

fellow of the Royal Society was mainly motivated by the role he played in the diffusion of 

Newton’s ideas promoted by the Opuscula.60 The second and third volumes are dedicated to 

senators and magistrates of Bern and Lausanne.  

The first volume of mathematical essays includes: the De Analysi per Aequationes 

Numero Terminorum Infinitas as published by William Jones in 1711;61 the Methodus 

Fluxionum et Serierum Infinitarum, a Latin translation of Colson’s English version of 1736;62 the 

Enumeratio Linearum Tertii Ordinis (published as an appendix to the Opticks, but de Castillon 

also cites and uses works by James Stirling, François Nicole and Christophe-Bernard de 

Bragelogne);63 the De Quadratura Curvarum (that de Castillon found appended to the 1706 

Latin translation of the Opticks);  the Methodus Differentialis as published by Jones in 1711;64 

Newton’s anonymous paper on the brachistochrone problem; and a number of extracts of letters 

that had appeared in the Commercium Epistolicum and in works edited by Pierre Des Maizeaux, 

and Joseph Raphson (see p. viii-ix).65 This first volume was particularly helpful because of the 

Latin version of Newton’s masterpiece on fluxions and series. The mathematical reader schooled 

in Latin, who could not read neither Colson’s English nor Buffon’s French translations, must 

have appreciated de Castillon’s effort. The only mathematical paper not included was, of course, 
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the anonymous “Account” on the Commercium Epistolicum that Newton infamously published 

in 1715. 66 

The second volume consists of De Mundi Systemate (1731); Lectiones Opticae (1729); 

Latin translations of papers from the Philosophical Transactions on the reflecting telescope, on 

the experimentum crucis, as well as the “Tabula Refrationum” that had appeared in calce to a 

paper by Halley on atmospheric refraction;67 De Natura Acidorum (Harris 1736); and Scala 

Graduum Caloris (1701).68 By providing a Latin translation of the papers concerning the 

experimentum crucis (the papers by Newton, as well as excerpts of papers of his critics such as 

Christiaan Huygens, Robert Hooke, Ignace-Gaston Pardies and Francis Linus (Line)), de 

Castillon made this important debate available to the reader schooled in Latin, but who could not 

read English. As noted above, the only philosophical essay that is lacking here is the Lunae 

Theoria Newtoniana that had appeared in Gregory’s astronomy (1702) and, the same year, as a 

separate pamphlet in English. 

The third volume consists of  the Brevia Chronica  (a Latin translation by de Castillon of 

the 1728 English edition),69 the Chronologia Veterum Regnorum Emendata (a Latin translation 

by de Castillon of the 1728 English edition),70 the Animadversiones in Observationes Factas in 

Brevia Chronica (a Latin translation by de Castillon),71 Ad Danielis Profetae Vaticinia, nec non 

Sancti Joannis Apocalypsin Observationes (Wilhem Suderman's translation, Amsterdam, 

1737),72 and the “Dissertatio de Sacro Juadaeorum Cubito et de Cubito Aliarum Gentium” (a 

Latin translation by de Castillon of Thomas Birch’s  English edition, 1737).73 

The Opuscula are notable for the completeness with which Newton’s smaller works, 

other than the trio of great monographs, the Principia, the Opticks, and the Arithmetica, are 

collected and rendered into reliable Latin, when necessary. But there are two more notable 

features of the Opuscula. The first is a life of Newton, “De Vita Isaaci Newtoni 

Commentariolus”  (pp. xxi-xxxiii), which while derivative from Bernard de Fontanelle’s éloge 

and Henry Pemberton’s View, should be considered an original biography,74 since de Castillon 

adds new information derived from his experience as editor of Newton’s essays.  Most notably, 

his explanation of Newton’s mathematical derivation of the inverse square law from the 

Keplerian laws of planetary motion improves on Fontanelle and is actually impeccable from a 

mathematical viewpoint (p. xxvi). It is interesting to note (on p. xxvi) the importance given to an 

episode of Newton’s life that must have pleased the Protestant milieu in which de Castillon 

thrived: namely, Newton’s active role in 1687 in the University’s opposition to the King’s 
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request that Sidney Sussex College confer the title of Magister Artium on a Benedictine monk, 

exempting him from swearing to uphold the thirty-nine articles of the Church of England. 

The second feature that is worth noting are the Lucretian citations that de Castillon inserts 

in his “De Vita Isaaci Newtoni Commentariolus.” These occur on p. xxvi and also as the very 

opening epigraph (facing p. i) premised to de Castillon’s address “to the reader” (Joh. 

Castillioneus Lectori S[alutem dicit]). Thus, de Castillon opens his collection of Newtoniana 

with some verses of the eulogy of Epicurus in Lucretius’s masterpiece.75 Such a dedication 

would have worried Newton greatly, who often underlined the distance separating his natural 

philosophy from Epicureanism,76 and indeed it seems that Richard Bentley, while supervising 

the second edition of the Principia, emended Edmond Halley’s opening ode in order to avoid 

associations between Newton and Epicurus.77 Nonetheless, associations between Newton and 

Epicurus occurred frequently in the eighteenth century: we might recall the Lucretian verse again 

addressed to Epicurus (“qui genus humanum ingenio superavit”), inscribed on the front of the 

plinth of Louis François Roubiliac’s statue in the Ante-Chapel of Trinity College.78 Yet, as I said 

above, quotations from De rerum natura and references to Lucretius, Epicurus, and Democritus 

are too pervasive in de Castillon’s works to be considered as mere literary conventions.    

 It is difficult to assess the reasons behind de Castillon’s predilection for Lucretius, 

Epicurus and Democritus (whom, as we shall see, he cites with enthusiasm also in the preface to 

his edition of the Arithmetica Universalis). Perhaps these Lucretian overtones are residual of a 

Tuscan cultural heritage, since in the years in which de Castillon was a student in Pisa, 

Marchetti’s Italian translation of the De rerum natura was still circulating amongst the late 

exponents of the Galilean school. It should be also underlined that in the very same years in 

which de Castillon was citing Lucretius, another Swiss Newtonian, Georges-Louis Lesage, was 

proposing a corpuscular theory of universal gravitation that incorporated Lucretian ideas. Le 

Sage set it out it in his essay “Lucrèce Newtonien.”79 A corpuscular approach to gravitation 

similar to Le Sage’s was considered by several Genevan men of science, including Nicolas Fatio 

de Duillier, Cramer, and Jean Jallabert.80 A relation between de Castillon’s Lucretian image of 

Newton and the Genevan penchant for a corpuscular explanation of Newtonian gravitation might 

be taken into consideration. De Castillon’s “Lucretian” citations do not prove, when all is said 

and alone, his association with deist, or in general un-religious, positions. De Castillon’s more 

philosophical works, such as his books critical of Rousseau’s and d’Holbach’s philosophies, the 

critical position he took towards Charles Blount’s deism, the favourable reception of his work at 

the Berlin academy by the pious Calvinist pastor and perpetual secretary Johann Heinrich 

Samuel Formay, as well as the correspondence with his brothers, indicate that after a probable 
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association with the Florentine freemasons, he developed a sincere adherence to the ethos of 

what is often labelled the “Religious Enlightenment.”81  

 

The Arithmetica Universalis 

[fig. 4] 

fig. 4. Frontispiece of de Castillon’s edition of Newton’s Arithmetica Universalis (1761).  

 

The late 1740s were difficult years for de Castillon. In 1748 he was sacked from the college in 

Vevey because his teaching methods were considered too harsh.82 In the meantime, de Castillon 

had married and he and his wife had a son to take care of. In 1747 the Earl of Lippe-Detmold 

returned to Germany and the de Castillon family lost this source of income. In 1750 chances to 

obtain the Chair of mathematics in Bern or the Chair of philosophy and mathematics at the 

academy of Lausanne (vacant after the death of Jean-Pierre de Crousaz) did not materialize. And 

neither were attempts to find positions in the academies of Berlin or St. Petersbuorg via the 

offices of Bousquet and Euler successful.83 Thus in 1751 de Castillon accepted an offer from the 

University of Utrecht. Here he was first employed as extraordinary professor of mathematics, 

experimental physics and astronomy, since his doctoral degree in Pisa was not recognized, much 

to de Castillon’s frustration. In 1754, de Castillon defended a doctoral dissertation under the 

direction of Johannes Horthemels, and this allowed him to be promoted ordinary professor of 

mathematics and philosophy.84 He moved to Berlin in 1763 where he taught at the 

Artillerieschule and was elected (1764) a member of the academy. The years in Berlin were 

extremely productive for de Castillon: he published many translations (most notably of 

Philostratus and Cicero) and contributed many papers to the Mémoires of the academy.85 When, 

in 1787, Lagrange left Berlin, he succeeded him as president of the mathematical class. He died a 

few years later, in 1791. 

 In Utrecht, de Castillon published his commented edition of the Arithmetica Universalis 

(1761) [hereafter cited as Arithmetica].86 As we stated above, its preparation had begun during 

the author’s first years in the Pays de Vaud.87 In the preface to the reader, de Castillon writes that 

he began working on the commented edition when he was asked by an English (‘anglus’) 

student, Latinised as “Stephanus Seignorettus,” to explain Newton’s work to him. This occurred 

“twenty years” before, that is, in the early 1740s.88 This student must have been a particularly 

gifted one, since he is described by de Castillon as a study companion who contributed with his 
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observations to the commentary itself. A few years later, in 1744, de Castillon informed one of 

his brothers that a publication in Leiden was imminent.89 In that year, Bousquet had just 

published Johann Bernoulli’s four-volumes Opera (1742) and the three-volumes Opuscula 

(1744), and was planning the Bernoulli-Leibniz correspondence (1745): thus, it is unlikely that 

he wished at that time to embark on the expensive project of the Arithmetica.90 The publication, 

however, was deferred. In 1749 and 1750 de Castillon circulated a printed flysheet in an aborted 

attempt to publish it by the end of 1750. From this flysheet, in which he was asking for 

subscriptions, we learn that he had in mind as a model the typographic characters and format of 

the Opuscula and the Optice, both printed by Bousquet. In the flysheet, de Castillon offered 

subscribers the work at a reduced price. After circulating the flysheet he called the “prospectus,” 

de Castillon sent a letter to the September 1752 issue of the Journal des Sçavans, describing the 

work and its gestation.91  As he explains, he took inspiration from ’s Gravesande’s Matheseos 

Universalis Specimina (1727), a set of algebra lectures which contains a partial comment on the 

Arithmetica.92 De Castillon further thanks ’s Gravesande for his help (indeed, he had used ’s 

Gravesande’s 1732 edition as the reference text, adding three new appendices),93 help which was 

interrupted by the Dutchman’s death in 1742 and by the commitment to prepare the Opuscula for 

publication.94 In the end, it was only in 1761 – by which time de Castillon had become professor 

in Utrecht – that his “closest friend,” 95 Marc-Michel Rey (an apprentice of Bousquet who had 

moved in the Low Countries), printed the annotated edition in Amsterdam.96 De Castillon, 

always attentive to patronage, dedicated the two volumes to the “Illustribus ac praepotentibus 

populi trajectini ordinibus electis equitibus magistratibus patriae patribus atque amplissimis 

consulibus et senatoribus Academiae curatoribus.” 

 In the Preface, de Castillon praises the study of mathematics as a means to train the mind 

to rigorous reasoning. The mathematics tutor here indulges in some rather predictable tropes. 

Yet, there are some passages that deserve our attention. In one, de Castillon launches into a 

vehement invective against those philosophers, physicians, jurists and theologians who with their 

empty speculations have compromised the peace guaranteed by the Christian religion. De 

Castillon addresses his accusation to a broad range of philosophers and theologian (Catholic as 

well as Protestant) and the inclusion of Calvin is particularly striking for a work published in 

Amsterdam. It would be problematic, however, to consider this passage as anti-religious, or 

proving a support for the Radical Enlightenment studied by Israel. De Castillon is stressing his 

desire to restore a pristine, simple, Christian faith, immune of the sterile complications of 

theology. In fact, his position might be regarded as a logical consequence drawn from 

Turrettini’s theology, even though the Genevan pastor would have, for sure, avoided a critical 
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reference to Calvin. Turrettini, and his pupil Vernet, abhorred metaphysical, dogmatic and 

abstract speculations in theology, and often stated that peace would have been guaranteed to 

Christianity only after purging it of dogmatic contrapositions about Grace, Free Will and 

Predestination. De Castillon proved to be in agreement with the Swiss milieu that gave him 

shelter from Catholic Inquisition, even though his words, somewhat hidden in a preface to a 

treatise on algebra, would have pleased those who claimed that Genevan theology bordered 

Socinianism.97   

 Equally interesting is a laudatio addressed to Democritus, a philo-Epicurean feature that, 

as we have noted above, colours de Castillon’s paratext to the Opuscula.  Mathematics, we are 

told, prepares the mind of adolescents to more readily accept the truth that can be drawn from 

Democritus’s well.98 Castilllon declares his preference for geometrical demonstrations: Wolff, 

and Newton himself, he claims, preferred geometry to algebra. Indeed, the disputes among 

mathematicians that punctuate the early-modern period were unknown to the ancients, de 

Castillon, citing here Wolff, surmises.99 The utility of mathematics, de Castillon continues, 

consists in its application to natural philosophy: Newton applied conic sections to astronomy and 

Huygens the cycloid to horology. Leibniz and Bernoulli also made use of the cycloid in their 

solution of the brachistochrone problem, yet Bernoulli solved the problem in a more perfect way 

compared to Leibniz, de Castillon concludes. Once again, we find Leibniz downgraded in 

comparison to the Basel celebrity.100 

 The footnotes to the text adopt the same characteristic typographic features of the 

annotated edition to the Principia (they are set in two-columns, refer to the main text via italic 

letters ordered alphabetically on each page, and they are subdivided into numbered sections to 

allow cross-referencing). The reader is immediately struck by the similarity between the three 

volumes printed by Barrillot and the two volumes printed by Rey: one gets the strong impression 

that these works were produced as a set. De Castillon’s aim is very similar to that envisaged by 

Calandrini, Le Seur and Jacquier; that is, he aims to fill the gaps, explain some obscure passages, 

and update Newton’s text with new results. This last task is achieved by requiring the 

cooperation of other, more expert mathematicians, such as Nicolaus I and Daniel Bernoulli, 

Cramer and Calandrini.101 While in the first volume one finds footnotes (sometime quite long 

ones) in the second volume de Castillon adds commentarii, in the form of short essays that 

complement Newton’s work. A predilection for geometrical demonstrations surfaces in many of 

de Castillon’s comments.  
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 Some of the comments, most notably those in which de Castillon makes use of the advice 

of his Swiss and German correspondents, are particularly interesting from a mathematical point 

of view. In Volume 1 we find a note authored by Daniel Bernoulli on the second articulus of 

chapter 8 devoted to de inventione divisorum. In this chapter, Newton presents several 

applications of his method for finding divisors of polynomials. As often in the Arithemetica, 

Newton explains his method by imparting examples to the reader, while Daniel Bernoulli’s note 

provides a general demonstration.102 In the commentarius to Chapter 5, volume 2, de Castillon 

presents a rule for finding “surd” divisors of polynomials communicated to him by Nicolaus I 

Bernoulli, as it is explicitly stated in the Arithmetica. Indeed, in Chapter 5 Newton deals with 

several techniques for solving equations whose factors might contain surd quantities (namely, 

square roots of negative numbers).103 Volume 2 opens with Newton’s celebrated rule for finding 

the number of “impossible” (imaginary) roots. In Newton’s text, the rule is explained by worked 

out examples. How to prove it was a major problem left to Newton’s readers. In the late 1720s, 

the Scottish mathematicians George Campbell and Colin Maclaurin had provided demonstrations 

in the Philosophical Transactions. Latin translations of their papers are reproduced in appendices 

(which were already added by ’s Gravesande in his 1732 edition).104 In the third chapter, devoted 

to the transformation of equations (De transmutationibus aequationum), Newton treated the 

“composition of the coefficients from the roots” and stated a set of rules.105 His rules are “exactly 

equivalent to those given by [Albert] Girard in 1629 but in more easily memorable form [in the 

Arithmetica universalis].”106 A demonstration of the Girard-Newton rules can be found in an 

appendix, added by de Castillon, and provided by Georg Friedrich Baermann, a mathematics 

professor in Wittenberg.107 Thus, de Castillon’s commentary contained some material, which we 

have just reviewed, that went beyond the didactic purpose of elucidating Newton’s work for the 

sake of beginners. 

 

Conclusion 

In studying the Genevan and Lausanne editorial activities related to the Opera, we have 

encountered a version of Newtonianism that was promoted by means of epigraphs, dedications, 

prefaces, footnotes, commentaries, and monita. Editors, such as Calandrini and de Castillon, who 

by virtue of their background and profession could boast a respectable competence in 

mathematics, co-operated with more creative mathematicians – such as Gabriel Cramer, Daniel 

and Nicolaus Bernoulli – who contributed to the commentary, and with publishers – especially 

the Cramers and Bousquet – who were deeply engaged in promoting the Enlightenment (suffice 
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it to think about the relationship between the Cramers and Voltaire or between Bousquet and 

Giannone). Most of the paratexts we have considered in this paper were the result of a 

cooperation among the Swiss editors in such a way that it is often difficult to attribute them to a 

single author. Such multiplicity of authorship was indeed sought as a value in such journalistic 

and editorial enterprises: let it suffice to say that the name of Calandrini does not even appear on 

the title page of the annotated edition of the Principia. 

  Newtonianism was conceived by its francophone Swiss promoters as a seamless 

continuation of the integration of Cartesianism and religion that had taken place in the French 

Protestant academies, most notably that of Saumur, and then in Geneva with Chouet and 

Lausanne with Crousaz. The Swiss editors were also open to integrate Newton’s natural 

philosophy with some of Leibniz’s and Wolff’s ideas. It is on this optimistic integration of 

science – first Cartesian and then Newtonian – and religion that theologians such as Turrettini 

and Jacob Vernet based their programmes, aimed at finding a middle way [juste milieu] between 

Radical Enlightenment, deism, atheism, and the dogmatism of religious orthodoxy, be it Catholic 

or Calvinist.    

 This Swiss variety of Newtonianism had to be integrated within the context of a 

celebration of the Helvetic scientific results achieved by the Bernoullis, a family that remained 

too prestigious in the Swiss context to be ignored. Irenism was the programme that was given 

voice by the Swiss Opera Omnia. In the pages of its nine volumes there was no room for a fight 

between Descartes and Newton, Newton and Leibniz, or Newton and Bernoulli: rather, as a 

mathematician Bernoulli was often ranked higher than Leibniz. In fact, Johann Bernoulli’s 

works, written with belligerent purposes in the context of the Newton-Leibniz controversy, were 

used to comment upon and confirm Newton’s demonstrations. The editors of the Swiss 

Newtonian Opera Omnia were mathematicians engaged in an effort to promote mathematicized 

Newtonianism, but they were Leibnizian as well, or better, Bernoullian mathematicians. And this 

tension, a resolved tension, and hence a sort of integration between Newton’s natural philosophy 

and the Bernoullian mathematical heritage, teaches us once more just how fragmented and 

complex the reception of the Newton-Leibniz controversy in Europe was, a controversy which 

all too often has been described in geographical and military terms as a split between two 

warring lands. Studying the editorial activities surrounding Bousquet instead suggests the image 

of a complex archipelago, in which actors who did not brandish one of the two flags peacefully 

navigated, following routes dictated by their own idiosyncratic agendas. 
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 In this paper, the word réfugié has cropped up frequently. Most of the people involved in 

the production of the Opera Omnia were réfugiés, sons of réfugiés, or distant descendants of 

those who constituted the first sixteenth-century wave of adherents to the Reformed Church, 

fleeing Catholic lands to find shelter in the Protestant Swiss cantons. As I have just claimed, the 

Newtonianism we have encountered in this paper has a Swiss character, but there is also a larger, 

transnational, context that is equally important to consider. This larger, European, context, is that 

of the république des réfugiés, or what Herbert Lüthy used to call the internationale 

huguenote.108 We cannot study the making of the Swiss Opera Omnia without taking into 

consideration the network of relations, in some cases even family relationships, linking the 

Netherlands, England and the Suisse romande; nor can we do so without taking into 

consideration the peaceful cooperation, which in this climate of tolerant, irenic, moderate 

conjunction of Enlightenment values and religion, was possible between patricians in Calvinist 

Geneva, such as Calandrini, and Catholic inquisitors in  Rome, such as Le Seur and Jacquier, as 

well as between the French Minim Jacquier and French mathematicians and philosophes, such as 

Madame du Châtelet and Voltaire, who were the promoters of  more radical philosophical and 

political positions, rather removed from those endorsed by the pious Calvinists and the cattolici 

illuminati we have met in our paper. 
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