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				The Pope and the Church

				
				
					ANTONELLI, GIACOMO (CARDINAL) Born in 1806 in Sonnino, in the southern part of the Papal States, he came from a family of peasant origins, his father having become a wealthy country merchant. Antonelli entered the prelature, but he was never ordained and could not say mass. As a young man, his administrative abilities and elegant manner brought him to the attention of higher prelates as he was called on to perform ever more responsible positions in the government of the Papal States. Pius IX, who made him a cardinal in 1847, at age forty-one, increasingly came to rely on Antonelli, his opposite in so many ways, and it would be Antonelli, as his secretary of state, who would mastermind the pope’s turn to Austria and reaction.

					DELLA GENGA, GABRIELE (CARDINAL) Born in Assisi in 1801, nephew of Pope Leo XII, made cardinal at age thirty-four, Della Genga was one of the leaders of the reactionaries of the Sacred College and widely despised by the people of Rome. On the retaking of the city, in July 1849, Pius IX named Della Genga one of the three members of the governing commission to rule Rome until the pope’s return. His strong personality ensured that he would be its driving force.

					LAMBRUSCHINI, LUIGI (CARDINAL) Born in 1776, he was a Barnabite monk who became archbishop of Genoa and then nuncio to Paris. Lambruschini was closely identified with Pope Gregory XVI, serving as his secretary of state from 1836 until the pope’s death a decade later. Reviled by the Romans, he ended up hiding under a pile of hay in a horse stall before fleeing the city in November 1848. A man of the old school, an inflexible champion of theocracy, despotic by nature, he nursed a deep hatred for modern ideas of freedom.

					PIUS IX (GIOVANNI MASTAI FERRETTI) Born in 1792 to local nobility in Senigallia, in the middle of the Papal States, Giovanni Maria Mastai Ferretti suffered from epilepsy as a youth and had a limited seminary education before being ordained a priest in 1819. Eight years later he was made archbishop of Spoleto and then Imola, both in the Papal States. In 1840 he became a cardinal, and in June 1846, on the death of Gregory XVI, he was elected to the papacy, taking the name Pius IX. Initially feeding popular hopes that he would not only be the champion of reform and modernization in the Papal States but also help lead the battle for Italian independence, he would soon find himself in an impossible position, caught between his desire to be loved by his subjects and his fears that he was betraying the trust placed in him by the cardinals and by God.

					ROSMINI, ANTONIO (ABBOT) Born in 1797 to a noble family in Rovereto, then part of Austrian-ruled northeastern Italy, Rosmini studied law and theology at the University of Padua and was ordained a priest in 1821. A prolific author and well-regarded philosopher and theologian, Rosmini urged the church to adapt to modern times and called on the pope to embrace the cause of Italian independence. Pius IX thought highly of Rosmini and initially valued his advice. Serving briefly as King Charles Albert’s envoy to the pope in the summer of 1848, Rosmini later joined the pontiff in exile. He had a formidable adversary in Cardinal Antonelli.

				

			

			
				The Romans and the Roman Republic

				
				
					BELGIOJOSO, CRISTINA (PRINCESS) Born in 1808 as Cristina Trivulzio to one of Milan’s wealthiest families, she married Prince Emilio Barbiano di Belgiojoso at age sixteen. They separated four years later. A great patron of the Italian national cause, she hurried to Rome with the proclamation of the Roman Republic and was placed in charge of the medical services for the injured. She would not take well to being called a “prostitute” by the pope.

					BONAPARTE, CHARLES (PRINCE) Born in Paris in 1803, the son of Lucien, Napoleon Bonaparte’s younger brother, Charles grew up on his father’s feudal holding north of Rome, developing an interest in the natural sciences. Said to resemble his famous uncle, he combined his devotion to science with a strong interest in politics. He first urged greater reforms on Pius IX, and then championed the Roman Republic, serving as vice president of its Constituent Assembly. He would be accused of masterminding the assassination of Pellegrino Rossi.

					CICERUACCHIO (ANGELO BRUNETTI) Born to a poor Roman family in 1800, Angelo Brunetti had an easy eloquence and a personality that inspired confidence and led him to success both in his business carting wine and produce from the neighboring hills into the city and as a leader of Rome’s popolani, the little people of Rome. Initially Pius IX’s most enthusiastic champion, Ciceruacchio used his extraordinary influence with the Romans to pressure the pope to enact greater reforms. He and his two sons would meet a tragic end.

					GARIBALDI, GIUSEPPE Born in 1807 in Nice, then part of the Savoyard kingdom, Garibaldi began adult life as a mariner. A follower of Mazzini’s Young Italy movement, he took part in the Italian revolts in 1831, leading to a long period (1835–48) of exile in South America, where he joined a series of rebellions. Returning to Italy following the upheavals of 1848, initially taking part in the battle against the Austrians in Lombardy, he was elected to the Constituent Assembly of the Roman Republic and became the most important military leader in its defense. On his majestic white horse, with his long brown hair and full beard, wearing his distinctive South American poncho, leading his army of wild-looking legionnaires who had followed him across the ocean, he became the icon of Italian independence.

					MAZZINI, GIUSEPPE Born in 1805 in Genoa, his father a professor of pathology, Mazzini got a degree in law while becoming a leader of the conspiratorial groups seeking to overthrow the homegrown autocracies and foreign-ruled regimes in Italy. He would spend most of his adult life in exile, in good part in London. Through his prodigious correspondence and organizational skills, he became the prophet of Italian independence and republican rule. He arrived in Rome in March 1849 to take his seat in the Constituent Assembly of the Roman Republic. Elected to the triumvirate to lead the republic, he became its guiding light as it faced what seemed certain destruction.

				

			

			
				The Italian Kings

				
					CHARLES ALBERT, KING OF SAVOY Born in 1798, he became monarch of the Kingdom of Sardinia, which encompassed northwestern Italy and the island of Sardinia, in 1831. In March 1848, casting himself as the champion of a greater Italy, he responded to the popular revolt in Austrian-controlled northeastern Italy—Lombardy and Veneto—by ordering his army into battle against the Austrians. His efforts to get Pius IX to join with him placed the pope in a terrible bind.

					FERDINAND II, KING OF NAPLES Born in 1810 while the Bourbon royal family was in exile in Sicily, Ferdinand became king on his father’s death in 1830. Suspicious, superstitious, a faithful Catholic, reviled by his subjects, Ferdinand faced widespread revolt in his kingdom in 1848, quickly losing control of Sicily. The pope’s unexpected appearance in his kingdom later that year proved a godsend, allowing him to pose as the great defender of Christendom. He would not be eager to see the pope return to Rome.

				

			

			
				The Austrians

				
				
					ESTERHÁZY, MORITZ (COUNT) Born in Vienna in 1807, Austrian ambassador at The Hague from 1845 to 1848, Esterházy was named Austria’s ambassador to the Holy See in January 1849, following months in which Vienna had withdrawn its ambassador from Rome in protest of anti-Austrian activities. A tenacious conservative and fierce opponent of any compromise with the Roman Republic, Esterházy would come to have great influence with Cardinal Antonelli and the pope himself.

					METTERNICH, KLEMENS VON (PRINCE) At his birth in 1773, Metternich’s family estate in the Rhineland encompassed seventy-five square miles of land. Made foreign minister by the Austrian emperor in 1809, he chaired the Congress of Vienna in 1815, and became chancellor of the Austrian Empire in 1821, a position he held until a revolt in Vienna sent him into exile in March 1848. Dismissing Italy as merely a “geographic expression,” Metternich sought to preserve stable conservative rule on the continent. He viewed Pius IX’s initial eagerness to win popular approval as a grave danger. A liberal pope, Metternich remarked, was an impossibility.

					SCHWARZENBERG, FELIX (PRINCE) Born in 1800, the second son of an Austrian nobleman, he combined an early career in the military with a diplomatic career in several of Europe’s major cities, before serving in the Austrian army in northern Italy during the fighting in 1848. Appointed Austrian prime minister in November 1848, he oversaw the repression of the revolts that had broken out in various parts of the Austrian Empire. He would direct Austria’s efforts to retake the Papal States for the pope and to discourage any inclination Pius IX had to return to his reforming path.

				

			

			
				The French

				
				
					BARAGUEY D’HILLIERS, ACHILLE (GENERAL) In November 1849, eager to have all French affairs in Rome in the hands of a general, Louis Napoleon named the fifty-four-year-old Baraguey both ambassador to the Holy See and head of the French army in Rome. A veteran of the colonial war in Algeria, with little sympathy for republican principles, he was outraged by the pope’s treatment of France. He would remain in Rome until May 1850.

					BONAPARTE, LOUIS NAPOLEON Born in 1808, he was the son of Louis Bonaparte, brother of Napoleon Bonaparte, and king of Holland. From the time of his youth, he spent winter and spring each year in Rome. He joined in the rebellion against the pope in 1831 before going into exile in Switzerland. Imprisoned from 1840 to 1846 in a French fortress following an abortive attempt at organizing a revolt, he escaped to London. Two years later, in 1848, following the revolution in Paris, Louis Napoleon was elected to the French Constituent Assembly. In December of that year he was elected president of France. Proud of his name—and without much else seemingly going for him—he was eager to portray himself as restoring France’s lost glory. Ironically, the former rebel against the Papal States had to decide whether to become the pope’s savior.

					CORCELLE, FRANCISQUE DE Born in 1802, married to a granddaughter of General Lafayette, Corcelle was elected as a liberal deputy under the July Monarchy in France, serving from 1839 to the revolution in 1848. He served in the subsequent Constituent Assembly of the new French Republic. Initially sent by the government to Rome in November 1848 to rescue the pope and take him to France, he returned to Rome as the emissary of his good friend Alexis de Tocqueville to serve as special French envoy to the Holy See from June to November 1849. A committed Catholic, Corcelle grew increasingly angry with Tocqueville, convinced that he was overly critical of the pope.

					DROUYN DE LHUYS, ÉDOUARD Born of a wealthy and aristocratic family in 1805, he served first as envoy to The Hague and then to Madrid. In December 1848, shortly after his election as president, Louis Napoleon named Drouyn, then a deputy in the Constituent Assembly, foreign minister. Although opposed to French military intervention in Rome, he was eventually overruled. He urged his envoys to persuade the pope to continue on his earlier reforming path, but his efforts would be in vain. Alexis de Tocqueville replaced him as foreign minister in early June 1849.

					FALLOUX, ALFRED DE (COUNT) Born in 1811, Falloux began his career as a conservative Catholic journalist and was elected a deputy to the Constituent Assembly following the French Revolution of 1848. In December of that year, Louis Napoleon, seeking support from conservative Catholics, named him minister of public instruction and religion. Falloux did not let a session of the cabinet go by without pressing for French military intervention to restore the pope to power in Rome. In Tocqueville’s memoirs, he characterized Falloux in the cabinet as representing no one other than the church.

					HARCOURT, FRANÇOIS (DUKE) Born of a prominent aristocratic family in 1786, serving as a military officer until 1820, he became French ambassador to Madrid in 1831 and then to Constantinople. With the advent of the French Republic, he was named ambassador to the Holy See, arriving in Rome in June 1848. Deceived into thinking that the pope intended to take refuge in France, Harcourt played a role in the pontiff’s escape in November of that year. Growing ever more critical of the pope’s embrace of Austria and reaction, Harcourt found himself increasingly isolated. He would be recalled from Rome in July 1849.

					LESSEPS, FERDINAND DE Born in Versailles in 1805, he served in a variety of diplomatic posts, before being called upon by the French government in May 1849 to serve as special envoy to Rome, charged with negotiating an end to the conflict. Thanks to the duplicity of his own government, Lesseps found his efforts to reach a peaceful agreement with the leaders of the Roman Republic undermined.

					OUDINOT, CHARLES (GENERAL) Born in 1791, Oudinot was the son of the highest-ranking general in Napoleon Bonaparte’s army. A career officer, he began his career fighting in some of Napoleon’s last campaigns. In April 1849 Louis Napoleon sent him to command France’s expeditionary army, charged with taking Rome. After a humiliating first attempt at the end of the month, he was eager to redeem his honor. Belittled by both Tocqueville, the foreign minister, and Corcelle, the French envoy in Rome, Oudinot was relieved of his command in Rome in August 1849.

					RAYNEVAL, ALPHONSE DE Born in 1813, Rayneval became a career diplomat, beginning in 1833 as a French attaché in Madrid. He served as first secretary to the French embassy in Rome from 1839 to 1844, then spent the next four years at the French embassy in St. Petersburg. Named ambassador to the Kingdom of Naples in June 1848, Rayneval found himself dealing with the crisis created by the pope’s surprising move to the kingdom five months later. Tirelessly trying to persuade the pope to reach out to his people with promises of reform, Rayneval faced the ire of the cardinals and the opposition of his fellow ambassadors. In May 1850, he replaced General Baraguey as the French ambassador to Rome, a position he remained in until 1857.

					ROSSI, PELLEGRINO Born in Carrara, in 1787, he was the son of a modest merchant. First a lawyer and a professor of law at the University of Bologna, he then spent thirteen years in Switzerland, writing books on political economy and serving in the Swiss legislature before moving to Paris to accept a professorship at the Sorbonne. In 1845 he came to Rome as French envoy to the Holy See, although he was known for his indifference to religious questions. In March 1848, following the French Revolution, he was dismissed from his ambassadorship, but six months later, in a move that shocked the French government and greatly displeased the Austrians, Pius IX appointed Rossi to head his own government. Rossi would soon meet a violent end.

					ROSTOLAN, LOUIS DE (GENERAL) Born in 1791, a veteran of the French war in Algeria, Rostolan served under General Oudinot in the assault on Rome in 1849 and then in August was named to replace Oudinot as commander of the French army there. Rostolan soon found himself at odds with the hard line that the French president wanted to take with the pope.

					TOCQUEVILLE, ALEXIS DE Born to a French aristocratic family in 1805, Tocqueville acquired international fame with his Democracy in America, based on the nine months he spent touring the United States in 1830–31. First elected to the French Chamber of Deputies in 1839, he helped write the constitution of the French Republic created in the wake of the revolution of 1848. Appointed foreign minister by Louis Napoleon in early June 1849, just as French troops were poised to attack Rome, he found himself in the exceedingly uncomfortable position of overseeing the destruction of constitutional rule and the restoration of the papal theocracy.
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			In his apartment high up in Rome’s massive Quirinal Palace, Pius IX worried that his plan to escape might end in disaster. Little more than a week earlier, thousands of Romans had besieged the Quirinal, calling for a government of their choosing and an end to priestly rule. Men had wheeled a cannon into the piazza and aimed it at the palace entrance. The pope’s Noble Guardsmen, Roman aristocrats normally eager to don their medieval uniforms and hobnob with the pope, had deserted him, fearing for their lives. The cardinals, too, fled the city, blaming the pope for their misfortune. When protesters that day set fire to a Quirinal gate, a small band of Swiss Guardsmen did their best to shield the papal attendants who battled the flames. Clutching their rifles, members of the Civic Guard—composed of Romans of the better classes—climbed onto the roofs of neighboring buildings and began shooting at the palace. As the pope’s scholarly secretary of Latin Letters, Monsignor Palma, looked out his window at the chaos below, a bullet punctured his chest, and he fell dead onto the marble floor. Rome had been under the pope’s control for well over a thousand years. Now, as a revolutionary spirit gripped much of Europe, time seemed to have run out on the pope’s kingdom on earth.1

			The pontiff’s fall had been swift. Elected in 1846, Pius IX had initially been hailed as a popular hero in the Papal States, the swath of the Italian Peninsula under his control. In March 1848 he had given his subjects a constitution, offering them rights unimaginable under his predecessors. A huge crowd bellowing Viva il Papa! had poured into Quirinal Square. Unable to resist his flock’s pleas, the pope had stepped out onto his loggia to bask in the warmth of the people’s affection. As he raised his arms in blessing, the tens of thousands gathered below fell to their knees. That evening oil lanterns cast a holiday glow over the people who paraded through Rome’s cobblestone streets. Every piazza, it seemed, boasted a band, and thousands of Romans joined in hymns of praise to their beloved pontiff.2

			
			Much had happened in the months since then, and now, at five p.m., on Friday, November 24, 1848, it was time for the pope to escape. Outside the Quirinal Palace, Duke Harcourt, the diminutive French ambassador to the Holy See, stepped out of his luxurious horse-drawn carriage and entered the Quirinal gate, ready to play his part.

			“The pope’s authority,” the ambassador had observed a week earlier, “exists in name only.” Pius was, in effect, a prisoner, his palace surrounded by hostile Civic Guardsmen. Should the pope succeed in his escape, the ambassador had told Paris, he would very likely head for Marseilles, and so the French government should lose no time making arrangements for a suitable welcome.3

			The door closed behind the ambassador as he entered the study where Pius was waiting for him. The pope was known for his good humor and easy charm, but now he was tense. He had not left the Quirinal Palace since rebels had slit his prime minister’s throat nine days earlier. From a separate door, the papal steward, Count Benedetto Filippani, entered. Together the pope and the count hastened into the pope’s adjacent bedroom. There, with the nobleman’s help, Pius lifted his white robe over his head and pulled off his red shoes. Although Filippani urged him to change quickly, the pope lowered himself to his knees to say a final prayer, facing the crucifix on his table. “Have mercy on me, God, in your kindness….In your compassion blot out my offense.” To the steward’s pleas that there was no time to lose, the pontiff replied with a bit of Scripture: Spiritus quidem promptus est, caro autem infirma, “The spirit is indeed willing, but the flesh is weak.”4

			He dressed in the clothes laid on his bed: a black clerical gown, black socks, and black shoes. Before donning the floppy black cleric’s hat, he rubbed white powder in his hair. Finally he placed thick dark glasses on the bridge of his nose. “I look like a country priest,” he remarked when he saw himself in a mirror.

			
			Sitting alone in the pope’s receiving room, the French ambassador kept up a one-sided conversation, eager to leave the impression to anyone listening outside that the pope was still with him. Meanwhile Pius IX and Filippani carried a candle to light their way as they passed out a side door and through the papal throne room. At the other end of the hall, they expected to meet a servant with a key to a secret passage out of the building. The man was not there. “My God,” muttered the pope, “this begins badly.” Filippani ran off to find the key. As the pope stood in the dark, his lips moved in prayer.

			Filippani returned, key in hand, and the two men passed through the door and down the corridor, which ended in a stairway. As they descended, they faced a new obstacle. The keys to the exterior doors of the Quirinal were all held by the Civic Guardsmen, but they had earlier discovered that this particular door had a faulty lock and could be opened if two people, standing on either side, lifted it together. One of the pope’s servants was waiting for them at the bottom of the stairway, while another stood outside the door. They knocked to alert the man outside. A response of three knocks meant the coast was clear, but only two knocks came in reply. Members of the Civic Guard were passing by. After a nervous wait, the pope was relieved to hear the three knocks. The two servants lifted the door as Filippani pushed. When it opened, the servants sank to their knees to receive the pope’s blessing.

			In the courtyard, Filippani helped the pope into his carriage. In a loud voice, he instructed the coachman, “To my house!” As the covered coach approached the guards at the gate, the steward leaned out the window to greet them, making it difficult for them to see who was with him. “Good night, Filippani,” they called, waving him on. As a further precaution, the pope held a large handkerchief to his face, as if he were preparing to blow his nose.

			When they were a safe distance from the Quirinal, they turned away from the road to Filippani’s home and instead headed for a church on the other side of the city. There, waiting for them in a small carriage, was the Bavarian ambassador to the Holy See, nervously fingering the pistol in his pocket.

			
			The pope climbed into the Bavarian’s carriage, which then rumbled through the cobblestone streets, headed for the city gate.

			Devout and good-hearted, the pope had never been comfortable with the world of politics. Now, as he contemplated what lay ahead, he could not imagine how he would ever be able to return to Rome. Where he was going, few people knew. The French ambassador was convinced the pope was on his way to France. The Spanish ambassador had been told that he was going to Spain. But their Bavarian colleague, who now had Pius in his carriage, had a very different destination in mind.5
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			It would have been a great surprise to the cardinals who elected the rather unassuming Giovanni Mastai Ferretti to be pope in 1846 to learn that he would become the most important pontiff of modern times. In the revolutionary fervor that swept mid-nineteenth-century Europe, he was first hailed in Italy as a national hero, a savior, praised in thousands of hymns and poems. But with sickening speed, the cries of joy turned into shouts of “traitor” and even calls for the pope’s death. These were times of transformation in Europe, the old order unhinged by industrialization, revolutionary advances in transportation, and increasing doubts about the divinely ordained social order. Pius IX would face these dizzying changes with a sense of alarm and, increasingly, with a frightening feeling of losing control. He was a man with benevolent instincts and deep faith but woefully limited ability to understand the larger forces that were transforming the world. Out of Pio Nono’s*1 desperation, the modern Roman Catholic Church was formed.

			He would be the last of the pope-kings, a dual role central to church doctrine and a pillar of Europe’s political order for a thousand years. The demise of the pope’s kingdom on earth would mark a pivotal moment in the transformation of Europe, a revolution begun more than a century earlier with the spread of radical notions of consent of the governed and separation of church and state. Such a fateful change would not come easily, nor without the shedding of much blood.

			
			The revolutions that swept Europe in 1848 marked the beginning of the end for the aristocratic regimes that had ruled much of the continent for centuries. While many would survive the year, and their rattled rulers would be able to return to their capitals, they would never be the same. The days of divine rule and imperial dynasty were numbered, for the people from Palermo to Venice, from Paris to Vienna, had briefly, intoxicatingly, glimpsed a very different kind of life—the life not of subjects but of empowered citizens.

			Nowhere were these epochal changes more dramatic than in Rome, the Eternal City, capital of the Papal States. Nowhere was the divine right to rule more firmly established. And nowhere did local events have greater international resonance, as millions of Catholics on both sides of the Atlantic anxiously followed reports of the fall of the pope and his flight to precarious exile. Not a few predicted that the end of the papacy was near.

			

			—

			PIUS IX’S PREDECESSOR, GREGORY XVI, had not been an attractive man. An ascetic monk, born to a family of local nobility in Lombardy, in northern Italy, he had a colossal nose, and his mouth turned downward in a permanent frown. The removal of a malignant tumor from his face had made things worse, leaving an ugly scar. Gregory had a well-earned reputation as a foe of all that was new. Opposed to allowing railroads in his kingdom, he had also forbidden his subjects from taking part in the scientific congresses that were multiplying throughout Europe at the time. Ruling as he saw fit over the corrupt and ill-governed Papal States, the pope did not seem unduly bothered by the hostility of his three million subjects.1

			Poverty engulfed the countryside, but the sumptuous sixteenth- and seventeenth-century palaces of aristocrats and cardinals provided work for many of the people of Rome. Romans made little distinction between the two, for cardinals were typically younger sons of the nobility, the older inheriting the father’s title and property. For centuries, the popes themselves had often been drawn from these same families.

			
			Despite the wealth of its aristocrats, the splendor of their frescoed palaces, and the magnificence of many of the city’s churches, the capital of Christendom was a rather shabby sight. Nearly half the land inside the city’s wall consisted of abandoned fields. Scattered amid the occasional cluster of umbrella pine trees and modest vineyards lay the sun-bleached ruins of ancient thermal baths, aqueducts, and churches. Snaking through the city, the Tiber River divided the smaller right side—consisting of the Vatican’s palaces to the north and Trastevere’s humble dwellings to the south—from the larger left side, site of the city’s major monuments and ancient ruins. Along the riverbanks, green-cloaked shepherds looked on as their goats chewed the grass and drank from the river’s fetid yellow waters. When it rained, mud oozed over the city’s broken cobblestone streets and made walking, and even travel in carriages, hazardous. “You have to get used to Rome,” observed the visiting Russian writer and social reformer Alexander Herzen, adding, “its good sides are not obvious. There is something senile, obsolete, deserted and dilapidated in the city’s exterior; its melancholy streets, its gloomy palaces.”2

			The cramped, dank apartments of the poor had no stoves, so people made their cooking fires outside, sending the pungent odor of boiled broccoli wafting through the streets. “The cat is here esteemed a delicacy among the lower classes,” recalled the American sculptor William Wetmore Story, “and if you happen to own a particularly large and fat one, you must keep a sharp look out, or you will lose it.”3

			An open-air meat market radiated from the ancient Pantheon through a tangle of winding narrow streets that bustled with activity. Wires hung down from the buildings, allowing women to lift buckets of fresh water from the street up into their apartments. Meats hung from the awnings of the butchers’ booths, and a hodgepodge of goods was displayed atop their counters. Detracting from what might otherwise have been an appetizing scene was the stench from the refuse, dust, feathers, and foul waters that covered the ground. Forcing their way through the crowded streets, butchers in blood-spattered smocks drove carts weighed down by cattle slaughtered at the city’s edge. The butchers dispatched the smaller animals—goats, sheep, and pigs—outside their shops. Chickens, turkeys, ducks, and geese cackled in their pens, while men and women sat nearby, plucking the fowl and cramming their feathers into large baskets. As they finished each bird, they blew into its beak, inflating the creature’s body to grotesque size before hanging it on a hook for sale.

			
			On Wednesdays and Saturdays, the huge, oblong Piazza Navona hosted Rome’s main fruit and vegetable market, where customers elbowed their way through the crowds, inspecting whatever was in season. Mushrooms received special attention, for over the years poisonous varieties had caused the death of more than one cardinal, along with many lesser Romans. Now, before any bag of mushrooms could be sold, a Roman official had to give it his stamp of approval.

			Barbers, too, were found everywhere in Rome, plying their trade in the open air. When a customer sat down for a shave, the barber sharpened his blade with a great flourish, using the leather strap that hung from the back of the chair, and then accomplished his task with surprising speed. The next customer, suffering from a toothache, might have her tooth pulled or, if feeling unwell, be bled.4

			But what most struck the visitor to the Eternal City was neither the markets nor the swarms of beggars—both common enough in other cities of Europe—but the omnipresence of churches and priests. Rome, a city of 170,000, had almost four hundred churches, most richly adorned. It could claim thirty-five hundred priests and monks, along with fifteen hundred mostly cloistered nuns. The clergy could not have been a more varied lot. Many members of the mendicant religious orders were almost indistinguishable from the other foul-smelling, poorly clad men who accosted passersby for handouts. By contrast, the upper clergy were the princes of the church. Living in splendor, they held all the highest government positions and controlled the best farmland, producing half of all the agricultural wealth of the Papal States, yet paying no taxes. The prelates administered the public treasury, which they regarded as the property not of the public but of the church. They were also in charge of all the schools, the courts, and the police. “A cardinal,” observed the French ambassador, “is a prince in Rome, and a lord in the provinces.”

			The lower clergy—priests, monks, friars, and nuns—were another matter. For the most part, they were from humble families, were poorly educated, and—especially in rural areas—lived in poverty themselves. The parish priests in the capital were an exception, for they enjoyed some of the power that came from the marriage of religious and civil authority. When they encountered a parish priest in the streets of Rome, men doffed their hats, women and children kissed his hand. These priests felt free to enter any home in their parish at any hour to see if church precepts were being obeyed. They employed spies and ordered police to search homes, make arrests, and haul offenders to the city’s dungeons. When those jailed were brought to court, often after some months, they came before judges who themselves were priests. There the parish priest’s testimony was treated as gospel. Romans could be charged with having adulterous relations or practicing sodomy, or for swearing, or for failing to observe the ban on eating meat during Lent. All this, of course, did not endear the clergy to the people nor make them eager to support the continuation of what they called “priestly rule.”5

			
			The parish priests cut a distinctive figure on the streets of Rome, with their fuzzy black three-corner hats, the brim folded up on the sides to form a kind of heavy umbrella atop the cleric’s head. They wore black shoes with prominent buckles, short black pants that left their calves bare, and a black gown that extended to their knees and buttoned down to their stomach. For additional effect, many carried a walking stick, capped by a shiny metal knob. But these priests were the elite of the lower clergy. The others—simple priests and monks—viewed the upper clergy with envy. They were the clergy’s proletariat, as resentful of the wealth and power of the church elite as were the laypeople of the Papal States.6

			As cardinals rode in carriages of unmatched luxury through the streets, they passed beggars who seemed to be everywhere: at every corner, every piazza, every monument, at the entrance of the churches, and pleading for handouts in the cafés. “Nothing,” observed a French visitor, “equals the cynicism and the audacity of the Roman beggar. It is not a favor that he asks, it is a right that he exercises and, as he always asks in the name of the Madonna, or for the most sacred sacrament, or for the souls in purgatory, while he kisses the image of the Virgin that adorns the collection box that he holds in his hand, he offers you the chance to do a pious deed, and so considers you to be indebted to him.”7

			Yet while the people of Rome resented the power of their parish priest and the cardinals’ ostentatious wealth, they were certainly religious in their own way. Every home and every shop had an image of the Madonna, beneath which at least one lamp always burned. Each family had a particular saint to whom it was devoted, and each household head belonged to a religious confraternity. “The Romans,” wrote a French observer of the time, “follow the practices of devotion from habit, from fear of hell, and from fear of their parish priest.” They will cheat a foreigner without scruple, he added, or knife a neighbor in a moment of anger, “but to miss Sunday mass, to fail to do the least thing due on the saint’s day, or to eat meat on Friday, never.”8

			

			—

			
			WHILE POPES HAD RULED the Papal States for over a thousand years, the extent of their territories had ebbed and flowed, as they engaged in both military campaigns and diplomatic maneuvering to enlarge their realm. In Gregory’s day it extended from Ferrara and Bologna in the north, running southeast around the Grand Duchy of Tuscany to encompass a long stretch of the Adriatic coast including the port of Ancona. From the Tyrrhenian Sea on Italy’s western coast, south of Tuscany, the pope’s lands reached down past Rome to encompass a series of smaller towns. To the north, the Papal States bordered the Austrian kingdom of Lombardy-Veneto, to the south the Kingdom of Naples.*2 In all, the Papal States encompassed only 14 percent of the land of what is Italy today, but it lay right in the center of the peninsula. Most of its three million largely illiterate inhabitants were peasants, eking out a living from the land.

			The technical innovations that were transforming life farther north in Europe had made little headway in the Papal States. There were few factories and no trains. But this backwardness was deceptive. The old verities on which the pope’s rule rested had been under attack for several decades. In the wake of the French Revolution and the subsequent spread of its doctrines by Napoleon and the French army, people began to question the notion that God had ordained the social hierarchy to be as it was. Increasingly they resented the prerogatives of both clergy and aristocracy. According to the ideology of divine right, kings were chosen not by men but by God, and so any attempt to overthrow the monarch was a sacrilege, an offense against the Almighty. But a new, subversive theory of government was spreading. Sovereignty, in this way of thinking, lay not with the ruler but with the people. A pope-king, wielding an army and a police force, increasingly came to be viewed as a vestige of the Middle Ages. While the pontiff was properly the Holy Father of the Catholic faithful worldwide, he seemed to many to have no business also serving as a king. Nor, they thought, did priests have any business running the police and the courts.

			
			Sweeping through Europe together with these Enlightenment-fueled ideas was another powerful new doctrine, nationalism. The Italian Peninsula at the time was divided into a multitude of different states, a patchwork of kingdoms, imperial outposts, and duchies. Many were ruled directly or indirectly by the Austrian Empire. As the growing number of nationalists saw it, all of Italy should be united. Foreign armies and foreign rulers had no place there.

			

			—

			ALTHOUGH POPE GREGORY WAS far from a young man, his death came as something of a surprise, for he had not been ill. In late May 1846, what first appeared to be simply an irritating inflammation and swelling of his left leg quickly turned into something worse. He died on the morning of June 1.9

			For centuries the death of a pope had triggered not only frenetic jockeying for influence among the elite but often violent popular unrest as well. Gregory XVI himself had been elected fifteen years earlier amid signs of imminent revolt in his realm. News of an uprising in Bologna, the second city of the Papal States, reached Rome in the middle of Gregory’s coronation ceremonies. Soon the whole northern region of the Papal States was in flames as one city after another declared the end of papal rule. It was only thanks to the swift arrival of Austrian troops that the old order was restored. Now, a decade and a half later, the theocracy seemed no more stable. Cardinals still headed the government’s major departments, and under them a network of bishops, priests, and monks still held all the most influential governmental positions, monopolized education, and sat as judges in courts that made little distinction between religious and civil matters. Gregory’s successor, the London Times predicted, would not survive six months on his throne without requiring help from the Austrian army.10

			
			Given Gregory’s reputation as a bitter opponent of all that was modern, not long after his death jokes at his expense began making the rounds in Rome. As he approached Saint Peter at heaven’s gate, according to one of them, Gregory was so tired that he could barely move.

			“How much further is there to go?” asked the exhausted pope.

			“Well,” replied Saint Peter, “if you had only allowed the railroad, you would already be there!”11

			

			—

			MONARCHS RULED EUROPE’S MAJOR STATES—kings in France and Prussia, a queen in Spain, the emperor in Austria, and the czar in Russia. The smaller states, too, were ruled by royal families or families tied to royalty: Portugal, Naples, Sweden, Belgium, Denmark, the Grand Duchy of Tuscany.

			While Gregory’s funeral rites were under way in Rome, the courts of these rulers debated the qualities needed in a new pope. For the sovereigns of the three Catholic powers—Austria, France, and Spain—these were not simply idle conversations, for each had the centuries-old right to veto papal candidates they deemed unacceptable. Among their leaders, one stood out: Prince Klemens von Metternich, the Austrian chancellor, had, over the past quarter century, dispatched his army to prop up papal rule every time the people of the Papal States had risen up against it. He was not lacking in self-confidence. “I cannot help telling myself twenty times a day,” recalled Metternich in his memoirs, “ ‘O Lord! How right I am and how wrong they are!’ ” The tall, blue-eyed prince, with curly, light-colored, receding hair, was also something of a dandy. But if these traits were the subject of snide remarks elsewhere, they were forgiven by the members of the papal court, who held him in high regard. “He is not only the greatest statesman of the century,” enthused the papal nuncio in Vienna, “but the best Catholic.”12
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			It was Metternich who, as a young Austrian diplomat, had chaired the Congress of Vienna in 1815. There, in the wake of Napoleon’s defeat, the victorious powers had carved out a new map of Europe. Austria’s rule over Lombardy was restored, and the thousand-year reign of the Republic of Venice came to an end, as Veneto, too, was gobbled up by the Austrian Empire. Further solidifying Austrian influence over Italy, the Grand Duchy of Tuscany, as well as the smaller central Italian duchies of Modena and Parma, would be ruled by members of the Austrian imperial family, and Austrian troops would ensure the pope’s continued hold over his realm. Only the Kingdom of Sardinia, consisting of the northwestern part of the peninsula and the island that gave it its name, could claim full independence from Austrian influence.

			For the Austrian chancellor, as for the other pillars of the old order in Europe, the papacy was a touchstone of stability, a powerful justification for the inequalities that left the masses under the thumb of the wealthy few. Writing in 1836 to the king of Belgium, Metternich reminded him that the Catholic Church provided Europe’s monarchs their most valuable support. “What the Church preaches,” he wrote, “is the performance of the reciprocal duties between the people and their rulers….It considers authority as emanating from God….Attach yourself firmly to the Head of the Church, Sire, and it will lend you a helping hand.”

			
			But Metternich was no fool. The times were changing and, he realized, rulers who failed to adapt—albeit prudently—risked disaster. The fact that the Papal States bordered both the restive Austrian-held regions of Lombardy and Veneto and the Austrian-controlled Grand Duchy of Tuscany meant that any instability in the papal kingdom posed a direct danger to the Austrian Empire. The chancellor sought a pope who would defend the papal theocracy but who also recognized the need for some reforms. The clergy’s stranglehold on government had to be eased and talented laymen brought into government.13

			France was Europe’s other great continental power, Spain having long been in decline. For three centuries, with the brief exception of the Napoleonic years, France had battled unsuccessfully with Austria for influence in Italy. Like his Austrian counterpart, the French king, Louis Philippe, wanted a pope who could preserve public order in the Papal States. But he, too, thought a reformer was needed to keep the ill-governed Papal States from collapsing. The new pope, as the French foreign minister put it, should be “enlightened, prudent, moderate…and not especially tied to any of [Europe’s] Powers.” The three French cardinals were instructed to use their king’s veto against any candidate who lacked those qualities.14

			Bordering the Papal States to the south lay the Kingdom of Naples, which encompassed all of southern Italy and the island of Sicily. Its monarch, the Bourbon king Ferdinand II, ruled over a notoriously backward and rebellious land. He felt anything but secure, as the decapitation of his French Bourbon cousin Louis XVI, half a century earlier, offered a lesson too graphic to forget. Made uneasy by the vacuum produced to his north by Pope Gregory’s death, Ferdinand was eager to see a successor elected quickly. What was needed most in the new pope, the king’s foreign minister advised, was someone with “much experience in political affairs and great firmness of character.” As it would turn out, Gregory’s successor would have neither.15

			Throughout Europe, those in power deemed the notion that the people should choose their own governments to be pernicious and utopian. But the growing numbers of republicans, socialists, and liberals were of a very different view. There were those who thought, or at least hoped, that the next pope—the embodiment of a medieval vision of society—would also be the last.

			

			—

			
			SECOND IN AUTHORITY ONLY to the pontiff, the cardinals of the church constituted the Sacred College, responsible both for the church’s governance and for electing a successor on the pope’s death. Some cardinals had been appointed as young men as a tribute to their noble origins; some presided over small, remote Italian dioceses. As a group they were known neither for their intelligence nor for their understanding of the changing world. “It pains me to have to observe that in the discussions that have taken place thus far,” observed the Neapolitan ambassador in Rome, reporting on the cardinals gathered for the conclave to choose the new pope, “discord prevails among them together with an atmosphere of personal interests such that there is reason to fear many intrigues.” Metternich was getting similar reports from Rome. The cardinals, he was told, were a mediocre lot, concerned above all with protecting their own privileges. Making matters worse, Pope Gregory had left the treasury bare, the government peopled with incompetents, and the army in tatters. The conclave threatened to be long and difficult.16

			It began when the customary ten days of mourning for the pope ended. Fifty-four of the cardinals were Italian, only eight from anywhere else. Of the eight, all were Europeans; only France, with three, and Austria, with two, had more than a single member of the Sacred College. Given the time it had taken to get word of the pope’s death to them, and then the time it would take for them to travel to Rome, none of the non-Italian cardinals arrived on time, not even the archbishop of Milan, an Austrian cardinal who carried Metternich’s veto.

			It was Pope Gregory’s secretary of state, seventy-year-old Luigi Lambruschini, from a noble Genoan family, who cast the largest shadow at the conclave. Like Gregory, a monk known for his austere habits, he was a man of aristocratic bearing, cold and haughty. After serving as archbishop of Genoa, he had been sent to Paris in 1827 as papal nuncio, the pope’s ambassador to France. There he opposed any move by King Charles X to institute reforms or freedoms, arguing that listening to popular demands would undermine the social order that God intended. He especially warned the king against loosening censorship of the press, certain that it would spread seditious doctrines of individual rights. When, following a popular uprising in 1830, the more liberal-minded Louis Philippe replaced Charles X, the new king demanded that Lambruschini be replaced.

			
			It was then that Lambruschini gained his cardinal’s hat, and during the popular uprisings a year later, he became one of the more strident voices calling on the Austrian army to restore order in the Papal States. Most of the cardinals shared his worldview. God had destined the great mass of humanity to do their humble work and not to bother themselves with matters of government. God had entrusted the public’s welfare to indulgent but firm fathers: the king in France, the emperor in Austria, and the pope in the Papal States. The notion that governments should represent the people they ruled could not have been more foreign to Lambruschini. He urged the pope to minimize the number of universities, deeming them seedbeds of dangerous modern ideas. Inflexible, despotic, and dedicated to a return of the glory days of medieval Christianity, he led the reactionary faction of the cardinals—the zelanti, the zealots.17

			At six p.m. on Sunday, June 14, 1846, a long line of magnificent carriages pulled up to San Silvestro Church in the center of Rome. A cardinal stepped out of each, there to attend a special mass. Following the service, the fifty red-robed cardinals emerged into a day darkened by cloudy skies and walked the few blocks to the Quirinal Palace, flanked by two rows of papal soldiers. Each cardinal was given two rooms, the larger one for himself, the smaller for his attendants: a secretary, a waiter, and a servant. The windows were shuttered to prevent any outside communication.

			Each of the cardinals then received visits from the foreign ambassadors and members of Rome’s nobility, eager to curry favor and perhaps to have influence. At eleven p.m., the ritual cry of Extra omnes!—“Everyone out!”—was repeated three times. The doors were closed, locking the cardinals and their attendants in. Fearing violence, a staple of Rome’s streets in times when there was no pope, Swiss Guardsmen dispersed the crowd of onlookers who had gathered in the piazza facing the Quirinal and built barricades to block off the nearby streets.18

			
			Voting began the next morning in the Paolina Chapel. Resembling the Vatican’s better-known Sistine Chapel, its walls were entirely frescoed, its vaulted ceiling towering twenty meters above. A row of small canopy-topped thrones ran along each wall, one for each cardinal, each with a little table furnished with goose quill pen, inkwell, and paper. At one end of the chapel, atop the raised candlelit altar, was a table covered with a richly decorated tapestry. There sat the three cardinals who, chosen by lot at each ballot, opened and read the votes aloud.19

			Election required a two-thirds majority, and no one had any idea how long it would take to reach that daunting threshold. Although there was no requirement that the new pope come from among the cardinals, no one other than a cardinal had been elected since the fourteenth century. All eyes, then, were fixed on the men who gathered in conclave. Two factions prepared to do battle. For the zelanti, the conservatives, the choice was clear: they could count on Lambruschini to continue the policies that he had shaped in his past ten years as secretary of state. Less clear was who would be the choice of the moderates, those who believed that the church had to adjust, in some ways, to modern times.

			Surprisingly, the conclave reached its conclusion in remarkably short order. As it became clear by the second ballot that Lambruschini would never reach the two-thirds vote needed, one of the lesser-known members of the Sacred College, Giovanni Mastai Ferretti, saw his fortunes unexpectedly rise.

			Mastai Ferretti was born in 1792 to a family of minor nobility in Senigallia, a central Italian town in the Papal States. His mother’s ambition that he become a priest was threatened when as a child he began to suffer epileptic seizures, and he would need special dispensation to be ordained. As Napoleon’s forces swept through the Papal States and laid waste to papal government, two popes were, one after the other, removed by force from Rome and driven into exile by French troops. Pius VI, exiled from Rome in 1798, died the next year in Valence, France. The conclave to elect his successor, Pius VII, was held not in Rome, where the end of papal rule had been proclaimed, but in Venice. Although Pius VII was briefly allowed back to Rome, in 1809 he, too, was seized by French troops and taken to France.

			
			Giovanni Mastai’s seminary in Rome was then closed, and he had to go home. Only Napoleon’s defeat in 1814 allowed Pius VII to return to the Eternal City and Mastai to resume his clerical studies. One result of these disruptions—reinforced by his own limited interest in intellectual pursuits—was that Mastai never felt fully versed in theological and cultural matters. In 1818 the newly restored Pius VII accepted him for the priesthood on the condition that, given uncertainties about his epilepsy, he celebrate mass only when assisted by another cleric.20

			In 1827, aged thirty-five and recently returned from accompanying a church delegation to Chile, Mastai was named the archbishop of Spoleto, a town midway between his hometown and Rome. “God really is having some fun on earth,” he wrote to a friend, “for he has wished to promote a miserable insect to such an honor.”

			When revolts against the papal government erupted in 1831, the young archbishop did not initially realize how great a threat they were. “All of the [revolutionary] forces of Perugia, Foligno, Spoleto, and Terni together barely amount to five hundred men,” he informed the secretary of state in Rome. “Lacking uniforms, without leadership, far from courageous, they are incapable of intimidating anyone….Either the pontifical troops are ready to fight and victory is assured, or the papal troops are entirely corrupt, and then I leave our cause in the Lord’s hands and say nothing.”

			But papal troops did indeed prove unequal to the task, and when the town’s Civic Guard joined in the uprising, Mastai was forced to flee. He took refuge in the Kingdom of Naples, where, nearly two decades later, he would again seek exile. This first stay was brief, for Austrian troops quickly regained control. On his return, Mastai, filled with self-doubt, asked the pope to relieve him of his post, citing his “inexperience in the sacred sciences,” his “deficiency” in the charisma that the Apostles demand of a bishop, and in a reference to his episodic epilepsy, “the shaky health which has afflicted me for many years.”21

			Gregory XVI rejected Mastai’s request and the next year transferred him to Imola, a more prestigious posting, twenty miles southeast of Bologna. Over the next decade, he would acquire a reputation there as fair-minded, principled, and good-natured, although he could be stern when necessary. He found the poor quality of the local priests especially upsetting. “Far from…pastors of their flocks,” he complained, “they are more like the wolves, a scandal and the ruin of their flocks.” He forbade priests to appear in public without their clerical garb, forbade them to carry weapons, and required all parish priests to live in their church residence.

			
			Prince Metternich first heard of Mastai, who had only recently been made a cardinal, in an 1842 letter from his ambassador in Rome discussing possible successors to Pope Gregory. “He enjoys the esteem of all, both clergy and lay,” concluded the ambassador. “The faction that wants neither a foreigner [someone from outside the Papal States] nor a monk [as were both Pope Gregory and Cardinal Lambruschini] would certainly put him forth in the next Conclave.”22

			Bishop of a minor town and lacking any experience in the intrigues of the Roman Curia—the central administration of the Holy See—Mastai was in some ways an odd choice to be pope. But he was respected for his good humor, his lack of pretension, and his success in winning popular favor in a diocese in a portion of the Papal States known for its hostility to priestly rule.23

			For the conservatives, it was his very weakness that made him so appealing. Given his inexperience in the world of Roman politics, they thought, he might, with proper care, be led along the right path.

			The fourth ballot, on June 16, proved decisive. Mastai happened to have been selected by lot as one of the three cardinals charged with reading out the results of the voting. As he called out his own name on one ballot after another, his voice began to fail him. He asked to be excused, and another cardinal took his place. When Mastai reached the two-thirds vote, the cardinal in charge rang a bell and formally asked him if he was willing to accept his election. Overwhelmed with emotion, Mastai walked to the altar and sank to his knees. His lips moved in prayer. He stood and then turned to the expectant cardinals: “Accepto,” he replied in Latin. The cardinals’ little canopies were then taken down, all except his own. Asked what name he would take, Mastai responded that he wanted to be known as Pius IX, after Pius VII, who, like him, had served as bishop of Imola when elected to the papacy almost half a century earlier.24
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			—

			
			EARLY ON JUNE 17, the day following the election, the new pontiff returned to the Paolina Chapel to receive Rome’s noblemen and allow them to kiss his foot. Eleven blasts from the cannon at Castel Sant’Angelo alerted the people that a new pope was about to be announced, and thousands rushed to the Quirinal Palace. Above the front entrance of the massive building—well over a million square feet in size—the door to the loggia overlooking the piazza had been bricked up when the cardinals went into conclave. Now workers broke through. When the passage was cleared, a procession of cardinals emerged, clothed in their red silk robes. Appearing last, the cardinal deacon strode to the front to announce the name of the new pontiff. Since word of the election had begun to spread the previous evening, there had been much uncertainty about who this could be. Few in the huge crowd could make out the cardinal’s words. Of those who could, few knew who Mastai was. Scattered shouts of Evviva! rose from the piazza, and a few hats were thrown into the air, but most, confused or disappointed, remained silent.

			Then the unfamiliar white-robed figure—his relative youth and benevolent smile contrasting so sharply with his unloved predecessor—strode onto the balcony. The new pope was a good-looking man of medium height, with a broad chest and blond hair. He projected a sense of goodness and simplicity that would quickly win him sympathy. “If someone were to cut Giovanni into a million pieces,” his older brother liked to say, “from each piece—as from an octopus—a priest would be born.” Pius raised his arms and in a strong, clear voice blessed the crowd. Those close enough saw tears trickling onto his cheeks. The cannons of the massive, ancient Castel Sant’Angelo sounded again, and throughout the city church bells rang.25

			That evening all of Rome’s foreign missions lit up the facades of their palaces. The French ambassador, fifty-nine-year-old Pellegrino Rossi, stayed up late to send the news to Paris, eager to report that he had played no small role in the surprisingly swift election of the new pope. In the days leading up to the conclave, he had spoken with as many cardinals as he could, stressing the importance of acting quickly to calm the people of the Papal States and to elect someone able to meet the challenges of modern times. Although he had not specifically lobbied for the bishop of Imola, he thought that Cardinal Mastai was the kind of man the church needed.

			Rossi went to the Quirinal that morning to greet the new pontiff. His eyes again tearing up with emotion, Pius took Rossi’s hands in his. As the ambassador later made his way out of the crowded hall, he spoke with several cardinals. They predicted that the new pope would soon proclaim an amnesty for all those jailed for political crimes and also announce plans to bring railroads to the Papal States. “If that should come to pass,” observed Rossi, “I see the tranquility of the land as assured.”26

			
			Rudolf von Lützow, the Austrian ambassador, offered a similarly enthusiastic report to Metternich in Vienna. In Spoleto and Imola, the Austrian recalled, Mastai had known how to win “the affection of his flock by his works of charity and by the paternal kindness with which he governed his diocese during such challenging times.” Lützow also thought they could count on the new pope to consult closely with Austria as he considered reforms.27 On receiving the news, Metternich expressed his pleasure both at the speed with which the cardinals had acted and at the result. Pius’s election, he told his ambassador, would “console all those friends of religion and order, while spreading confusion among those so quick to denigrate the Catholic Church and brand its temporal rule as anachronistic and out of step with the needs of modern civilization.” The difficulties that the new pope now faced, the Austrian chancellor acknowledged, were great, but, he added, “Every time that Pius IX will be called upon to defend the great conservative verities that the papacy has the sublime mission of preserving…he will find us at his side.”28

			The pope was crowned in St. Peter’s Basilica. There the heads of the religious orders, the bishops, the cardinals, and hundreds of other church dignitaries marched in procession. At the back of the seemingly endless line came Pio Nono, carried aloft by twelve footmen as he sat in his sedia gestatoria,*3 surrounded by Noble Guardsmen, Swiss Guardsmen, and the generals of the papal army.

			While the French and Austrian governments were pleased with the new pope, the people of Rome remained uncertain. To them, he was a stranger. The crowd gathered in the basilica for his coronation greeted Pius, in the words of the Tuscan envoy, “with absolute coldness, without giving, either by voice or with their hands the least sign of happiness.” The new pope was eager to find a way to win their hearts. This would turn out to be the easy part. It was keeping their love without destroying the church that would prove to be so difficult.29

		

		
			*1  Pio Nono is the Italian for “Pius the Ninth” and so was the way Italians referred to him.

			*2  I here use the simplified name of the kingdom, whose formal name at the time was the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies.

			*3  The richly adorned, silk-covered throne on which popes were carried on various ceremonial occasions.

		

	
		
		
			
			
				
					[image: Chapter 2 The Fox and the Crow]
				

			

			The hundreds of men who languished in the Papal States’ prisons for political crimes, and the hundreds more who had gone into exile to avoid a similar fate, weighed heavily on the minds of the more enlightened men and women of the pope’s dominion. Many had been in the pope’s dark prisons since the last major uprising against church rule fifteen years earlier. Practically every layperson with whom the pope met in the first days of his papacy told him that there would be no better way to win people’s hearts than to grant an amnesty to free the imprisoned and allow the exiles to return.

			On July 1, 1846, the new pope summoned six prominent cardinals to ask their opinion before making his decision. The archconservative Lambruschini argued against such a move, but others thought it would be a good thing. On July 17, a month after the new pope’s election, the decree appeared on Rome’s walls, then in towns throughout the Papal States:

			
				Pius the Ninth to his faithful subjects….

				We commute the sentence of all of our subjects who are currently in prison as punishment for political crime.

			

			The offenders had only to give their word of honor that they would never again rebel against the government of the Papal States. All political exiles were likewise to be allowed to return, and all those currently being tried for political crimes were to be pardoned.1

			
			The next day, a Saturday, Romans flooded the streets in celebration. In each of the city’s neighborhoods men and women formed processions and headed toward the papal palace, singing the new pontiff’s praises. At seven p.m., as hundreds shouted Viva Pio Nono! in the piazza below his window, the smiling pope walked onto his loggia to thank and bless them. As more celebrants arrived, he emerged two hours later to repeat the scene. But people kept coming, twenty thousand in all, carrying long sticks topped with fluttering handkerchiefs and numerous hand-stitched banners bearing the papal crest or simply the words Viva Pio Nono! Their torches lit up the piazza. A band played, and shouts of praise to the new pontiff filled the air. No pope was supposed to appear in public at night, but at 10:45 p.m. Pio Nono, in his white robe and short red cape, came onto his balcony once again to bless the crowd. His subjects then streamed into the nearby streets, filling the brightly lit Corso and waving their papal banners.

			Sunday morning the festivities continued. The streets were clogged, as flowers rained down from the windows amid cries of praise for the new pope. Surrounded by his joyful subjects as his carriage returned from the Roman church where he had celebrated mass, Pius slowly made his way back into the palace. When the crowd showed no sign of leaving without getting to see him, he again came out to his balcony to offer his blessing. Surveying the multitudes, many with tears of emotion in their eyes, he struggled to contain his own. Making the sign of the cross, he offered his blessing.2

			“The amnesty is not everything,” observed Pellegrino Rossi, the French ambassador, “but it is a big step.” More cautiously, he added, “I hope that the new path is now open and that the Holy Father will know how to continue in it, despite all the obstacles that will certainly stand in his way.” In Paris, the French foreign minister was encouraged. The new pope, he thought, might well prove the salvation of the tottering Papal States.3

			While the French were pleased, the Austrians were not. The pope, they thought, should have given not a blanket amnesty but a limited “pardon” to individuals who expressed remorse for the crimes they had committed. This was what Cardinal Lambruschini had recommended. Austria’s ambassador in Rome, Count Rudolf von Lützow, stung by the fact that the pope had neither consulted him in advance nor informed him before the announcement, let the cardinals know of his unhappiness. Several shared his alarm, fearing that the naïve pontiff was recklessly planting the seeds of revolt.4

			
			As the days and weeks passed, Pius found himself in an increasingly uncomfortable spot. Crowds began gathering regularly in Rome’s piazzas, as men and women shouted slogans and carried signs urging him to grant other long-sought reforms. They wanted the mercenary militias disbanded and replaced with citizen militias. They asked that the most reviled priestly functionaries be removed, they wanted laymen to replace the prelates who dominated public administration, and they urged freedom of the press. They also wanted to see a united Italy, one free of foreign armies. Many hoped that Pio Nono himself might lead this movement for national independence. But while the pope was a proud Italian, he had no interest in leading a war against Austria, a disinclination reinforced by the cardinals who saw the Austrians as their best guarantee of continued rule. As for the people’s other demands for change, the thousand-year-old Papal States were not like any other states. As the cardinals kept reminding the pontiff, the laws of the papal reign were given not by man but by God.5

			

			—

			IN EARLY AUGUST, Pius named fifty-eight-year-old Cardinal Pasquale Gizzi to be his secretary of state. After the reactionary Lambruschini, the pope was looking for a man with diplomatic experience who had a more moderate outlook. Gizzi seemed a good choice, having served as papal representative to Lucerne, Turin, and Brussels, in addition to a successful term as papal legate to Forlì, in the north of the Papal States. Pius himself had voted for Gizzi at the conclave and, in a sign of affection, referred to him as il mio papa, “my pope.”

			Romans were pleased by the appointment, believing—wrongly, it turned out—that the cardinal was on the side of major reform. If the pope had hesitated several weeks before appointing him, it may have been because Gizzi was hobbled by poor health, which showed in his sallow complexion and the gout that frequently confined him to bed. His tenure as secretary of state was destined to be neither smooth nor long, as the charmless, strong-minded Gizzi increasingly found himself at odds with the pope.6
In trying to do something to improve the Papal States’ poor economic situation, Pius turned for advice to Pellegrino Rossi, the French ambassador. Rossi had an unusual background. Born to a modest family in Carrara, in central Italy, he became a lawyer and, still in his twenties, was appointed professor of law at the University of Bologna. A few years later he moved to Geneva, where he spent the next decade writing books on political economy and serving as a member of the Swiss legislature. He then left Switzerland, taking up a professorship in Paris, a post he held until 1845, when King Louis Philippe named him French envoy to the Holy See. A short, slight man of dignified bearing, he possessed a penetrating intellect, combined with enormous self-confidence and drive. He was said to resemble the profile portraits of Dante, and some went so far as to claim that, conscious of this resemblance, he periodically struck a pose to maximize that effect.
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			Pius coupled his request for advice with a note of caution. “A Pope,” he told Rossi, “must not plunge into utopian schemes.” People had crazy ideas. There were even those, he marveled, who “speak of an Italian league to be headed by the Pope. As if such a thing were possible! As if the great powers would ever permit it!”

			Rossi expressed his sympathy for the pope’s plight and offered his encouragement. “You have already traced the route that you should follow,” Rossi told him, one “that will bring the best results: putting an end to the abuses that, I fear, are numerous, and introducing everywhere good government. I think that is what the Holy Father has in mind.”

			“You are right,” replied the pope. “That is my firm resolution. One must, before anything else, put our finances in order, but I need a little time.”7

			While the French ambassador was urging Pius to act quickly, others were trying to slow him down. Along with the Austrian court, the Bourbon king of Naples—not among Europe’s more enlightened monarchs—had been dismayed at the pope’s broad amnesty and at his unseemly eagerness to please his restive subjects. Pius’s uncertain first moves, reported the king’s ambassador in Rome, were allowing the esaltati, the fanatics, people who would have been happy to see all of Europe’s monarchs fall, to claim that the pope was on their side. Some reforms were no doubt to be desired, the Neapolitan ambassador told the pontiff when they met in the fall, but firmness was also needed. Otherwise, he warned, “pernicious influences” would grow unchecked.8

			Alarm was spreading among the cardinals as well. “My friend,” wrote Cardinal De Angelis, archbishop of Fermo, to the archbishop of Bologna, “let’s not fool ourselves. This general enthusiasm for reforms…cannot have a natural end.” Cardinal Gizzi, the secretary of state, watched uneasily as the inexperienced, impressionable pontiff was, as he saw it, manipulated by radicals through their skillful use of the crowds. In an effort to regain control, in early October Gizzi ordered an end to all popular demonstrations in the Papal States.9

			If Gizzi suspected a plot behind the unending popular tributes to the kindly pope, he was not entirely wrong. Giuseppe Mazzini—the great champion of Italian unification and popular sovereignty, and a sworn enemy of priestly rule—was sending instructions from London to his supporters in Italy. Mazzini had been a headache for the popes—and Italy’s other rulers—for many years. Exiled from his native Genoa after the failure of the revolts of 1831, he had helped found Young Italy, a clandestine organization dedicated to unifying Italy under a republican government. After being expelled from Switzerland, he began what would be a long exile in London, scraping by while plotting insurrection and maintaining a huge international correspondence. Excited by the ferment in Rome, Mazzini urged his followers to take advantage of even the most minor concession by the pontiff to organize “festivals, songs, demonstrations, all of which give people a sense of the power that they have.” The watchwords, wrote Mazzini, should be “freedom, the rights of man, progress, equality, fraternity.” People would understand more easily, he added, if they contrasted these with their opposite: “despotism, privilege, slavery, monopoly.”10
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			Pius IX sought his subjects’ love, but he was a reluctant reformer, torn between those seeking change and those arguing that the pope’s first duty was to defend the powers of the church. In October the pope met again with the French ambassador, who urged him to end the priestly monopoly on high government positions and to remove the prelates who were most despised by the people. Pius met with distinguished laymen from all parts of the Papal States who had come to plead the same cause. But still he hesitated.11

			
			The pope soon learned a lesson in the people’s displeasure. On November 4, the day honoring Saint Carlo Borromeo, sixteenth-century hero of the Counter-Reformation, he made his way in elaborate procession through the center of Rome to the saint’s church. Festive tapestries hung from the windows. Forty thousand people crowded the streets to watch him pass, but—disappointed that months had gone by since the amnesty, yet priests still held the most important government positions—they stood mute. When the pope returned to the Quirinal Palace, the crowd dispersed without waiting for his blessing.12

			The following day the pope wrote to his brother, Gabriele, “I am always hoping that my own good will for the good of the people whom God has entrusted to me is about to be reciprocated. My hope is all the more secure inasmuch as I place my great faith in the Lord, without neglecting to do all that I can.” He asked Gabriele to distribute a ten-pound bag of salt to every family in their hometown. Two days later he approved the construction of five train lines in the Papal States.13

			Perhaps it was the announcement of the first rail lines, or the excitement of the ancient ceremony, but on November 8, when the pope took possession of his seat as bishop of Rome in the magnificent Basilica of St. John Lateran, there was no doubting the people’s enthusiasm. At the sound of a cannon blast from Castel Sant’Angelo just after noon, the papal procession set out from the Quirinal Palace. A long line of cavalry led the way, followed by numerous papal attendants, some in red uniforms and others with black velvet capes and white collars, swords dangling from their belts. The commander of the Swiss Guard rode a magnificent mount, his steel armor and helmet sparkling in the sun. Behind him walked a prelate bearing the papal crucifix, followed by the head of the ecclesiastical court riding incongruously atop a white mule. Only then did the pope appear, in his ornate, horse-drawn carriage, waving his arm in benediction.

			As Pius rode slowly by, women ran up to hand him their bouquets. By the end of his trip, he could hardly move amid all the flowers in his carriage. A hundred and forty thousand people, according to one chronicler, crowded the streets, waving their hats and their handkerchiefs. Many of them had traveled from the provinces to witness the spectacle. Behind the pontiff’s coach, six carriages, each pulled by six horses, carried dignitaries of the papal court, with numerous Noble Guardsmen, resplendent in their medieval uniforms, drawing up the rear. People lined the streets and leaned out of their decorated windows, applauding and shouting Viva il Papa!14

			
			The latest outpouring of popular support for the pope only added to the nervousness of the ambassador of Naples in Rome. “The situation in which His Holiness finds himself is certainly thorny and full of difficulties,” he observed, “but it will make it even thornier and more difficult if, due to his sweet disposition, his mercy, his strong desire to make his subjects happy and content, His Holiness does not show his indifference to popular approval.” The reactionaries shared with the more perceptive moderates the belief that the pope was headed for disaster. It was not clear that papal rule—based on divine right—was in any way compatible with the democratic principles embraced on Rome’s streets. “If the Roman court concedes all that is necessary,” observed one of the democrats, “it must abdicate. If it concedes only a part, it only provokes greater conflict. If it concedes nothing, things will be even worse.”15

			The reactionaries did have some reason to think that Pius might yet be brought around to their view. His first encyclical, released on November 9, 1846, made clear, to those who would listen, that he would not stray far from orthodoxy. Pius began Qui pluribus, addressed to all the world’s patriarchs and bishops, by praising his predecessor, Pope Gregory XVI, and confessing his own sense of unworthiness for the task that had been entrusted in him. He warned of the great perils the church faced:

			
				Each of you has noticed, venerable brothers, that a very bitter and fearsome war against the whole Catholic commonwealth is being stirred up by men bound together in a lawless alliance….These men use these means to spread their hatred for truth and light. They are experienced and skillful in deceit, which they use to set in motion their plans to quench people’s zeal for piety, justice and virtue, to corrupt morals, to cast all divine and human laws into confusion, and to weaken and even possibly overthrow the Catholic religion and civil society. For you know, venerable brothers, that these bitter enemies of the Christian name, are carried wretchedly along by some blind momentum of their mad impiety….It is with no less deceit…that other enemies of divine revelation, with reckless and sacrilegious effrontery, want to import the doctrine of human progress into the Catholic religion.16

			
The encyclical could hardly have expressed a more conservative message, pitting the word of God against the forces of evil, the timeless truths of the church against the new blasphemies spread by the heretical champions of “progress.”

			Undaunted, the liberals kept trying to convince the pope of the need for change. A week after Pius pronounced Qui pluribus, a young man from Bologna, second city of the Papal States, came to see him. Full of enthusiasm for the liberal, patriotic cause, twenty-eight-year-old Marco Minghetti, who had already acquired a reputation among Bologna’s elite for his erudition, would one day become Italy’s prime minister. Rather than raise the uncomfortable subject of the encyclical, Minghetti began the audience by thanking the pope for the changes he had already made. The pontiff expressed his appreciation for the young man’s kind words but complained that people had unrealistic expectations of him.

			Reasonable men, replied Minghetti, realized that reforms would not be easy but were confident that they could be reconciled with church principles.

			“Yes,” said the pope, “but first there must be enough time and enough calm.” When his visitor urged him to dismiss those clerics in government who opposed any change, Pio Nono grew silent. He stood up, lifted his arms to bless his visitor, and sent him off.17

			

			—

			IN EARLY DECEMBER, AMID torrential rains, the swollen Tiber River flooded its banks. By the morning of the tenth, a third of the city lay underwater. The Corso had become a canal, and boats outfitted by philanthropic princes glided through the city streets, bringing food to the stranded. Worst hit were Rome’s four thousand Jews, confined since the sixteenth century to a walled ghetto on the banks of the Tiber. With mud-saturated water rising several meters, the Jews could escape only through their second-floor windows. As the waters receded the next day, people learned that the pope had ordered food and clothes to be sent to those who had suffered, triggering a new surge in the pope’s popularity. The Jews, too, were thankful, for in the wake of the flood’s devastation, Pius IX granted their request that some of their number be allowed to settle outside the overcrowded, and now waterlogged, ghetto.18

			
			Despite the order forbidding further public demonstrations, more than a thousand people marched to the pope’s palace on December 26, the eve of the festival of the pope’s namesake, Saint John. Shouting Viva il Papa! they played music and raised banners and torches. Unable to resist their pleas, the pope strode out onto his balcony to bless them.

			Cardinal Gizzi, the pope’s secretary of state, was not pleased. “I gave orders that the popular demonstrations for the Pope not be repeated,” he told the Austrian ambassador, “but then my orders were not followed.” He had been in office less than half a year but was already at wit’s end. “If I am not going to be listened to,” he vowed, “nothing remains but for me to resign.”19

			

			—

			IN CONTRAST TO THE CARDINALS, the pope lived simply. He woke up at six or six-thirty in the morning, shaved himself, then went to his private chapel for an hour of prayer, meditating as he recited the rosary. He celebrated a mass with his attendants before eating his modest breakfast, dipping biscuits into a cup of coffee mixed with chocolate. After he gave his maggiordomo and other members of his entourage instructions for the day, he hosted an endless stream of visitors in his study, as cardinals, ministers of his government, heads of various ecclesiastical courts and congregations, diplomats, and assorted visitors and supplicants came to see him.

			Before lunch Pius returned to his chapel for a half hour of prayer. He ate at three p.m. at a table covered in red velvet, in a vast, empty hall. Following long-established custom, the pope ate alone, his simple meal lasting no more than twenty minutes. His diet consisted largely of vegetables, favoring beans and fennel flavored with a little salt, as well as asparagus and artichokes in season. He liked his fruit green and drank a small glass of wine. He was especially partial to strong coffee, which he drank all day.

			
			Following lunch, Pius went out with a small retinue of attendants for his daily excursion. Romans became accustomed to seeing him on the streets or in one of Rome’s many churches. These afternoon outings sometimes took him beyond the city walls to visit famous ruins and reliquaries of the martyrs or simply to enjoy a walk in the country. After the dour Pope Gregory, Pio Nono was the pope who smiled. Stories circulated of his acts of charity, coming to the aid of a crying boy whose father was in debtor’s prison, or taking the hand of a widow and offering help. Then by six p.m. he was back in his palace for more meetings, ending the workday only at ten-thirty at night.20

			Forty-eight-year-old Massimo d’Azeglio, from a noble Piedmontese family in northwestern Italy, described his audience with the pope in these early months. A partisan of Italian unification but far from a radical, d’Azeglio would soon become prime minister of the Kingdom of Sardinia. After an hour in the waiting room, d’Azeglio was ushered in. Pius sat on a red leather chair, under a canopy, the desk in front of him covered by papers, a crucifix, a pair of reading glasses, two candles, and an oil lamp with a transparent lampshade. D’Azeglio kissed his foot, and Pius stretched out his hand so that d’Azeglio could kiss his ring before the pope raised his arm to invite his visitor to stand. Pius, d’Azeglio thought, was an attractive man. He spoke without a trace of affectation and had a talent for putting his visitors at ease. “I have never seen,” reported d’Azeglio, “a man who was more pleasing than this.” Pio Nono projected such sincerity both in his words and in his facial expression, thought d’Azeglio, that it seemed impossible to doubt him.21

			Sharing this benevolent view of the pope, Romans had come to blame the failures of his government on his advisers, the cardinals first among them. Cardinal Gizzi found himself a particular target of the people’s ire. By early 1847, the crowds’ cries of Viva Pio Nono! were increasingly mixed with shouts of “Down with Gizzi! Down with the secretary of state!”22

			Recent advances in typography had made cheap mass production of printed materials possible, opening the floodgates for newspapers and journals of all kinds. In mid-March 1847, Secretary of State Gizzi reaffirmed an 1825 decree that required all printed materials dealing with matters of morality, religion, or science to be subject to church censorship. In a mild bow toward popular demands for a free press, the updated edict placed laymen on a new board of censorship to review all political writings. Its job was to ensure that nothing be allowed to appear that “directly or indirectly tends to turn people against the acts and men of the government.”23

			
			If the pope hoped that Gizzi’s measures would help him tamp down the political pressure, he was quickly disappointed. New publications proliferated, and Romans kept flouting the ban on popular demonstrations. “Cardinal Gizzi’s position is becoming more difficult by the day,” observed the Sardinian ambassador, reporting back to Turin. Like many others, the ambassador thought that Gizzi was acting against the pope’s more liberal inclinations. “One cannot deny anymore that there is a certain friction between the Pope and the Secretary of State,” the Sardinian envoy observed. “Gizzi uses a language that seems to indicate his firm intention of ending the people’s demonstrations, but the facts demonstrate the opposite, and the liberal party is continually gaining in importance.”24

			On Easter Sunday the frustrated Gizzi went to see the pope to submit his resignation. Alerted to the cardinal’s intentions, Pio Nono took Gizzi into his arms in a warm embrace as he entered his study and begged him to stay. The pope admitted that his tendency to follow his heart rather than his head sometimes created problems, but this, he said, was exactly why he needed a man like Gizzi at his side. Did that mean, asked Gizzi, that the pope would finally begin to heed his advice? Pius assured him he would.25

			

			—

			IN THE WAKE OF THE 1831 revolts that briefly drove the cardinal legates from Bologna and other parts of the Papal States, the French had summoned a conference of foreign powers to discuss what was to be done about the tottering papal regime. The Austrians and others all agreed with the French that for the pope to continue to exercise temporal power, he would have to make major reforms. Most important, priests would need to be replaced by laymen as heads of the various government offices. Gregory XVI had done his best to ignore the recommendations, but Europe’s diplomats had not forgotten them. With belief in the separation of church and state continuing to spread through the continent, government by priests was becoming an ever more glaring anomaly.26

			
			Responding to this pressure, in April 1847, Pius announced the creation of a new body, a Consultative Council. In each province of the Papal States, the prelate in charge would nominate three distinguished residents, from whom the pope would choose one for the council. The council’s job would be to advise the pope on matters of public administration and good governance. Romans greeted the announcement with joy, and thousands marched through the streets celebrating the news. The torches they held aloft formed a blazing ring around the fountain in the enormous, circular Piazza del Popolo, where they gathered before streaming down the Corso and on to the pope’s palace. Three rockets screamed into the air and exploded, bathing the pope’s piazza in their red and white light. Men and women shouted their vivas, begging the pope to come out to bless them. The door to the Quirinal balcony finally opened, and the pope appeared. As he raised his arms, silence spread and the people dropped to their knees.

			Witnessing these displays of affection, the American journalist Margaret Fuller, then living in Rome, expressed sympathy for the pope’s plight. “He is a man of noble and good aspect,” she wrote, “who, it is easy to see, has set his heart upon doing something solid for the benefit of man.” His task was not an easy one, she pointed out, something Romans did not seem to appreciate. “The Italians,” Fuller observed, “deliver themselves, with all the vivacity of their temperament, to perpetual hurras, vivas, rockets, and torchlight processions. I often think how grave and sad must the Pope feel, as he sits alone and hears all this noise of expectation.”27

			The momentum the pope created with these limited reforms proved hard to stop. Once it was admitted, if only tacitly, that the governing arrangements in the Papal States were not fixed by divine will, the whole rationale for ecclesiastical rule risked collapse. The Dutch ambassador observed that the new Consultative Council would only embolden those demanding a popularly elected legislative body of a kind found farther north in Europe. “Italy,” he reported, “is undergoing a true moral crisis,” as two ideas were taking hold: the right to constitutional guarantees, and the need to drive foreign troops back across the Alps. The pope might attempt halfway measures, concluded the ambassador, but in the end he might find himself fighting a losing battle.28

			
			The aristocratic assistant to the French ambassador in Rome offered a similar opinion: “The Pope is very pleased at having had such success, not seeing that the public is craftier than he is and extracts one concession from him after another by their compliments, exactly as in the fable about the fox and the crow.” When the crow took a piece of cheese up to a tree branch to eat, the fox, flattering the bird on its beautiful singing voice, got it to open its mouth in song. As the cheese fell from the crow’s mouth, the fox eagerly devoured it.29

			The Papal States, observed Metternich, who had similarly come to doubt that the pope was up to the challenges he faced, were unique, a theocracy. But, he mused, “the world rises up against the very idea of such a government. The Catholic world is based on the principle of authority, while the world does not want such an authority. Religion dictates the equality of men before God and their submission to the authorities, because this is ordained by God. The world wants civil equality and authority based on the will of the people.”

			Although Metternich was well aware that the long-held justifications for rule by the few were under attack, nothing would deter him from his path. His goal, which he shared with leaders of Europe’s other monarchies—from the Russian czar to the king of Naples—was to stop the ever-growing drive for self-government. Protecting the pope’s right to rule was crucial to his effort. How could rulers justify their own regimes as divinely ordained if the pope’s heavenly mandate were cast in doubt? “The Papal States exist,” Metternich told his ambassador, “and their existence is both a social and political necessity.” The new pope’s goodness had become a potent weapon exploited by those who sought to end the papal theocracy. The political prisoners and exiles whom the pope had freed were now returning to their homeland, intent on overthrowing the old order. The public demonstrations, the newspapers, and the new associations that were sprouting up around the Papal States were their tools. Rather than placating the people, it was becoming ever clearer that each reform the pope granted was simply increasing the popular appetite for more.30

			

			—

			
			IN YET ANOTHER ATTEMPT to put an end to the popular demonstrations, on June 22, 1847, Cardinal Gizzi issued a new edict. While Pius was “firmly resolved to continue on the road of improvement in all those branches of the public administration which may have need of it,” the secretary of state announced, the pope was “equally decided on doing so only in a wise and well-considered course, and within the limits marked out by the very nature of the sovereignty and of the temporal government of the head of the Catholic Church.” God, in his infinite wisdom, proclaimed Gizzi, had willed the pontiff to exercise temporal power, and so it was his sacred duty “to preserve intact the trust that was placed in him.” The pope, he reported, was horrified to see people “taking advantage of the present state of things to put forth and enforce doctrines and thoughts totally opposed to his maxims.” While Pius appreciated all the signs of his people’s devotion, he now asked “for proof of these praiseworthy sentiments, and such proof should consist,” explained Gizzi, “in putting an end to all unusual popular meetings, and to extraordinary popular demonstrations.”31

			Shortly after issuing his new edict, Gizzi met with the ambassador from Turin. The situation, the cardinal told him, was spiraling out of control. Although he would rather cut off his hand, he said, than sign a request to the Austrian emperor to send his army to restore order, he would nonetheless do so if, as he feared, it should prove necessary. Calling on Austrian troops to quell rebellions in the papal lands would, he knew, cause a huge wave of popular anger, but, said the cardinal, he saw no alternative.

			The ambassador was taken aback. Such an act, he warned, might well engulf all Italy in a “general conflagration.”

			“And so,” asked the secretary of state, “whom would you have me turn to? Would your king agree to send an armed force to intervene here if it was requested?”

			
			The ambassador had no answer, but he knew the cardinal had no intention of calling on the Sardinian army. It was to Austria that he would turn.32

			Pius felt trapped. He had reveled in his subjects’ love and adulation. He thought of himself as a father to the people and took seriously his role as Christ’s vicar on earth. But now it seemed that he could not carry out the responsibility that God entrusted in him as Supreme Pontiff—to protect the special divine nature of government in the Papal States—and at the same time satisfy his subjects’ ever-escalating demands for change.

			Seeing the pope at a church ceremony on June 30, the Austrian ambassador reported that Pius had the look “of a man who was suffering. People who have not seen him for some time find him looking ten years older….His hair is now covered with gray.” There were reports, too, that the stress had triggered new epileptic seizures. Pius was, it seemed, now pondering the unthinkable, wondering whether it would not be better for him to renounce St. Peter’s throne and retire in prayer to a monastery.33
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			As the summer of 1847 wore on, a helpless, and hapless, Cardinal Gizzi watched while, notwithstanding all his attempts to stop them, demonstrators continued to parade through Rome’s streets. Their shouts were taking on an ever more threatening tone. Pio Nono wanted to push forward with his reforms, many Romans believed, but the reactionaries, traitors, and friends of the Austrians who surrounded him were doing all they could to thwart him. Calls of “Death to the pope’s evil advisers!” and “Death to Cardinal Lambruschini”—identified in the popular imagination as the ringleader of the conspiracy—were becoming ever more common, unsettling not only the cardinals but the aristocracy and other men of property.

			“The law is respected,” reported Rossi in early summer, “but the blood is beginning to circulate rapidly in this body that, only a year ago, was as calm and cold as a cadaver.” The people and their leaders, he added, “have the ability and the know-how that the government lacks.” They could, it seemed, mobilize a crowd on a moment’s notice.1

			In the view of his long-suffering secretary of state, Pius was deceiving himself if he thought he could ever satisfy those demanding change in the Papal States. The liberal party would keep pushing for the removal of priests from power, for a representative system of government, and for freedom of speech. None of these, in the view of Gizzi and his fellow cardinals, was compatible with the divinely ordained governance of the Papal States. “The time might well come,” he told the Austrian ambassador in an early July meeting, “when the Pope finds himself reduced to the painful necessity of calling for Austria’s intervention.” Lest the ambassador miss his meaning, Gizzi ended their conversation by telling him to be sure to send Metternich “advance notice of the possibility of the request in question.”2

			
			Around the same time, a delegation of the more enlightened Roman aristocrats met with the pope to offer their advice. Fearful that the demonstrations might turn violent, they urged him to create a powerful Civic Guard, composed of the better classes of citizens. The move would have the additional benefit of satisfying one of the liberals’ long-standing demands, that the pope replace the foreign mercenary security forces. Pius promised to do so without delay.3

			Gizzi was horrified. If the pope armed the people, he told Pius, he would regret it. The day would come when he would tire of the people’s never-ending demands. When it did, and he belatedly tried to resist, predicted Gizzi, “you will be chased out of Rome with those same rifles that you are now giving them for your defense.”

			“Signor Cardinal,” replied the pope, taken aback, “I have no fear of my people!”

			“Don’t rely too much on the goodness of your heart!” advised the cardinal. “The people are too fickle.” With this last warning, Gizzi resigned, this time for good.4

			Feeling ever more isolated, and exhausted from his months of arguing with his secretary of state, Pius yearned to have a man at his side he could count on. He scribbled a short note to his cousin Cardinal Gabriele Ferretti:

			
				Cardinal Gizzi’s state of health has led him for a second time to ask to be relieved of his duties. His Successor is Cardinal Ferretti. Come, begin, and doubt nothing, for God is with Us. I bless you.5

			

			Ferretti was surely surprised by the news, but he sympathized with the pope’s desire to bring the Papal States into the modern era. “He is no great intellect,” observed Rossi, in reporting the new appointment to Paris, but, he added, Ferretti was not lacking in courage and was unquestionably devoted to the pope.6

			
			When the new secretary of state arrived at the city gate at Piazza del Popolo late on the evening of July 15, a celebratory crowd surrounded his carriage. The despised Cardinal Gizzi was gone, and his replacement, many Romans believed, was a man much more sympathetic to their cause. As the new secretary of state made his way down the narrow Corso, residents emerged from the buildings carrying lanterns to light the way. “Long live Ferretti!” they shouted. “Justice! Throw the bastards out!”7

			

			—

			FOREIGN OBSERVERS DIFFERED IN their view of what was happening in Rome, but they all agreed on one point. Amid the mass of the popolani—the little people of Rome—who crowded the city streets and took part in demonstrations of affection for the pope, one man stood out. Angelo Brunetti, known by his childhood nickname, Ciceruacchio,* was forty-five years old when Pius IX became pope. He was born in one of the city’s poorer neighborhoods, his father a blacksmith. Illiterate, he went to work at an early age as a carter, bringing wine from the surrounding hills down into Rome. Bright and ambitious and with an outsize personality, he soon saved up enough money to buy his own horse and wagon and began carrying hay, grains, and other goods into the city. Before long he had several horses and many wagons.

			Each of Rome’s fourteen neighborhoods—called rioni—had its own capopopolo, the leader determined not by any formal process but by popular designation rooted in the nightly discussions in local taverns where men gathered. The most valued traits were generosity, good judgment, and the ability to mediate local disputes. Ciceruacchio had all these qualities and more, so that he became, in effect, the capopopolo of all Rome. Of average height, he had broad shoulders, a powerful chest, a large neck, and thick, muscular legs. He was always the first to pitch in when heavy lifting was needed. His bright blue eyes sparkled with life, and he had a large nose, long curly brown hair that gathered above his ears, a bushy moustache, and a goatee. He spoke not Italian but the Roman dialect, romanesco, as did all the long-established families of the city’s poorer classes. Good-humored and compassionate, he was quick to anger but just as quick to forgive and forget. After his rise to prominence, he dressed with a certain elegance. He was known for his courage, yet he was not immune to the sense of inferiority that plagued Rome’s little people. In the presence of members of the educated elite, the larger-than-life Ciceruacchio seemed to shrink a little. Of the wider world he knew very little.
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			The man, it seemed, was everywhere. In December 1846, when the streets of the city were flooded, he was on a boat handing out food to the hungry, and then in May he organized a huge popular celebration of the pope’s birthday, arranging with all of Rome’s flower vendors to reduce the price of bouquets so that, on the pope’s appearance at his Quirinal balcony, a blizzard of flowers would swirl through the air. The next month, for the first anniversary of Pius’s election as pope, Ciceruacchio masterminded yet another outpouring of popular affection, before defusing a dangerous conflict between Rome’s carters and the men from the hills who drove their own carts into the city.

			
			On a visit to Rome, Massimo d’Azeglio, the Piedmontese nobleman and fervent Italian patriot, was among those struck by Rome’s man of the people. “These days,” he wrote, Ciceruacchio “is Rome’s first citizen. He exhorts, pontificates, he keeps the peace.” In the unrest that surrounded Cardinal Gizzi’s last days as secretary of state, Turin’s ambassador in Rome chronicled the key role played by the capopopolo: “It was he, one must confess, who contributed more than anyone in damping down the threats of death that were being shouted by the crowd, and likewise it was he who must be credited for maintaining public order.”8

			A visiting Britisher, the twenty-seven-year-old Florence Nightingale, later to achieve fame as the founder of modern nursing, was also impressed by the ubiquitous capopopolo. “I dare say you know who Ciceruacchio is,” she wrote her family. “He can hardly read or write, sells wood to all the English, has not genius, but a commonsense almost amounting to genius, and can turn the whole Roman people round his fingers. He is a sincere, good man, and means well both by the people and the pope.” She was impressed as well by his modesty: “The princes send for him, court him and invite him, but he will not go.”9

			

			—

			IN THE SUMMER OF 1847, just a few months before Nightingale’s visit, Ciceruacchio was responsible for an unprecedented sight in Rome involving the city’s Jews. Rome’s Jews had long been packed into narrow, dark, and unhealthy streets, the eight gates of their ghetto locked each night by a Christian guard whose salary they were required to pay. Prohibited from owning land or exercising professions, excluded from the city’s schools and hospitals, they practiced the most modest occupations. Few sights were more common in Rome than the shabbily dressed, long-bearded Jew, carrying a gray sack over his shoulder, shuffling along the road, looking up at the windows of the buildings as he passed, calling out Roba vecchia? “Old clothes for sale?”10

			When, in the wake of the December flood, the pope first allowed a limited number of Jews to move out of the ghetto, tensions with Christian neighbors grew. For centuries the church had vilified the Jews as Christ-killers who should not be allowed to have contact with Christians. The sudden appearance of Jewish-owned stores and homes outside the ghetto provoked insults and threats of violence, not least from the Christian merchants who resented the new competition.

			
			In early July, eager to keep the peace and inspired by the talk of fraternity and equality, Ciceruacchio organized a picnic on a large field. Two thousand people streamed in to share the food and wine. Speakers told of the dawn of a new era, ushered in by the goodly Pius IX, who wanted all Romans to live in harmony. The time for the old superstitions had passed, announced one speaker. Jesus on the cross had urged forgiveness, so even the Jews should be forgiven their sins.

			The next day five men from Trastevere, the neighborhood just across the river from the ghetto, made their way into the Jewish quarter. They invited the men they met there to join them at a tavern outside the ghetto walls. Some of the more intrepid Jews went along and shared in the wine. The following day several Roman tanners, in festive mood, ventured into the ghetto. Worried about their intentions, the Jews asked them what they wanted. To this their leader replied, “We’ve come to show you that we are friends…and pay no heed to those who want to harm you!” The scene of the previous night was repeated, the more adventurous young men of the ghetto joining their fellow Romans in a tavern, then walking together along the Tiber back toward the ghetto, singing praises to Pius IX. It seemed as if a new era had indeed arrived.11

			Prince Metternich had no objection to the liberation of the Jews from Rome’s ghetto, but he was increasingly alarmed by the pope’s loosening grip over his kingdom. It would be foolhardy, he decided, to wait until revolution exploded in the Papal States before sending troops. It was time, he thought, for a show of force.12

			In the early morning hours of July 17, 1847, a contingent of the Austrian imperial army, consisting of eight hundred Croatian infantrymen and sixty Hungarian cavalrymen, crossed the Po River at the northeastern border of the Papal States and marched into the old walled city of Ferrara. In full battle gear, with flags flying and bayonets affixed to their rifles, they paraded through the streets to the beat of their drummer. While an Austrian garrison had been located in Ferrara since 1815, the unexpected and belligerent arrival of the reinforcements led some to speculate that this was Austria’s first step in a planned military sweep through the Papal States. The fact that the Austrians had arrived on the very day people were planning to celebrate the first anniversary of Pio Nono’s amnesty reinforced the darkest views of a reactionary plot against the pope. Anti-Austrian slogans began to cover the walls of the Papal States. Clandestinely published pamphlets linked the Austrians to the Jesuits in seeking to bring back the old order. There was, in fact, no conspiracy, but the people were right in one respect. Worried that the feckless pope was playing with fire, Metternich had put Austrian forces in a position to quell what increasingly looked like a revolutionary movement throughout the papal kingdom.13

			
			Pius was not pleased. The Austrians had not bothered to warn him of their plans to march into Ferrara. Already under pressure to support Italian independence and to denounce the Austrians’ military presence in Italy, he found himself in an increasingly uncomfortable spot.

			Count Lützow, Austria’s ambassador in Rome, was himself growing ever more alarmed. The local press, he reported to Metternich later in July, was filled with anti-Austrian screeds, and the pope seemed helpless as his authority slowly slipped away. Although Pius had announced that he would not make any further concessions to popular demands, he kept giving ground. The Vicar of Christ, the Austrian charged, displayed “an apathy, an indefensible blindness, pushing away his selfless friends and abandoning himself to the treacherous insinuations of those who…seek the loss of his Government, the destitution from Rome of the See of Our Most Holy Religion.”14

			Throughout the Papal States, seditious pamphlets were multiplying, while the shouts in the streets and the slogans scrawled on the walls mixed Viva il Papa! with “Death to Austria!” and Viva l’Italia! Of these, the last was the most significant. For decades the movement to drive foreigners out of Italy and unify all Italians—the Risorgimento—had been gaining force, fueled by the writings of intellectuals and the meetings of small bands of would-be conspirators, joined in an international network that stretched from Sicily to London. Metternich was unsympathetic. “Italy,” he declared, “is a geographic expression…devoid of any political meaning.” The pope risked becoming the rebels’ dupe. “The Revolution,” the Austrian chancellor observed in August, “has taken hold of the person of Pius IX like a flag.”15

			

			—

			
			AMONG THE BEST-KNOWN—and most colorful—figures seen on Rome’s streets in these days was Charles Bonaparte, the forty-four-year-old nephew of Napoleon Bonaparte. His father, Lucien, younger brother of the French emperor, had combined a love of luxury with fierce adherence to the principles of the French Revolution. Notwithstanding his revolutionary proclivities, Lucien had had a good relationship with Pope Pius VII, who conferred on him an estate at Canino, north of Rome. Pope Leo XII later awarded him the title of prince. Both estate and title would pass down to his son Charles. Raised in Italy, Charles was bilingual in French and Italian, conversant in English, and able to read and write Latin. At age nineteen he married a first cousin, daughter of another of Napoleon Bonaparte’s brothers, herself endowed with a sizable fortune. He then moved to the United States to continue his scientific studies, as he was becoming an internationally known naturalist. Back in Italy during the 1831 revolt in the Papal States, he remained loyal to the papacy, judging the then new pope Gregory XVI to be “a good man, with good intentions.”

			Charles shared with many of Napoleon’s heirs an outsize personality, a tendency to violence, and a hankering for the limelight. A year after Pius IX’s election, he could be seen proudly walking down the Corso in a Civic Guardsman uniform, short and rotund, with a thick neck and ruddy face. He had joined the Civic Guard shortly after the pope instituted it in July 1847. The tunic, modeled on that of ancient Rome, came down to his knees. Not a few thought his face bore a remarkable similarity to that of his famous uncle, although it was partially hidden under his huge guardsman helmet.
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			In early September, speaking to the excited crowd gathered at the Caffé delle Belle Arti—meeting place of the most fervent Italian patriots, a colored map of Italy on its wall topped by the motto “Long Live Italy!” and a portrait of Pius IX—Bonaparte gave a short speech hailing both the pope and the cause of a united Italy. He then led a group to Piazza del Popolo, where a large crowd had already gathered to protest Austria’s occupation of Ferrara. “Long Live Pius IX!” “Death to the Jesuits!” “Death to the Obscurantists!” the people shouted as the prince egged them on.16

			Within days of the Austrian troops’ arrival in Ferrara, the pope’s denunciation of the move appeared on walls throughout the Papal States. Again patriots sang his praises, hailing him as their champion in the battle for Italian independence.17

			Pius could not help but be pleased by all this praise, yet his pleasure was marred by a nagging doubt. “We know where these people want to lead us,” he confided to a Jesuit visitor. “We will satisfy them as far as conscience allows, but if things reach beyond that point as we already predict they will, they can cut me up into tiny pieces, but, with God’s aid, we will go not one step further.” For Pius there could be no doubt, his first duty was to the church. He must do nothing to weaken it.18

			Although he sensed the danger of giving in to the crowds’ pleas, he seemed unable to stop himself. In early October, little more than a year since his election to the papacy, he announced the creation of a city council for Rome. It would be composed of a hundred members, the majority drawn from the upper classes, but with merchants and men of science represented as well. While the pope would appoint the first members, subsequent selections would be made by the councilors themselves. Metternich greeted news of the pope’s latest move with dismay. “Pius,” he snapped, “shows himself deprived of any practical mind.” The Austrian chancellor attributed the pope’s shortcomings to the fact that he had been raised by a family infected by the liberal ideas that Napoleon had brought to the Italian Peninsula. The pope, he thought, had a warm heart but no understanding of what it meant to govern. “If things follow their natural course,” Metternich predicted, “he will get himself chased out of Rome,” adding a question that before long would be asked throughout Europe: “What will happen then?”19

			

			—

			
			PATRIOTS FROM THROUGHOUT THE peninsula flooded into Rome to see the reform-minded pope everyone was talking about. Among them, in late October 1847, was a thirty-four-year-old law professor from Pisa, then part of the Grand Duchy of Tuscany. Giuseppe Montanelli was already making a name for himself as a champion of a federation of Italian states. He was as enthusiastic as anyone about the pope and eager, as he put it, “to hear the voice of the man whose magic name had so often caused the crowds to tremble and be overcome with emotion.”

			To catch his first glimpse of the pontiff, Montanelli arrived outside the Quirinal Palace at the hour when Pius came out for his afternoon excursions. “How my heart beat!” he recalled. “Briskly, smiling, [the pope] came down the stairway, and with youthful ease climbed into the carriage. In the way he walked there was somehow something of a warrior, although his face was angelic.” Montanelli watched from a crowd of a few dozen people, most, like him, from out of town. When the pope’s carriage neared them, they sank to their knees. As he passed, Pius graced them with an affectionate look and raised his hand in blessing.

			A few days later, eager to see the pope again, Montanelli attended a mass celebrated by the pontiff in the Quirinal chapel. His description offers some insight into why, among the chants that were now heard in Rome, one of the most frequent was Pio Nono solo!—“Pius IX alone!”

			
			
				All the cardinals were there. I took a good look at them, one by one. I search in vain in those faces for a ray of intelligence, of love. Faces of either imbeciles or of the unhappy. What a face of a hyena Cardinal Lambruschini has! What a sinister figure Cardinal Marini cuts! What a sly fellow Antonelli.

			

			“It was beyond me,” concluded Montanelli, “to think Pius IX could have come out of this College of Cardinals!”20

			A few days later Montanelli was granted a private audience with the pope. The young Tuscan, full of enthusiasm for the Italian cause, told the pontiff that it was not religious devotion that was leading people to shout Viva Pio Nono! They were applauding, he said, because of their hopes that he would bring independence, unity, and freedom to Italy.

			“This is true,” replied the pope. “Indeed, let me tell you that nothing pleases me more than when I hear people in Rome shouting not ‘Viva Pio Nono’ but ‘Viva il Santo Padre’ [Long live the Holy Father]. Because while the one is a political cry, the other is a religious one. They say ‘Viva Pio Nono’ to me. ‘Viva il Santo Padre’ they say to Saint Peter’s successor.”

			What was important, responded the young Tuscan, was for the people to see the pope act justly, for in loving Pius IX, they would come to love the church that inspired him.

			“This too is true,” said the pope, but then he added a discordant note. “Can you imagine that in one Calabrian city,” at the southern tip of the Italian boot, “they broke thieves out of jail to shouts of ‘Viva Pio Nono.’ Does that not seem,” he asked, “a little duplicitous to you?”

			“It was this mixture of good humor with a touch of mischievousness, of grace and irony, that made Pius IX so seductive,” observed the pope’s visitor. He was not alone in falling under the pope’s spell. In contrast to the previous pope—an austere, elderly monk who never smiled—here was a warm human being, a vigorous pope who delighted in embracing old friends, a man aware of his own limitations.21

			

			—

			AMONG THE GOVERNMENTS PLEASED by the pope’s attempts to bring the Papal States into the modern world, few were as enthusiastic as Britain’s. In early November, in an effort to encourage the pope on his reform path, the British government sent a special emissary, Lord Minto, the sixty-five-year-old father-in-law of Britain’s prime minister.22

			
			As his British guest entered, on November 8, the pope stood up and met him in the middle of the room before inviting him to sit down at his table to talk. It would be the first of several conversations. “The Pope’s manner is most agreeable,” wrote Minto in his diary, “his conversation easy and unrestrained, sometimes almost playful.” Minto was impressed: “I never talked with any one who more completely invited familiar and unreserved communication, and inspired confidence and esteem.”

			As the British lord got to know Pius better and spent more time in Rome, he held to his belief in the pope’s goodness, but he also began to appreciate the difficult position in which he found himself. Neither Pius nor his secretary of state, noted Minto, was well versed in public affairs. “The ignorance of every thing beyond the walls of Rome,” he observed, “is almost incredible and they are therefore open to every species of intrigue.” While the pope’s manner inspired confidence, he added, “I doubt…if he is not wanting a little in the firmness which the present circumstances of his position require, and his fear of offending the Jesuits and others who are already his bitter enemies leads him occasionally to risk the loss of his friends and supporters.”23

			Here Minto shared the widespread belief that the Jesuits exercised a pernicious influence on the pope. The religious order had long been accused of meddling in politics to advance their reactionary ends. The French government had initially sent Rossi to Rome, in 1845, to protest the Jesuits’ reappearance in France. In the first year of Pius IX’s reign, anti-Jesuit feeling got a boost with the publication of a five-volume work by Vincenzo Gioberti, a priest and one of the intellectual leaders of the movement to unify and modernize Italy. His 1843 book, On the Moral and Civil Primacy of Italians, calling for a confederation of Italian states presided over by the pope, became one of the most influential texts of the Italian unification movement. At the same time, Gioberti identified the Jesuits as Italy’s greatest enemies. His 1846 book, The Modern Jesuit, continued his merciless attack on the order, portraying it as the source of all evil, part of an unholy alliance with Austria. “If I had to choose,” Father Gioberti wrote in an 1847 letter, “between chasing out the Austrians and banishing the Jesuits, I would rather do the latter, because without the Jesuits the Austrians can do little harm and would not last long.”24

			
			It was in November, too, that the Consultative Council, the pope’s concession to the principle of lay government, first met. Although its members were laymen from the upper classes, the pope named a prelate to be its president. That man, Cardinal Giacomo Antonelli, would come to play a fateful role in Pius’s papacy.

			Although a cardinal, Antonelli was not a priest, for he had never been ordained and so could neither say mass nor take confession. Nor was he an aristocrat like most of the upper clergy. He came from a family of peasant origins that lived in the southern provinces of the Papal States. The Antonellis had grown wealthy, first by acting as agents for large landowners and then as merchants selling animals and agricultural goods. Although as a youth Giacomo showed no penchant for the religious life, his father saw advantages to having a younger son in the church and was willing to pay the fifteen hundred scudi per year required to have his son enter the prelature.

			Giacomo’s career got an early boost thanks to his older brother, whose wife’s uncle was a cardinal, but his rapid rise through the papal government was largely thanks to his own talents. Among clergymen notorious for their administrative and financial ineptitude, he stood out as someone who knew how to get things done. He had absolutely no interest in religious questions, but when the conversation turned to financial matters, he became animated, full of enthusiasm for his work in putting the accounts of the Papal States in order. When Pope Gregory died in 1846, the forty-year-old Antonelli was already treasurer general of the Papal States. It was the following year that Pius, grateful to him for helping sort out the disastrous finances of his realm, made him a cardinal.25

			Although Antonelli was successful, he was far from popular. One foreign observer likened the thin five-foot-nine-inch prelate, with his long yellow-complexioned face, to a bird of prey. “Cesare Borgia and Machiavelli,” he wrote, “are united in his disturbing, diabolical person.” His legs, observed a journalist, “are mere spindle shafts….His eyes, of a jet black, express intelligence and decision….The lips are very large….A range of large white teeth is at each instant disclosed, which taken in unison with the expression of the eye, does not render the general effect one of overflowing benevolence.”26 Father Pietro Pirri, a prominent church historian, described Antonelli as “cold and calculating, not one to harbor illusions or infatuations.” Nor did the other cardinals, put off by his low social origins, warm up to him. Although Antonelli would soon orchestrate the pope’s dealings with the world’s great powers, he himself had barely ever set foot outside the Papal States.
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			The cardinal’s personality could not have been more different from the pope’s. While Pius was emotional, quick to pour his heart out, and often overcome with doubts about whose advice to take, Antonelli had great self-assurance. And while the pope was incorruptible, rumors swirled both about Antonelli’s efforts to enrich his family and his clandestine liaisons with women. A popular anecdote recounted how the pope once lit up a cigarette and then offered one to Antonelli.

			“You know, Holiness, that I do not have that vice,” Antonelli told him.

			
			“You know, Eminence,” replied the pope, “that if it were a vice, you would have it.”27

			On November 15, the pope welcomed the twenty-four newly selected members of the Consultative Council to the Quirinal Palace for their opening session. Four of the men had been chosen from Rome, two from Bologna, and one each from the other provinces. Following the pope’s remarks, the deputies lined up to kiss his foot and receive his blessing. They then climbed into their carriages and rode to the Vatican for a mass in St. Peter’s Basilica. It would take two hours for the carriages to travel the short distance, for the streets, strewn with yellow flowers, and adorned with festive tapestries hung from the windows, were mobbed with well-wishers. Every balcony was packed with spectators, eager to witness the historic event.

			Like many of Britain’s upper class, the twenty-seven-year-old Florence Nightingale had come to spend the winter in Rome to enjoy the mild climate and see the sights. Nothing she saw in her time there struck her more strongly than the explosion of joy that greeted the opening of the council. “If we live for 200 years,” she wrote the next day to her father, “we never can see such another, such an occasion in such a place….It is a day taken out of heaven and put down upon earth.” Swept up in the crowd’s enthusiasm, Nightingale thought there “was not the slightest doubt” that the new council would “ultimately become a House of Commons, as powerful, as effective as ours.” Even the sophisticated French ambassador agreed. The day, Rossi observed in his report to Paris, marked “the funeral of the clergy’s political power in Rome. The form will remain, more or less, but the content…will be different. There will still be some cardinals, some prelates employed in the Roman government, but the real power will lie elsewhere.”28

			Pius viewed the council differently, seeing it as a way of better learning his people’s needs and getting advice from a body of distinguished subjects. The deputies were to advise him on a wide variety of questions, from legal and financial, to economic and military, but it was to be advice only. He would still make all decisions himself. In his remarks at the council’s first meeting he did his best to get this message across. “Those who would see in the council that I have created the realization of their own utopias and the seed of an institution incompatible with papal sovereignty,” he warned, “are greatly mistaken.” Unfortunately, he added, some people, “having nothing to lose, love disorder and revolt, and abuse any concessions.” Pius’s remarks did not auger well for his relations with the council members. “Clearly,” recalled Marco Minghetti, one of Bologna’s two deputies to the council, “the pope repudiated any semblance of a constitutional government.”29

			
			Although Pius thought that he had matters in hand, this view was not widely shared by the high clergy or by the foreign ambassadors in Rome. Censorship remained in place, but the old controls were breaking down. All kinds of publications were flooding Rome’s streets, expressing hopes for reform and for the end of clerical abuses. In the place of political parties—which were not so much illegal as inconceivable in the Papal States—clubs were springing up. The previous spring a group of young men, enthusiastic about ending priestly rule in Rome and dreaming of a unified Italian nation, founded the Roman Club. Although they elected a young prince as their president, most of their 350 members were lawyers, merchants, small landowners, and the like. The following year another club, the Popular Club, would be founded, having a less elite, more radical cast. Clubs like these, headquartered in the cafés where men gathered each night, became the first models of open, popular participation in the papal kingdom.30

			If the pope’s remarks to the Consultative Council sparked some doubts, they seemed to put little dent in the pontiff’s popularity. Margaret Fuller’s 1847 reports from Rome to the New York Tribune offered a glowing image of the man all Europe was talking about, the heroic figure who combined deep humanity and humility with a commitment to bringing the retrograde Papal States into modern times.

			Pius, Fuller wrote, “has not in his expression the signs of intellectual greatness so much as of nobleness and tenderness of heart, of large and liberal sympathies.” In a typical dispatch later in the year, she described encountering the pope as he stepped out of his carriage to take a walk outside the city walls. “He walked rapidly, robed in a simple white drapery, two young priests in spotless purple on either side; they gave silver to the poor who knelt beside the way, while the beloved Father gave his benediction.” Seeing that one of the people looked ill, Fuller continued, the pope’s face offered the “expression of melting love…which assures all who look on him that, were his power equal to his will, no living thing would ever suffer more.” Fuller, like many others, would soon turn on the pope, but for now she could hardly have been more smitten: “He has shown undoubted wisdom, clear-sightedness, bravery and firmness; but it is, above all, his generous human heart that gives him his power over his people. His is a face to shame the selfish, redeem the sceptic, alarm the wicked, and cheer to new effort the weary and heavy-laden.”31
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			Yet the signs of trouble ahead were not hard to see. “The retrograde or Jesuits party as it is called,” reported Lord Minto to London, “still occupy most of the posts about the Palace.” They were constantly trying “to alarm [Pius’s] very scrupulous conscience with fears of encroachment upon the Papal authority which his duty to the Church required him to maintain unimpaired.” “The Pope’s head,” observed the British envoy, “is less good than his heart, and he is sadly open to intrigue working upon his religious conscience.” As a result of pressures from the prelates, Minto concluded, the pope had come to distrust the liberals and had decided to resist them.32 Although Pius felt great affinity for the liberals—for the most part, men of the propertied classes—he did indeed resent what he saw as their constant badgering to move further than seemed right to him.33

			
			Where would it all lead? Metternich was convinced that the pope was not up to his task, and perhaps he wasn’t. “Warm hearted, with little imagination,” observed the Austrian chancellor, “he has since his election to the papacy allowed himself to be entangled in a net from which he is no longer able to escape.” But the pope was not the only one who would prove unable to escape the political earthquake that was about to shake Europe. In the end, not only Pius but Metternich as well would be driven into exile, and of the two, only one would return.34

		

		
			*  Pronounced CHEE-chay-roo-AH-kee-oh.
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			Eighteen forty-eight would prove a fateful year for Europe, a year of revolutionary violence, of monarchs overthrown and bloody wars for independence. To many, it seemed that an exhilarating new era of Enlightenment had dawned. People would be free to decide on their own rulers, free to say and think what they pleased.

			Pius got a hint of the coming drama on the very first day of that year. The previous evening, New Year’s Eve, Monsignor Domenico Savelli, his police chief, had come to see him. With a reputation for brutality and widely known as “Monsignor Bulldog”—for his face bore a remarkable similarity to that creature—Savelli was not a popular man. Revolutionaries, he warned the pope, planned to take advantage of the crowd at the pontiff’s New Year’s blessing to trigger a revolt. Perhaps Savelli even thought this was true, although in fact there was no such plot. He reminded Pius of the recent papal decrees forbidding popular demonstrations. The pope instructed him to be sure that all Romans knew that the policy remained in effect.

			“But if they ignore this and persist in assembling,” asked Savelli, “what should we do?”

			“You have all the necessary means at your disposal,” replied the pope.

			Eager to assert the government’s authority, Savelli ordered Civic Guardsmen dragged out of bed to report for emergency duty, along with the rest of the papal armed forces. In the rainy morning, as torrents of water, mixed with mud, ran down the cobblestone streets, people made their way to the Quirinal for the pope’s blessing. To their surprise, they found cavalrymen blocking the palace doors and a large number of police and guardsmen ordering everyone to leave.1

			
			The people were bewildered. Why had Pio Nono barricaded himself in his palace? Many, including Lord Minto, thought it was part of a conspiracy by reactionary forces to provoke a violent clash that would justify foreign military intervention. “It is difficult to say how much of these proceedings,” Minto reported to London, “may be explained by the negligence, stupidity, and mismanagement pervading every department of the Roman administration; but the existence of a design, by any means, to bring about a rupture between the government and the people, is, I think, beyond all doubt.”

			On Sunday, January 2, a delegation from the new city council went to see the pope to assure him that there was no danger. They urged him to show himself in public to calm people’s spirits. That afternoon, heeding their advice, Pius emerged from his palace into another gray, rainy day.2

			What followed was described by the French ambassador’s assistant as “a truly revolutionary scene, a parody…of the French Revolution.” The pope climbed into his carriage and, without his usual escort, made his way slowly down the Corso through the main streets of the city. “Three hundred people of the worst type,” wrote the disapproving Frenchman, surrounded his carriage, shouting “Death to the Jesuits!” Marching right behind the papal carriage was the popular hero Ciceruacchio, described by the French diplomat as “a kind of butcher turned into a tribune.” He carried a huge placard bearing the words “Holy Father, Justice for the People.” And so, observed the young diplomat, the Vicar of Jesus Christ made his way back to the Quirinal in a procession that was “half sans culottes, half Carnival.” No one had witnessed such a humiliating spectacle, remarked the envoy, since 1792, when the Parisian sans-culottes—militants from the poorer classes—forced King Louis XVI to place the revolutionaries’ cone-shaped red felt cap on his head in an inspired, if cruel, ritual of degradation.3

			The dramatic events around New Year’s Day had, thought the British Lord Minto, opened the pope’s eyes to “the treachery by which he is surrounded.” Yet, he observed,

			
			
				the virtuous Pope is not of sufficient calibre for his position, that is to say for the position of a Sovereign who has little also than fools and rogues to compose his government, and who chooses to be his own prime Minister. He wishes to make his people happy, to give them a good government, good laws, and all kinds of comfort and prosperity. He wishes above all to be beloved and trusted by them. But then he is resolved that they should hold all these good things solely at his will and pleasure….What he would like is liberal measures and arbitrary rule.4

			

			Pius wanted to please his people, and he sympathized with their impatience at the continuing incompetence, corruption, and cruelty of the ecclesiastical government. As an Italian, he was not immune to the emotional pull of the call for freedom from foreign rule in Italy. But surrounded by prelates reminding him of his duty to follow the path laid out by his predecessors, and plagued by self-doubt, he kept sending mixed signals. On January 10, as Pius raised his arms to bless a crowd outside his palace, the pontiff began with words that were music to the patriots’ ears: “God bless Italy!” But shortly after becoming the first pope ever to bless “Italy,” he added, by way of warning, “Do not ask of me that which I cannot, I must not, I wish not to do.”5

			

			—

			ON JANUARY 9, a manifesto appeared on the walls of Palermo, Sicily’s capital. It would prove to be the first spark in a fire that would burn through much of Europe.

			
				Sicilians!…The protests, the pleas, the peaceful demonstrations have all proved useless, Ferdinando II having shown only contempt for them, and we, a free people, have been reduced to chains and misery. Will we delay any longer in reconquering our legitimate rights? To arms, sons of Sicily, to arms!

			
The conspirators set the date of the uprising for January 12. On that morning, people began filling the streets, raising a flag bearing Italy’s three colors—red, white, and green. The ringleaders hurriedly passed out what few arms they had been able to get their hands on.

			The rebels’ prospects seemed dim, the sides grotesquely uneven. Only a few hundred poorly armed, untrained insurgents, with little in the way of coordination, faced five regiments of Ferdinand’s army, along with royal warships in the harbor and an assortment of castles having heavy artillery surrounding the city, not to mention the city’s police force. But the military was not trained for guerrilla warfare, and shot at and assaulted on the city streets, the soldiers quickly fell back. At the heart of the uprising were Palermo’s highly politicized artisans, with a long history of revolt, and they had the support of many of the city’s poor, who suffered under the brutality of the Bourbon state.

			With the king’s army in retreat, the insurgents announced a provisional government. Mixed in with their demand for Sicily’s freedom from Neapolitan rule were calls for democracy, and scattered among the shouts of Viva l’Italia! were cries of Viva Pio Nono! Continuing to invoke the pope’s name, the rebels would drive the king’s army from almost the entire island in the months to come.6

			With the uprising soon spreading to the mainland, the pontiff began to worry that it might soon reach Naples itself. Meanwhile his penchant for losing secretaries of state was becoming something of an embarrassment. His first, Gizzi, had lasted only a year, and now his second—his cousin Ferretti—resigned, having served only six months. Both had despaired of the pope’s need to try to please everyone. Pius’s new choice for the position, Giuseppe Bofondi, made a cardinal only the year before, seemed no more likely to succeed than his predecessors, and indeed he would not last very long himself.7

			The mood in Rome was not helped by the abysmal weather. It had rained for forty days, and the damp city reeked. “Pour, pour, pour again, dark as night,” wrote Margaret Fuller on a late January afternoon. “Vegetables are few and hard to have, except horrible cabbage, in which Romans delight.” Her nerves on edge from being cooped up, she lashed out at the “wicked organ-grinder” who stationed himself outside her window, hoping for some coins, endlessly replaying the Copenhagen Waltz.8

			
			At the end of January, with protests now erupting in his own capital and desperate to placate his rebellious subjects, King Ferdinand of Naples reluctantly announced that he would grant his people a constitution, proclaiming it to be “the general wish of our beloved subjects.” The constitution he outlined contained an elected lower assembly—a revolutionary innovation in the monarchy—as well as an upper body whose members he would appoint. Bells rang and celebratory masses were held in churches throughout the kingdom. Farther north in the Italian Peninsula, the news produced great excitement among those pushing for reform. If the Kingdom of Naples, long regarded as the most backward and repressive state in Italy, could embrace a constitution, how could rulers elsewhere refuse to do the same?9

			To Metternich and those of his circle, news of Ferdinand’s constitution came as a shock. “The game is up,” wrote Prince Schwarzenberg, who would soon succeed Metternich as Austrian chancellor. “The king and his ministers have completely lost their heads.” To this, Metternich replied, “I defy the ministers to lose what they have never possessed.” Within weeks both the king of Sardinia, in Turin, and the grand duke of Tuscany in Florence granted constitutions as well, establishing elected legislative bodies and guaranteeing individual rights. The pressure on the pope to do the same was becoming unbearable, and the strain was showing.10

			Pius had recently appointed the first layman, a Roman prince, to his cabinet as minister of war. Rossi, worried that the situation might soon escape the pope’s control, pleaded with him to lose no time in naming other lay ministers to the cabinet. It was crucial, he thought, if the pope was to rally the moderate liberals to his side and isolate the radicals.11

			

			—

			THERE WAS NOW NO QUESTION that the nightly demonstrations in Rome were far from spontaneous affairs. Demonstrators carried copies of a printed “Proclamation of the People,” which featured the upper-case demand “down with the priest-ministers.” It called for a government of laymen, recommending men “most liberal, and most sincerely attached to Italy’s cause, which is that of independence and freedom.”

			“The horrendous threats I heard,” recalled the Dutch ambassador, who had gone outside one night to see what was going on, were “shouted by people who seemed to have blood in their eyes and were carrying long knives.” Violence was averted only when Prince Corsini, senator of Rome, agreed to take a copy of the proclamation to the pope. The crowd waited impatiently until Corsini emerged from the palace and then surged behind him as he made his way to the Piazza del Popolo. There he mounted the platform surrounding the obelisk at the center of the piazza and told them that the pope had said he would soon reply to their demands.12

			
			Two days later the pope’s response came in the form of a large proclamation, a papal crest at its top, pasted on the walls of the city. “Romans!” it began. “The Pontiff is not deaf to your desires, to your fears.” Over the previous two years, it went on to say, he had shown many signs of his love for his people, as he worked to improve the government within the confines of what his duties to the church allowed. He would continue along the same path. “Oh God in your Greatness!” he declared. “Bless Italy, and preserve your most precious gift, faith!”13

			Again the pope’s mixed messages, rather than keeping everyone happy, as he hoped, succeeded only in making things worse. Romans seized on his “Bless Italy” as a papal blessing for the war for Italian independence. Thousands gathered in Piazza del Popolo to show their support for driving the foreigners out of the peninsula. At five p.m. a hastily assembled procession set out for the pope’s palace. Units of Civic Guardsmen marched with their banners, as did sympathetic priests, carrying the white-and-yellow papal flag to which they had added Italy’s three colors: green, red, white. Musical bands added to the festivities, playing patriotic songs and odes to the pope. Onlookers crowded the roofs surrounding Quirinal Square. A procession of little children arrived, dressed in miniature Civic Guard uniforms, waving white papal banners.

			Feeling beleaguered, Pius summoned his new minister of war, along with the head of the Civic Guard and the commanders of the pontifical army, to meet him in the Quirinal Palace. Asked if he could count on their loyalty, they assured him that he could. Using a phrase he was particularly fond of, Pius told them that he would rather be cut into little pieces than agree to anything that would weaken the church.
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			He then ordered the door to the balcony flung open. His attendants carried out a red tapestry and placed it over the railing. A great roar arose from the crowd, now grown to tens of thousands, as torch-carrying prelates emerged onto the balcony, followed by a prelate bearing a cross. Then, to thunderous cheers, out strode the pope himself, with the minister of war on his left and the head of the Civic Guard on his right. When Pius raised his arms, silence spread through the piazza, and people fell to their knees. “Blessed be the name of the Lord,” he intoned in Latin. His rich, strong voice could be heard across the piazza. In chorus the crowd responded, “Now and forever.” “Our help is in the name of the Lord,” proclaimed the pope. “Who made heaven and earth,” came the thousands of voices in reply, followed by an oceanic “Amen.”

			
			“I pray to God with all my heart to bless you. May this heavenly blessing be on all of you, on all the land, and on all of Italy.” Although in blessing “Italy” the pope intended simply to bless the people of the peninsula, partisans of Italian unification again chose to believe he had something else in mind. As the pontiff prepared to continue his remarks, a shout rang out, “No more priests in government!”

			Startled, the pope paused. “Some cries which are not from the people, but speak only for the few,” he said, “I cannot, I must not, I will not allow.”

			“Yes, yes!” came the shouts from the crowd, moved by their love for the pope.

			“On condition that you keep your promises to me,” the pope continued as the people again quieted, “I bless you with all my soul.”

			At these words, it seemed that the fifty thousand people below would have gladly given up their lives for him. “He’s an angel, he’s an angel,” someone shouted. People’s faces, wet with tears, radiated joy.14

			The pressure on the pope to grant a constitution kept growing. The British foreign minister and prime minister both wrote to Lord Minto to advise support for this path. Minto, with his firsthand view of the turmoil in Rome, was of a different opinion. Granting the constitution now, he feared, would “teach the people the bad lesson that they must threaten to obtain what they desire.”15

			The Dutch ambassador, longtime deacon of the foreign diplomatic corps in Rome, shared Minto’s view. He, too, worried that the pope’s vacillations and endless concessions to the demands of the crowd were undermining his authority. The similarities to what had happened in the early days of the French Revolution, he observed, were impossible to miss. Then, too, the king had been forced to accept a constitution limiting his powers, amid growing outbreaks of popular unrest.16

			The pope’s mood at the time can be judged by a conversation he had with the man he had recently appointed minister of commerce, Giuseppe Pasolini, a thirty-three-year-old moderate. In his first conversations with the pope, Pasolini recalled, Pius kept returning to his chagrin at his subjects’ lack of appreciation for all the good he had already done for them. “What ingrates!” said the pope. Did people not appreciate how far he had already gone in bending church orthodoxy to please them? Another side to the naturally warm, generous, gregarious pope so beloved by his people had begun to emerge. This sense of indignation would only increase, as would the flashes of ill temper for which he would later become famous.17

			

			—

			
			ON FEBRUARY 22, DEMONSTRATIONS against King Louis Philippe erupted in Paris. Brought to power in 1830 by a revolt against the conservative reign of Charles X, Louis Philippe had cast himself as a more liberal king. His constitutional monarchy featured an elected assembly dominated by wealthy bourgeoisie. But economic crises, the growth of an industrial proletariat, rising prices for basic food, and the spread of new socialist and utopian ideas ate away at the French king’s popularity. Students organized the first protests. With encouragement from left-wing parliamentary deputies, and helped by sympathy from the National Guard, the demonstrations quickly grew and were joined by large numbers of workers. When initial efforts to quell the protests led to the massacre of scores of protesters, the demonstrations turned into a full-scale revolt. Within days the king fled the country, and a provisional government was formed.18

			Pius IX initially saw the French revolt as a personal vindication. Had he followed the cardinals’ advice and rejected reform, he was convinced, he would have suffered the same fate as Louis Philippe. “That is what happens when you try to govern with force rather than with love,” the pope told various visitors over the next month. But Pius was unduly optimistic or perhaps simply obtuse. “As to the poor Pope,” observed the British foreign minister, “events have gone too fast for such a slow sailor as he is.”19

			The news from Paris spread panic in Vienna, where the rich rushed to withdraw their money from the banks. On March 13, in the face of large antigovernment demonstrations in Vienna, Prince Metternich resigned. The man who had dominated the continent for so many decades was forced to flee in disguise, heading for refuge in England. Large crowds of protesters filled Vienna’s streets, demanding freedom of press and freedom of conscience. When a student leader, haranguing a crowd of supporters in the courtyard of the government palace, was arrested, his enraged compatriots pushed their way through the outnumbered defenders, smashing windows and wreaking havoc. On the other side of the city, protesters tried to seize the armory but were repulsed by the troops, leaving a trail of dead bodies in the streets.

			
			As night fell in Vienna, demonstrators called on supporters to place candles outside their windows. As windows having no candles were being smashed by rocks, the papal nuncio judged it prudent to place candles on his own windowsills. Two days later, when the emperor agreed to provide the people with a constitution, thousands of demonstrators gathered outside the nuncio’s palace. His initial fear over the crowd’s intentions dissolved when, mixed with shouts of “Long live the emperor!” he heard “Long live Pius IX!”20

			

			—

			THE POPE DECIDED THAT, distasteful as it was to him, he had no choice now but to grant a constitution. Informed of the decision, Cardinal Bofondi, having become secretary of state only two months earlier, told the pope he would serve no longer. He refused to be party, he said, to the dismantling of church authority in Rome.

			Needing to find yet another secretary of state, Pius decided to appoint Cardinal Giacomo Antonelli, a man he felt he could trust to stay with him regardless of what the future held. With his fourth secretary of state in less than two years, the pope formed a new government, composed of nine laymen and only three prelates.21

			Pius entrusted the task of drafting his constitution entirely to clergymen. While it shared some features with constitutions promulgated in Naples, Turin, and elsewhere in Europe, it was unique in attempting to marry elective government and civil rights with continued theocracy. There would be an upper chamber, whose members would be appointed by the pope, and an elected lower house, or Chamber of Deputies, but there was a third, higher body as well. “The Sacred College of Cardinals, electors of the Supreme Pontiff,” the constitution declared, “is the pope’s indispensable Senate.” And, of course, since not even the cardinals could constrain the pope under the top-down ideology of the Catholic Church, no action could be taken without the pope’s approval.

			Pius knew that constitutional government—and the civil rights that accompanied it—were incompatible with the doctrine of divinely ordained rule. Freedoms of speech, of assembly, and of the press went directly against centuries-old church teachings. In crafting his constitution, the pope had done his best to protect the prerogatives of the papacy and of the church hierarchy. But in granting it, he had nourished expectations among his people that their rights would be like those in other constitutional states. In granting a constitution, he was helping to feed a fire that he would not be able to contain.

			
			The announcement of the constitution in mid-March produced a great outpouring of joy. As word spread, thousands filled every inch of vast, sun-drenched Quirinal Square, pleased, no doubt, after months of torrential rain in Rome, to be outside. When, preceded by a cleric bearing a large cross, Pius walked out onto his balcony, the thrill of the huge adulatory crowd was enough to sweep away his doubts, if only briefly. Every roof for as far as he could see was filled with excited spectators.

			That night bands played in every corner of Rome and led festive marches through the brightly lit streets. Thousands of voices joined in odes of praise to the pope. Over the following days, more and more Romans appeared on the streets with tricolored Italian ribbons proudly displayed on their jackets. But the signs of the trouble ahead were not hard to see, as shouts of Viva Pio Nono! were increasingly accompanied by cries of “Death to the Austrians!” and “Death to the Jesuits!”22

			Again fearing that he was losing control, the pope ordered a new message pasted on the city’s walls. For the first time, he directly raised the possibility of using force against his own people: “Romans, and all those who are children and subjects of the pope, listen one more time to the voice of a father who loves you,” he began. Rome, he reminded them, was the seat of the Church of Jesus Christ. “We invite and urge all of you to respect it, and never to provoke the terrible anathema of an outraged God, who would cast his holy revenge against those who would assault his Anointed ones.” Should the disturbances continue, Pius warned, “we intend to rely on the loyalty of the Civic Guard, and all the forces that we have provided to maintain public order.”23

			

			—

			AS ROMANS WERE CELEBRATING their new constitution, the northeast of Italy—the Kingdom of Lombardy-Veneto, part of the Austrian Empire—erupted in revolt. In Venice, insurgents drove out the Austrian troops and proclaimed the rebirth of the Venetian Republic. The uprising in Milan that month proved bloodier. The milanesi erected barricades and fought in the streets, facing fourteen thousand Austrian troops under the command of eighty-two-year-old General Joseph Radetzky. After five days of urban warfare—soon dubbed the Five Glorious Days—the Austrians retreated, and the rebels announced the formation of a provisional government. With the rest of Lombardy and Veneto also rising up, Radetsky withdrew his troops to a line of forts stretching from Mantua to Verona, midway between Milan and Venice.24

			
			The vast Austrian Empire seemed on the verge of collapse. The first three months of 1848 had shaken Europe’s rulers: to the north, revolt in Vienna had sent Metternich into exile; to the east, the Hungarians were demanding their own representative government; and to the south, not only Venice and Lombardy but Tuscany, too, were in revolt. In France, the monarchy had been overthrown and a republic proclaimed; in Berlin and in the Rhineland, revolution had broken out; in Frankfurt, hundreds of delegates had gathered in assembly to call for universal male suffrage and the unification of the many German states and principalities into a single German nation. Sicily was in open revolt, and King Ferdinand had been forced to grant a constitution for the Kingdom of Naples, as had King Charles Albert in the Kingdom of Sardinia.

			News of the uprisings in Milan and Venice electrified Rome. The battle to drive the Austrians out of Italy had begun. People filled the piazzas and jammed the Corso. Church bells pealed, and Castel Sant’Angelo’s cannon boomed. Rioters converged on Palazzo Venezia, home of the Austrian embassy, where they leaned ladders against the massive front door and went to work tearing off the Reichsadler, the coat of arms bearing the image of the Austrian two-headed eagle. Perched atop a ladder, a burly worker with a bushy beard crawled behind it, ax in hand, chopping it free, as his companions below pulled on the chains they had thrown around it. The crest soon came clattering down. People kicked and swore at it. They embraced one another and cried: “A miracle!” “A godsend!” They attached the double-headed eagle to the tail of a donkey and dragged it down the Corso as onlookers jeered and little boys ran alongside, hurling mud. Arriving at the Piazza del Popolo, at the other end of the Corso, the crowd applauded as the revelers placed the Reichsadler on a makeshift funeral pyre, where the ever-present Ciceruacchio helped feed the flames.25

			
			The next day, March 22, Cardinal Antonelli, newly appointed secretary of state, sent a circular to Rome’s entire diplomatic corps, expressing the pope’s “bitterness and indignation” at the violation of the Austrian embassy at the hands of “an insubordinate multitude.” Anarchy, or something close to it, now reigned in the capital of Christendom.26

			All Italy seemed to be rising up. With the widespread clamor to drive the Austrians from the peninsula, King Charles Albert, the Sardinian monarch—who ruled over northwestern Italy—saw an opportunity to extend his kingdom to the northeast. He was, after all, the leader of the Italian state with the strongest army, and he shared a long border with Austrian-held Lombardy.

			The king was a peculiar man, melancholy, reserved, austere, and ill at ease on social occasions. “There is no reckoning with certainty,” observed the British foreign minister the previous October, “upon the future conduct of a man so unstable in the mind as the King of Sardinia.” Rumors that the monarch spent his free time cutting out paper images of saints and playing with toy soldiers did not help.27

			If there was one way for the king to inspire devotion in his subjects, it was to cast himself as military hero of Italian independence and champion in the battle against foreign armies. The time to fulfill Italy’s destiny, he declared, had come. On March 24 he led his troops into Lombardy, aiming, he said, to defend its recent liberation from the foreigners. In doing so, he added, he trusted “in the aid of that God, who is clearly with us, of that God who gave Pius IX to Italy, of that God who in His wisdom has put Italy in a position of creating itself.”28

			As Charles Albert moved into Lombardy, invoking the pope to justify his cause, the Romans called for volunteers for an army to be sent north to aid their Italian brethren in expelling the Austrians from Lombardy and Veneto. Nearly forty thousand people flocked into the Colosseum on March 23, where the patriotic Barnabite monk Alessandro Gavazzi harangued them with calls for a “holy crusade,” describing the Austrians as “a thousand times more barbarous than the Muslims.” “Let us carry the cross on our chests,” the monk exhorted them, “just like the Crusaders!”29

			
			
				
				[image: King Charles Albert of Sardinia]

				
					
						King Charles Albert of Sardinia

					

				

			

			Succumbing to popular pressure, Pius reluctantly agreed to allow the army and the new corps of volunteers to march north. He appointed Giovanni Durando as their head, giving him instructions to remain just north of Bologna, on the papal side of the border with Lombardy. Before they marched from the city, the soldiers gathered outside the pope’s window, where they received his blessing. As they headed north, they sang a hymn to Pio Nono:

			
			
				The arms are ready

				At Pius’s signal

				Sent by God

				To save Italy

				Viva Pio Nono!

				Viva l’Italia!

				Viva l’unione!

				Libertà!30

			

			In authorizing the army to head north, the pontiff was simply acceding to what he felt powerless to prevent. Painfully aware that his hold on Rome was slipping away, he hurriedly prepared a secret document that offered instructions to the cardinals on holding a conclave in exile, should he die outside the Eternal City.31

			The Roman Club, composed largely of professional men, along with some aristocrats, had become a center of anti-Austrian agitation in Rome. The members now sent the pope a plea. “The Italian peoples,” they declared, “are all children of the same family” and should be gathered into a single nation. They urged the pope to summon an all-Italian parliament to meet in Rome under his leadership. “Blessed Father,” they pleaded, “in this time in which all the powers of the earth are failing, in this sublime reordering of European nationalities, only one power survives.” The pope alone represented God on earth. He had the opportunity to add “new splendor to the papacy and to religion…giving back to Rome its moral and civil primacy not only in Italy, but in Europe and the world.”32

			Awaiting a new attack from the powerful Austrian army, Milan’s defenders sent Pio Nono their own plea for support. “The great cause of Italian independence, which Your Holiness has blessed,” they wrote, “has triumphed in our city as well….In your Name, Most Blessed Father, we prepare to fight. We have written your Name on our flags and on our barricades.”33

			
			The Sardinian king added his own request, asking Pius to publicly declare his support for the efforts to drive the foreigners from Italy. The pope demurred. “If I could still sign my name as ‘Mastai,’ ” he responded, “I would take a pen, and in a few minutes it would all be done, because I too am an Italian. But I must sign as Pius IX, and this name obliges me to bow down before God and beg for his infinite Divine wisdom to guide me.” Pius’s remarks mirrored a conversation he had had with the Austrian ambassador a year earlier. “As an Italian,” Pius told him, speaking of those clamoring to drive the foreigners from Italy, “I can’t blame them. As sovereign, I desire good neighborly relations with Austria. As pope, I ask God for peace between the nations. But,” he added, “above all I must do my duty.” Torn by the conflict between his feelings as an Italian and his deep sense of duty as pontiff, and between the pleas of the Italian patriots and the calls to his responsibility as pope from so many of the prelates around him, Pius was growing ever more miserable. Worse was yet to come.34

			

			—

			WHILE SOME CLERGYMEN WERE swept up in the patriotic fervor, the Jesuits, the popular symbol of reaction, widely identified with the Austrians, struggled to defend the old order against the movement that, ever since the French Revolution, had threatened to undermine the marriage of church and state. The pope himself had mixed feelings about Jesuits, fed in part by his lack of sympathy for Jan Roothaan, their austere, humorless, Dutch superior general. Aside from the personal contrast between the gregarious, emotional pope, quick to smile and even to joke, and the reserved, methodical, ever prudent Roothaan, Pius was annoyed by the Jesuit leader’s strident opposition to any hint of reform. In all his attempts to move his kingdom into modern times over the past months, he had faced the Jesuits’ hostility. Opponents of the idea of progress, their members drawn disproportionately from the families of the elite, they had become a thorn in his side.35

			In February, mobs chased the Jesuits from the two major cities of the island of Sardinia. Similar scenes were soon repeated on the mainland. Rome had remained one of the order’s last refuges, but after earlier resisting the pressure to drive the Jesuits from the capital of Christendom, the pope, in late March, told their superior general he could no longer protect them. Their continued presence in Rome, he feared, would only provoke more public unrest. “The reins of the government,” complained Roothaan, the Jesuit leader, “have fallen into the mud.”36

			
			Although he drew no small pleasure from being hailed from Sicily to the Alps as Italy’s great hero, Pius was well aware that the movement invoking his name was far from religious in inspiration or intent. What could he do? He was not one to spend much time reflecting on history or on questions of political philosophy. He had never had much of an intellectual inclination, and his seminary education—not in any case geared to critical examination of the church’s guiding assumptions—had been limited. It would not occur to him that there was a fundamental incompatibility between his role as spiritual leader and his role as king. For Pius, the pope-king was a position created by God, so such a question could not even be posed. That modern times would undermine rule from on high, that people would no longer be happy being told to leave government to the priests, were questions that he did not think deeply about. He had gone long past the point at which he thought the concessions he’d granted were wise. Fearful that bowing to the latest popular demands would only further undermine the church’s authority, he did his best to hold out against them, but he was fighting a losing battle.

			In his defense, Pius confronted a problem his recent predecessors had not. For decades, the Austrian rulers had dominated the Italian Peninsula, serving as the bulwark of the old order, and the main guarantor of papal rule. But now Metternich was in exile, the Austrian army was in retreat in northern Italy, and Austria’s emperor, Ferdinand, was feeble-minded. France, that other great Catholic power, had become a republic, and its sympathy for a state viewed as a client of its archrival, Austria, far from certain. To many it seemed that a new era was dawning in Europe, requiring the church to adapt to the times. Casting the church’s lot with the Austrian Empire—as every pope since the Restoration in 1814 had done—was now not without risk. Pius was out of his depth. Only God, he thought, could save him.
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			The pope could not have been any clearer. General Durando, commander of the papal forces now camped at the northern border of the Papal States, was not to cross into Austrian territory. But the general—formerly an officer in the Sardinian army—refused to stand idly by as the historic battle to drive the Austrians from Italy was waged. He ordered his troops to move north, issuing marching orders that cast their cause as a holy crusade:

			
				As long as Italy is unable to defend itself, it is condemned by the Austrian government to plundering, rape, the cruelties of a savage militia, to fires, to murders, to total ruin. It has seen Radetzky make war on the Cross of Christ, knock down the gates of the Sanctuary, send horses in to profane the altars, violate the mortal remains of Our Fathers….The Holy Pontiff has blessed your swords, so that together with those of Charles Albert you move ahead to exterminate these enemies of God and of Italy and those who insult PIUS IX, profane the Churches of Mantua, murder the Lombard monks….Such a war of Civilization against the barbarians is not only national but above all Christian.

			

			Huge letters spanned the bottom of the marching orders: “GOD WILLS IT.” As the men set out, each wore a tricolored cross on his chest.1

			Fearful of antagonizing Austria, the Catholic state that had long been the Holy See’s greatest defender, the pope did what he could to limit the damage, sending word to his nuncio in Vienna to tell the Austrians he had never authorized his army to leave papal territory.2

			
			As the pope’s message was making its way to Vienna, the nuncio there was writing his own report back to Rome. Word that the papal army was poised to attack the Austrians in Lombardy, along with news of the Austrian imperial crest’s desecration in Rome, had roiled public opinion in Vienna. With menacing crowds gathering outside his residence, the nuncio reported, he had taken the precaution of having the papal coat of arms removed from above his door. The church’s enemies, reported the nuncio, were fanning people’s anger in their efforts to undermine it in Austria.3

			The pope’s lay ministers, in an attempt to calm him, agreed to draft a statement on his behalf, published in the government’s newspaper, the Official Gazette, on April 10. “The marching orders given to the soldiers in Bologna,” it read, “express ideas and sentiments as if they were given from the mouth of His Holiness. When the pope wants to make known his sentiments, he does so himself, not from the mouth of some subordinate.”4

			Although the statement put some distance between the pope and the men who were going into battle in his name, it was a less-than-ringing denunciation of the war of independence. In this, it reflected the ministers’ sympathy with that war. Feeling that he had to do more, Pius decided to prepare a formal statement of his own to let the world know where he stood.

			Learning of his plan, the Tuscan grand duke’s ambassador went to see him. He urged the pope to include language reflecting “his aversion to the Democratic Spirit that threatens to undermine public order,” a plea that caused Pius to reflect unhappily on all the reforms he had recently granted. Somehow his eagerness to please, coupled with the contrast between his own gregarious personality and that of his austere predecessor, had led to the widespread belief that he wanted to bring the principles that governed the Papal States into harmony with modern times. But he had never intended to change what he thought it was his sacred duty to uphold: rule of the papal lands by the pope and the church hierarchy. If King Ferdinand hadn’t granted a constitution, and if Austria hadn’t sent its troops into Ferrara, he explained to the ambassador, he would never have gone beyond his decision to create a merely advisory Consultative Council. But in short order he had granted a constitution, and now his own army was poised to attack Austria’s despite his opposition. No army of the pope had taken part in a war since early in the previous century, and that war had been aimed against the Muslim Ottoman Empire. The idea that papal troops would wage war against a Catholic people, and a government that had long been the popes’ most important defender, would have seemed, until the dizzying events of the previous months, inconceivable.5

			
			On the morning of April 17, Pius met with the group of cardinals who advised him on matters of state. He posed a simple question: Should the papal government join the war against Austria? They were unanimous in their reply: It should not. Pius then posed a second question: If he did not agree to join in the war, how was he “to prevent the ruinous consequences that this would provoke from the party that now predominates in all of Italy?” To this, the cardinals answered simply, if not helpfully: Deus providebit, “God will provide.”6

			

			—

			ROME’S HALTING MOVE FROM its medieval ways to modern times was, perhaps, most evident in the fortunes of its Jews. Popes had long insisted that they be closed up in ghettos, but following Rome’s winter flood, Pius had allowed individual Jewish families to petition to live outside the ghetto walls. And pressure was mounting to provide more relief to the Jews, for the equality of all people before the law, regardless of religion, was one of the liberals’ core beliefs.

			On March 29, Charles Albert, at his war camp in Lombardy, signed a decree emancipating the Jews of his kingdom. They thus became the first Jews in Italy to enjoy equal rights with their Christian neighbors. Excited by the news, the head of Rome’s Jewish community asked that a copy of the Sardinian king’s decree be published in the city’s official newspaper. The minister of internal affairs, to whom the request came, refused, fearful that its publication would enrage the clergy.7 But only a few days later the government—dominated by liberals, yet with the apparent support of the pope—issued its own decree, removing some of the restrictions on the Jews. One of these was the practice of locking the ghetto gates each night. That evening ax-wielding Jewish men, together with some of their more sympathetic Christian neighbors, reduced the ghetto gates to rubble. It was the first night of Passover—the celebration of the Jews’ liberation from Egyptian slavery.8

			
			The next day a manifesto appeared on the city’s walls, titled “The Gates of Rome’s Ghetto Thrown to the Ground.” Above it were the words Viva l’Italia, Viva Pius IX, Viva Charles Albert. It described the destruction of the ghetto gates as the most recent act of the enlightened and beloved pope.

			In France, the foreign minister, champion of the newly proclaimed French Republic, was pleased to receive news of these reforms. The ending of the ghetto, he wrote his envoy in Rome, “is a measure much in harmony with the principles of religious tolerance and civil equality, and thus we applaud it whole-heartedly.” But not everyone was as happy. How was it, asked some in Rome, that at the same time as the Jesuits were being driven from the capital of Christendom, the Jews were now being treated so well? For well over a millennium the church had blamed the Jews for the death of Jesus and taught that, as a result, they were condemned by God to wander the earth in misery. Priests had long warned their parishioners that Jews posed a great threat, eager to defraud and impoverish their Christian neighbors, and commanded by their most sacred text, the Talmud, to drain Christian children of their blood in order to make their Passover matzo. The notion that Jews should be treated no differently from Christians was, to many, a radical idea, associated with the sacrilegious teachings of the French Revolution.9

			

			—

			THE GOVERNMENT MINISTERS, LEARNING that the pope planned to make a major statement on the war, were nervous. They had not seen him for several days, as he had moved into the Vatican for Holy Week. On April 25, two days after Easter Sunday, the ministers, joined by Cardinal Antonelli, sent the pope a long plea, urging him to use his address to announce his support for the war. The insurrection in Lombardy, they argued, had triggered tremendous patriotic enthusiasm in the Papal States. The people’s drive to take up arms was unstoppable. To disown the army as it marched under his banner would be disastrous.

			
			The ministers acknowledged that, from a religious point of view, war was evil, but in this case, they told Pius, it was the lesser evil. If he wanted to preserve the Papal States, joining the war against the Austrians was his only choice. Should he come out against the war, they warned, “You cannot imagine without feeling a chill of horror what reactions, what disorders would occur.”10

			Pius felt trapped. “You certainly know as well as I do, my dear Count,” he told the Dutch ambassador that evening, “that my authority grows weaker each day.”

			
				Do these men, whose overwrought patriotism knows no limits, not want me to declare war? Me, head of a religion that wants only peace and harmony? Well! I will protest. Europe will know the violence that they have done to me, and if they want to continue to force me to do things that my conscience rejects, I will withdraw…to a convent to weep there over all the misfortunes of Rome, given over to all the disorders of this anarchy….For the rest, wherever one turns, no way out appears on the horizon. It is all the hand of God, which reaches visibly over us and, when He wants to teach us lessons, they are great and they are terrible.11

			

			Why Cardinal Antonelli agreed to sign the ministers’ letter pleading with the pope to join in the war remains something of a mystery. He had been present at the cardinals’ meeting on April 17, and there is no indication that he opposed the advice they gave the pope. Nor was Antonelli among the small number of high-ranking prelates who were known to be sympathetic to the liberal cause. If he had any firm political principles of his own, it is not clear what they were. He had been close to the reactionary Pope Gregory, to whom he owed a great deal, but then had had no trouble adapting to his role mediating between the pope and the liberal lay ministers of his government. In his meeting with the ministers he suggested that the pope had not yet made up his mind, but that same day he had written the nuncio in Vienna informing him that the pope would soon announce his decision to remain neutral.12

			
			In the end, the ministers would learn of the pope’s decision only on Saturday, April 29, when they read his statement in the city’s official newspaper. Pio Nono’s remarks came in the form of an allocution, a formal address given by the pope, seated on his throne, at a private meeting—a “secret consistory,” in the language of the church—of the Sacred College of Cardinals. Even those who suspected that the pope would disappoint the partisans of Italian independence were taken aback by his combative tone. He began with a long denunciation of those “enemies of the Catholic religion” who would spread the “calumny” that he supported the violent efforts aimed at driving the Austrian army out of Italy. Lest “some unwary and more simple men” believe such wicked tales, said the pope, he wanted to set the record straight.

			Events in upper Italy had inflamed the passions of people throughout the peninsula, he acknowledged, but he had issued “no other command to our troops, sent to the border of the papal territories, than that they should protect the integrity of the Papal State.” His fateful words followed: “But when now some desire that we, together with the other people and sovereigns of Italy, should undertake a war against the Germans,* we have at length thought it our duty to…clearly and openly declare that this is wholly abhorrent from our counsels, seeing that we…regard and embrace with equal paternal earnestness of love, all tribes, peoples, and nations.” To this the pope added a rather plaintive note: “But if, amongst our subjects, nevertheless, they desist not, in what manner finally shall we be able to restrain their ardor?” He went on to warn against the “crafty counsels…of those who would that the Roman pontiff should preside over some new Republic, to be formed of all the people of Italy.” To the contrary, advised the pope, all of Italy’s peoples should “firmly adhere to their sovereigns.”13

			The allocution marked the turning point in Pius’s papacy, for it made clear the incompatibility between the pope’s roles as universal spiritual leader and as monarch of the Papal States. It also marked the end of the myth of the liberal, patriotic Pio Nono that had flourished since shortly after his ascension to St. Peter’s throne. The Sicilians had revolted against the Bourbon monarchy with the pope’s name on their lips. The Sardinian soldiers battling the Austrians in Lombardy had invoked the pope, as had the men of the Papal States who had rushed north to help drive the foreigners from the peninsula. Now Pio Nono stood exposed as the retrograde champion of the existing regimes, the friend of the Austrians. “Pius IX,” reflected one of the leaders of Italian unification, “was made by others and was unmade by himself. Pius IX was a fairy tale conceived to teach the people a truth. Pius IX was a poem.” Those who had cast the pope as the champion of an independent Italy, free from foreign rule, the man of God who would bring an end to rule by the priests in the Papal States, had imagined a pope who had never existed. A very different pope—and a very different myth—was about to be born.14

			
			There to steer the unsteady pontiff through his transformation from Italian national hero to traitor was Cardinal Antonelli, “master,” as the pope’s great Jesuit biographer, Giacomo Martina, would put it, “of the double game.” “Readiness to dissimulate and to pretend, the ability to avoid openly taking a position, the preoccupation with maintaining his own control in any eventuality,” observed Martina, “constitute some of the salient traits of the cardinal’s moral physiognomy.” Eager to prove indispensable to the politically adrift pope, but not yet sure where events would lead, the cardinal had thought it prudent to keep on good terms with the liberal ministers as long as he could.

			Although to the ministers Antonelli posed as a friend of Italian independence and an enemy of the Austrians, in fact it appears that it was Antonelli who took Pius’s own first draft of the allocution and removed from it the kind words for Italian national aspirations that he had originally written. He changed its tone from paternal benevolence and even sympathy for the national desire to drive the Austrians from the peninsula, to unbridled condemnation. Although the pope could not have been entirely comfortable with Antonelli’s changes, he by now was painfully aware that his sentiments as a patriotic Italian and his desire to please his subjects were interfering with his duties as Supreme Pontiff. In Antonelli he saw a much-needed check on the impulses of his heart.15

			Marco Minghetti, then the pope’s minister of public works, later to become one of Italy’s first prime ministers, remembered the moment he first read the pope’s address. “There was no longer any doubt. It was the victory of Europe’s reactionary and clerical party over Italy and over the liberal party.” That evening the lay ministers handed in their resignations. True to form, Antonelli expressed his regret at not being able to join them, citing his vow of ecclesiastical obedience. “He didn’t stop complaining about Pius IX,” Minghetti recalled. “Indeed, even more impertinently than we, he blamed him, through his indecision, for leaving us in this big mess, and shaking the flap of his priest’s cassock, he bemoaned the fact that he was not, as we were, free to resign.”16

			
			Because the original text of the allocution was in Latin, it was only the following day, Sunday, April 30, that the news of what the pope said spread through Rome. People flooded the cafés, clustering around the men who held in their hands copies of the paper with the text of the pope’s allocution. As the pope’s words were read aloud, shouts of anger and stupefaction filled the air. Adding to people’s outrage were their fears about what would happen to the young men they knew who were then fighting under the pope’s banner in Lombardy. Should they be captured, they would now be treated not as enemy combatants but as outlaws, to be taken out and shot.

			As shock turned to action, Rome edged closer to the brink of open revolt. The leaders of Rome’s clubs called an unprecedented joint meeting. On the evening of May 1, fifteen hundred members packed into the main room of the Merchants’ Club, which had been founded the previous year in a palace on the Corso. The motion to be debated was whether papal rule should be ended and replaced by a new provisional government. An immense crowd gathered outside. Inside, the club members stood arrayed in a huge semicircle, as five of their leaders, sitting at a raised table, debated what was to be done. A small honor guard headed by Ciceruacchio stood to one side. The mood was one of expectancy, a feeling that the people were finally about to decide their own destiny.

			In the end, the motion to install a provisional government failed. In its place, the club members decided to send one of their leaders, Count Terenzio Mamiani, an amnestied returnee from political exile, to demand that the pope form a new government composed entirely of laymen. It must, they insisted, be committed to reform and be free to decide whether the Papal States should join the war for Italian independence.17

			
			As the people poured out of the building, they saw uniformed, armed Civic Guardsmen everywhere. The guardsmen had wrested control of Castel Sant’Angelo and the armory at Porta San Paolo from papal soldiers and taken up positions at the other gates of the city as well. Fearing for his life, the forty-six-year-old Cardinal Della Genga, former archbishop of Ferrara and a widely reviled reactionary, tried to escape, but an angry crowd spotted his carriage and forced him out. He was saved only when a group of more levelheaded Civic Guardsmen rushed to the scene and escorted him back to his palace. It was a humiliation the cardinal would not forget, and the next year he would have ample opportunity to take his revenge.18

			For the pope, the signs of revolt were but new proof of his folly in heeding popular calls for reform. He had authorized the formation of the Civic Guard—drawn from the educated classes of the population—over the objections of many prelates, including his own secretary of state, Cardinal Gizzi, who had resigned in protest. Many of these guardsmen, infected by the raging patriotic fever, had marched north with General Durando, literally singing odes to their beloved pope. Now they felt betrayed.19

			Ciceruacchio, the popular hero who had so long sung the pope’s praises, was among the many who now turned against him. He led his followers through the streets as they shouted their displeasure. Those members of the pope’s regular army and police remaining in the city—the best army units having left for the fight up north—were proving no match for the combination of Civic Guardsmen and an enraged public.

			

			—

			ALTHOUGH HIS MINISTERS HAD warned him, Pius was surprised by the violent reaction to his allocution. On the morning of the thirtieth, he called them in to ask them to reconsider their resignations. “True, I rejected the war,” said the pope, “because I am pontiff, and as such I must look on all Catholic peoples with equal affection and as my children.” But this did not mean he was personally unsympathetic to the Italian cause. The pope, who had little understanding of constitutional government, could not understand why his ministers were resigning. “You are not responsible for my allocution,” he told them. “You did not sign it. And besides, if I am your sovereign, if I have confidence in my ministers, why would you want to disobey me?”20

			
			Feeling some obligation to the pope and recognizing the danger of a complete breakdown in public order, the ministers agreed to stay in the Quirinal Palace while Pius put together a new government. Cardinal Antonelli was pleased to have them there, hoping that their presence would protect him from the angry crowd outside. In the hours they spent together, he regaled them with a description of his impressive collection of precious stones and minerals and complained that the pope had misled them all.

			“You are the lucky ones, for you can leave,” said the cardinal, distinctive among the laymen in his black cassock. “Ah! Pius IX will never take me back into his service!” he added. “If he commands me as pontiff to do something, I will obey, because my ecclesiastical vow obligates me to, but as prince, no, I won’t stand with him again!” It seemed that there were no limits to the cardinal’s duplicity.21

			In an effort to restore order, Pius issued a new proclamation, convinced that if his subjects knew that he personally sympathized with the Italian national cause, they would calm down. His message appeared on Rome’s walls on May 2. “We are opposed to a declaration of war,” explained the pope, “but at the same time we recognize that we are incapable of restraining the ardor of those of our subjects who are animated by the same spirit of nationality as other Italians.” Yet even on this occasion, Pius could not resist venting his frustration. After all the ways he had shown his benevolence toward his people, and all the times they had shown their love for him, how was it that they were now repaying him with bloodshed and threats? “Will this,” he asked, “be the reward that a sovereign pontiff should expect for the many acts of love he has shown to his people?”22

			His new statement did nothing to quell the unrest. Seeing no alternative, Pius agreed to the clubs’ demand that he form a new lay ministry headed by someone of their choosing, and so on the afternoon of May 2 he called in Terenzio Mamiani and asked him to lead it. Mamiani had returned to Rome only a few months earlier following more than fifteen years in exile in France.23

			The next day the pope decided to try another approach. He addressed a letter directly to the Austrian emperor, pleading with him to put an end to his bloody battle to retake Lombardy and Veneto and to let go of the empire’s Italian lands.24 Hoping to placate Charles Albert as well, he sent the king a copy of the letter and had Antonelli accompany it with a letter of explanation. “In his allocution,” wrote the cardinal, “the Holy Father did not in any way express himself against Italian nationality. He only said that as prince of peace and common father of all the faithful, he could not take part in war, but that he did not see how he could stop the ardor of his subjects.” His plea to the Austrians was of course doomed from the start, for it was folly to think that Vienna would abandon its claims to Lombardy and Veneto to extricate the pope from the impossible position in which he found himself.25

			
			“It is clear that a war is being waged against the temporal dominion of the Church,” wrote the pope in a May 5 letter to a trusted young prelate, “but it is a great comfort to me to know that the Church itself was always at its most glorious in times of persecution.” Pius felt secure in his faith in God but much less so about whether he had made the right decision regarding the war against Austria. All the foreign ambassadors had complained of his tendency to waffle, which was nowhere more on display than in the aftermath of his allocution rejecting the war for Italian independence. On May 9, apparently in the hope of getting theological support for overturning his earlier decision, Pius contacted twelve prominent theologians. He was moved to write them, he explained, by the unrest that had swept the Papal States following his allocution. Anarchy and even civil war now threatened. “In order to avoid the above-described evils, which might easily occur,” he asked them, “could and should the Holy Father take an active part in the war being waged against Austria to win Italian independence?”26

			From the way Pius phrased the question, his preference for a positive response seemed clear, but ten of the twelve theologians answered in the negative. If he was hoping for justification to join the patriotic cause, he would not find it there.

			An envoy from the Duchy of Modena, visiting Pius at the time, was struck by how distressed he seemed. His subjects, the pope complained, did not understand him. “But,” said the pope, “I am not any the less at peace in my mind as a result, nor do I love Italy any the less, Italy which, after religion itself, has always been what I care most about.” As he spoke these words, recalled the diplomat from Modena, Pius’s eyes moistened, and his voice thickened with emotion. After a moment, he regained his composure. “I hope that all will work out for the greater glory of God…and that the clouds that now darken the horizon will give way to the majesty of the sun.”27

			
			To the foreign diplomats who visited him, Pius admitted that he had lost control of his kingdom. Among those who heard the pope’s litany of woes, the Dutch ambassador voiced a common sentiment in Rome’s diplomatic corps, predicting that Pius would prove unable to long resist popular pressure:

			
				His heart is so good, and in the end so Italian, he has such great need of being surrounded by the love and confidence of his subjects, he attaches such a great value to being greeted by their applause, that I would not be surprised to see him, one of these days, act in ways that, little by little, will undermine the effect of his allocution of April 29.28

			

			With the men of the papal army, shouting Viva Pio Nono, battling the Austrians in the northeast, the pope was in a ticklish position. Meeting with him on May 7, an envoy from the patriots in Venice put it this way: “We have from Your Holiness both a word”—the pope’s recent allocution—“and a fact”—the papal army’s entry into combat. “For what reason,” asked the envoy, “should we renounce the fact in order to hold to the word?”

			“They wanted to go….I wasn’t able to hold them back,” protested the pope.

			“We would believe such a thing of a prince who was not loved and not strong,” replied the Venetian. “If you had firmly ordered them not to go, they would not have gone, and so we believe that Your Holiness’s inaction is tantamount to an express command to fight for the Italian cause.”

			To this, the pope could respond only with a nervous smile. Allowing the troops to go off in his name had been a mistake, but it had reflected not only his feeling that he could not stop them but his own ambivalence as an Italian not wholly immune to the national cause.29

			
			Desperate to find a way out, Pio Nono sent an emissary to King Charles Albert to ask that he incorporate the men from Rome into his own army, giving them proper military status. This would offer them a way to fight for the national cause without directly implicating the pope; it would also give them official combatant status in case they should be captured. In a mid-May address to his troops, General Durando cited this papal request and chose to interpret it as a papal blessing for their prosecution of the war against Austria, simply the pope’s latest effort to cement his alliance with the Sardinian forces. “Long live Independence and Italian Union!” called the general. “Viva Pius Nono! Viva Charles Albert!”30

			In the wake of the pope’s allocution, Milan’s provisional government sent an aristocrat as its envoy to Rome to implore him not to abandon the battle for Italian independence. Meeting with Pius on May 13, the envoy argued that joining the war against Austria was, in fact, the only way to preserve conservative rule in Italy. Should the efforts to create a strong constitutional monarchy uniting northern Italy under King Charles Albert fail, the result, he warned, would not be a return to the old status quo. Rather, people would turn to the only alternative available for a land free from foreign control, namely “a super-democratic, revolutionary republic that would turn all of Italy upside down.”31

			Still, the pope’s allocution of late April had found favor among some. “It was as though it had been brought down to me by an angel for it could not have reached me at a more opportune moment,” observed the greatly relieved nuncio in Vienna. He rushed to have the pope’s text translated, then published in all of Austria’s important newspapers. It made, the nuncio reported, a “most excellent impression.”32

			

			—

			THE ALLOCUTION MIGHT HAVE made an even greater impression in Austria had the government’s attention not been elsewhere. Huge student demonstrations in Vienna in mid-May led to new concessions from the emperor, including universal male suffrage and a single-chamber parliament. But the unrest only grew: fearing for their lives, the emperor and his court fled to Innsbruck. Thousands of workers joined the students in Vienna, building barricades and battling the imperial authorities for control. Over the next few months, while the battered Habsburg monarchy plotted its revenge from Innsbruck, the radicals ruled over the Austrian capital.33

			
			In Naples, King Ferdinand likewise sat precariously on his throne. In mid-April the Sicilian rebels had named a provisional government, declared the end of the Bourbon dynasty, and announced their intention to create a constitutional government of their own. In an effort to win popular support, Ferdinand had earlier announced that he was sending some of his troops north to join the Italian national cause against the Austrians. His proclamation, affixed to the walls of Naples, had featured at the top the words Viva Pio IX. Having sent the troops in a moment of panic, Ferdinand leaped at the chance offered by the pope’s April 29 allocution to change course. He recalled his army from the north and dissolved the recently formed parliament and National Guard. Proclaiming a state of siege in mid-May, he unleashed a fierce wave of repression.34

			While the Neapolitan king was dissolving his parliament, the Papal States held a vote for its Chamber of Deputies, one of the two chambers mandated by the pope’s new constitution. A moderate liberal sentiment pervaded the Upper Chamber, whose members, mainly rather modest aristocrats from the provinces, the pope had appointed. The deputies—aristocrats, large landowners, and a smattering of professionals—ranged from the liberal to the more radical. Pius viewed the chambers as advisory, their proposed laws and policies to be considered by the cardinals and by himself, but members of the two chambers saw their role very differently. In their view, they were at the heart of a new system of constitutional government meant to replace priestly rule. If some of the seeds of the coming disaster had been planted by Pius’s disavowal of the papal army as it entered northern Italy, others were sown by the convening of these two chambers.35

			In a two-month period, the pope’s kingdom had been radically transformed. A constitution had been granted, an elected Chamber of Deputies established, and a papal army—against the pope’s wishes—was poised to do battle against the Austrian Empire. Reporting for the New York Tribune, Margaret Fuller, perhaps the first woman to serve as a foreign correspondent for a major American newspaper, captured the abrupt change in people’s view of the pope. While some in Rome cried “traitor” and others “imbecile,” she wrote, the Romans’ overriding feeling was of loss, of grief, not unlike the feeling of losing a father. The previous year she had portrayed Pio Nono in the warmest tones. Now she offered a very different image: “Italy was so happy in loving him….But it is all over. He is the modern Lot’s wife and now no more a living soul, but cold pillar of the Past.”36

			
			The pope felt ill used. Eager to make life better for his subjects, he had agreed to the Consultative Council of talented laymen, yet he had never questioned the divinely ordained nature of his role as pope-king. His was an enlightened, paternalistic despotism, under the authority of the church hierarchy. As an Italian himself, he had clearly shown his people his sympathy for an Italy free of foreign armies, and he had hoped to find a way to persuade the Austrians to leave Lombardy and Veneto peacefully. Why could people not understand that as pope he was pastor of all the faithful and so could never lead his people into war against other loyal sons of the church?37

			On May 17, the new provisional government of the Duchy of Modena—the duke having recently been overthrown—sent an envoy to see the pontiff. Pius quickly turned the conversation to what seemed to be becoming his favorite subject, his people’s ingratitude. His voice grew louder as he allowed himself a moment to vent his frustration.

			“But we must have patience,” said Pius, as he calmed down. “I am not letting this leave me with less peace of mind, nor allowing this to make me wish any the less for Italy’s well-being.” As he said these words, his eyes moistened and his voice thickened with emotion. Composing himself after a few moments, the pontiff assured the envoy that all would work to the greater glory of God. The sun would soon return. Or so, he said, he hoped.38

		

		
			*  In the Papal States, Austrians and Germans were both indifferently referred to as “Germans.” The German nation-state would be founded only some time later.
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			The future was anything but clear. Despite all the pope had done to try to stop them, the men of the papal army had now joined the battle against the Austrians. Throughout Europe, the old monarchies had either fallen or faced widespread revolt. Pius himself had, grudgingly, granted a constitution. But far from calming the public, his concession had only triggered further demands.

			Romans followed the news from northern Italy with great excitement. The people of Lombardy and Veneto had held plebiscites, voting to join Charles Albert’s Kingdom of Sardinia. In early June, news reached the Eternal City that papal forces, in alliance with the Sardinian army, had defeated the Austrians at Vicenza. The bell atop Capitoline Hill woke Romans from their sleep, the cannon of Sant’Angelo boomed, and the bell towers of Rome’s many churches joined in, creating such a din that several of the city’s infirm died from fright, and forty-two women miscarried, or so it was reported. But the celebration was short-lived, the news of military victory tragically mistaken. In fact, on June 9, the Austrians had massed forty thousand men and 150 heavy guns around Vicenza and attacked Durando’s lightly equipped and poorly trained papal army of ten thousand. After taking heavy losses, Durando had surrendered.1

			In Rome, Pio Nono’s hold over his government was growing ever weaker. When Terenzio Mamiani, the new prime minister, brought the pope the text of his planned opening address to the Chamber of Deputies, Pius crossed out many objectionable passages but at the chamber’s opening session, Mamiani gave the address as he had originally written it. When the newspapers reported that the pontiff had reviewed the speech in advance and approved it, Pius informed the nuncios what had really happened.2
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			The battle of wills continued as both the upper and lower chambers passed resolutions backing the war against Austria. Then in late June, when the pope refused to recognize the authority of the new lay minister of foreign affairs, insisting that all such matters be in the hands of the cardinal secretary of state and the nuncios, Mamiani handed in his resignation. Pius could not have been more eager to rid himself of his irksome prime minister, but his efforts to find someone more to his liking, without triggering popular revulsion, proved fruitless, and so Mamiani continued in office. Making matters worse, his fifth secretary of state, Cardinal Anton Orioli—who had been appointed less than a month earlier, resigned, saying that he was not up to the job. Only after two other cardinals turned the pope down did the sixty-eight-year-old Giovanni Soglia agree to fill the post. He would not last much longer than Orioli.3

			

			—

			
			IN MID-JUNE THE NEW FRENCH ambassador arrived in Rome. The sixty-one-year-old scion of one of the oldest houses of the French nobility, Duke François Harcourt seemed an odd fit for the new French Republic. Unusually short, his voice harsh, his disposition restless and prickly, he was not especially popular among his colleagues. “Everything is against him,” the papal nuncio in Madrid had reported when Harcourt was posted there, “not excluding his face.”4

			The duke soon began sending Paris alarming accounts of the pope’s tenuous hold on power. The prelates who surrounded the pontiff, he wrote, were a narrow-minded lot, devoted to the Austrians, and enemies of reform. The great majority of Romans, the illiterate popolani, had long been emotionally attached to the pope and had taken little interest in matters of state. The pressure for reform and for Italian independence came mainly from Rome’s small middle class. For the most part, these were moderates who, while pressing for long-overdue reforms, sought to leave the pope in place as head of state. But they were being pushed to an extreme by the demands being made through the city’s clubs, many of whose most active members, charged Harcourt, were not from the Papal States at all but were refugees from other parts of Italy. Rome’s aristocracy, noted the French ambassador, was weak, and while it was for the most part open to moderate reform, it had little influence.

			Harcourt’s initial reports received little attention in Paris, for its streets were then soaked in blood. On June 23 rebellious workers, protesting the government’s recent moderate turn, had erected barricades, and three days of savage fighting had followed. While pleading for peace with the rebels at the barricades at the Place de la Bastille, the archbishop of Paris was shot dead. Five thousand insurgents died, as did fifteen hundred policemen and soldiers. In crushing the revolt, the government arrested fifteen thousand men and deported thousands to the new French colony of Algeria.5

			

			—

			
			THE MEMBERS OF ROME’S newly elected Chamber of Deputies were, for the most part, men of means who hoped to drive the Austrians out of Italy and forge some kind of Italian unity. To them, the radicals—who threatened to undermine the social hierarchy along with the political order—were just as distasteful as those who opposed any reform. “A reactionary party definitely exists,” observed one of the moderate deputies in early July. “On the other side is a party of anarchists and fanatics.” The problem the pope faced was that these men, to whom he had previously turned for support and advice, now felt that he was abandoning them.6

			Among the “fanatics,” none was more vocal than Charles Bonaparte, Napoleon’s nephew. In relentless pursuit of the limelight, Bonaparte rarely let a session of the chamber pass without offering his opinions, and no one was more bellicose in calling for military action against the Austrians. Bonaparte, wrote one of its members, “has become the buffoon of the chamber.” Or as another member put it, telegraphically, “Inexhaustible loudmouth, incredibly opinionated, lacking in principles.”7

			The standoff could not last much longer. Pius had repeatedly made clear his opposition to joining the war against Austria, but the government ministers favored war, and the two legislative chambers had voted to fund it. Fearful that more forceful action would trigger open revolt, Pius dared not act more aggressively. The result, observed the Dutch ambassador, was that “everyone is acting as if the temporal Sovereign, absolutely shorn of his authority, exists in form only.”8

			Tensions in Rome ratcheted up further in mid-July, when someone intercepted a letter the secretary of state had sent to the nuncio in Vienna and posted copies of it on the walls of Rome. While partly written in numeric code, it spoke clearly of the pope’s lack of confidence in his own ministers and told the Austrians to ignore what they said. Indignant, Mamiani rushed to see the pope and demanded that he publicly deny the authenticity of the letter, but Pius refused. The cabinet members handed in their resignations, but lacking other options, the pope refused to accept them.9

			The pressure Pius felt to join the war against Austria soon grew even greater. On July 14 seven thousand Austrian troops had crossed south into the Papal States and marched into Ferrara, demanding provisions from the papal government to resupply them before they returned north to confront Charles Albert’s army. Patriotic passions in Rome now reached a fever pitch. “These words, ‘Italian independence,’ ‘Italian nationality,’ ” reported the Dutch ambassador, “are on everyone’s lips here.” Furious with the Austrians for putting him in an impossible position, and with his Italian patriotic sentiments provoked, the pope lashed out. “In the end,” he warned, “they are going to force me to have to do something myself.” Here, it seemed, was the invasion of papal territory that Pio Nono had cited as a pope’s only grounds for waging war, but after his initial fit of temper passed, Pius confined himself to sending a letter of protest to all of Europe’s governments. The Austrians ignored it.10

			
			In the north, Charles Albert was proving to be an inept military commander, and his army suffered a humiliating defeat at Custoza, midway between Milan and Venice. Much to the consternation and outrage of Italian patriots in Lombardy and Veneto, the king sued for peace. In early August he agreed to the restoration of Austrian rule over northeastern Italy. Only Venice still held out.11

			Rome remained rudderless. “A conspiracy has been hatched,” began the remarkable message the cardinal secretary of state sent to the nuncios across Europe in late July. It was a plot aimed at stripping the pope of his sovereignty. “The force of the current government has entirely disappeared….Everyone in the world knows that the current minister is entirely in disagreement with the pope.” Pius wanted to form a new ministry, but the radicals were organizing public protests to hamper his efforts. Papal rule hung by a thread.12

			With emotions running high, both the upper and lower chambers voted to mobilize military forces to fight the Austrians for Italian independence, even though, without Charles Albert, the pope’s army alone stood little chance of success. When Pius refused to give his approval, Mamiani resigned, this time for good. The pope posted copies of a motu proprio—a “letter in his own hand”—on the walls of Rome urging calm, but angry protesters tore them down. The rumor spread that if the pope would not back the war effort, the Civic Guardsmen would remove him from the Quirinal Palace and take him to the St. John Lateran Basilica. There he could fulfill his duties as bishop of Rome and spiritual leader of the world’s Roman Catholics and leave the governance of the Papal States to others. The pope, remarked the Sardinian ambassador, was now “everywhere being treated with contempt.”13

			
			The Austrian military presence in the Legations—the northernmost portion of the Papal States—was a fuse waiting to be lit. In early August, the people of Bologna drove Austrian troops out of the walled city. When the news reached Rome, thousands of people poured into the streets to celebrate. “One would truly think,” observed the French ambassador, “that one was taking part in a comedy, and I truly fear that in this country people are incapable of doing anything else.”14

			If Harcourt thought it a farce, Jules Bastide, the French foreign minister, was taking recent events very seriously. He was most worried by the prospect that Austria, France’s archrival, would take advantage of the chaos to spread its influence in Italy. When he learned of the fighting in Bologna, Bastide informed both the pope and the Austrian government that any attempt by Austrian troops to occupy the rest of the Papal States would be regarded as a casus belli, grounds for war. The French would not tolerate Austria extending its hold on the Italian Peninsula.15

			Meeting in mid-August with a French diplomat who was passing through Rome, the pope again lashed out at his ungrateful subjects. “The people whom God has entrusted to me have only an indirect interest in the current war,” he explained. “I allowed the enrollments, the sending of volunteers, I authorized the defense of our territory. But here,” complained the pontiff, “people only know how to shout, how to hurl slanders in the street, in the newspapers, in the clubs, in the assemblies. The people pay me back only with their ingratitude….

			“Ah!” said the pontiff, as he brought the audience to an end, “forgive me for my emotion. I can’t hide it. Never has a pope or a sovereign been more miserable than me.”16

			

			—

			THE PREVIOUS DECEMBER, in a sign of the widespread enthusiasm generated by the new pope, President James K. Polk had asked the U.S. Congress to establish diplomatic relations with Rome. The United States had had a consul there since the late eighteenth century, but any moves to appoint an ambassador had been blocked by the Protestant majority. Sharing the president’s enthusiasm for the reform-minded pope, Congress voted the necessary funds to send a chargé d’affaires, an envoy only a step below full ambassadorial rank.

			
			Jacob Martin, the man selected for the post, reached Rome in early August, when news of the Austrian victory over King Charles Albert was still fresh. “Rome,” he reported, is “in the greatest agitation, and threatened with riot if not revolution.” Noting that he had endured a long and stormy transoceanic crossing, he added that he had arrived “at a season when even the most acclimated think it hazardous to encounter the scourge of the malaria.” The pope soon agreed to meet him, taking him by the hand and telling him how pleased he was that the United States had agreed to establish diplomatic relations with the Holy See. Martin expressed his government’s pleasure at the reforms the pope had initiated. “The interview was to me,” the American reported, “a very pleasant one, and impressed me vividly with that benevolence of character and gentleness of demeanour for which Pius IX is proverbial.”17

			Martin’s fears for Rome’s malarial season proved tragically justified. His first report to the American secretary of state turned out to be his last. The next report Washington received arrived a week later and came not from Martin but from his assistant. “Sir,” it began, “it becomes my painful duty to inform you of the death of J. L. Martin.” The new ambassador had died that morning. He had been in Rome less than a month.18

			In mid-August, casting about for support, Pius wrote to General Louis-Eugène Cavaignac, president of the new French Republic, asking for a few thousand French soldiers to help him. Cavaignac refused. If, the general explained, the pope was asking for help in driving the Austrian army out of Italy, he was asking too much. France did not intend to get involved in the Italian war. If, as seemed more likely, the pope wanted the troops to help repress outbreaks of violent protest in the Papal States, such a task—more suitable for a police force—was beneath the dignity of the French army. In any case, Cavaignac added, it went against France’s policy of not interfering in the internal affairs of other countries. The pope was on his own.19

			
			While the pope was desperately trying to attract foreign aid, Charles Albert, the Sardinian king, was looking to the pope to help him. A proud, reserved man, the king was already dreaming of revenge for the humiliating defeat he had suffered at the hands of the Austrian army. In late July he turned to Antonio Rosmini, a fifty-one-year-old abbot and highly respected church intellectual, to be his special envoy to the pope. Rosmini came from a noble family in Austrian-ruled northeastern Italy, and in his many publications he had urged the church to come to terms with modern times. A few months earlier the pope himself had begged Rosmini to come to Rome. The abbot had refused, citing the anarchy in Rome and his feeling that he would be of little use to the pope.

			This time, although far from enthusiastic, Rosmini agreed to see if he could do some good. In early August he went to Turin to meet with Vincenzo Gioberti, the patriot-priest turned government minister whose books calling for an Italian federation under the pope and denouncing the Jesuits had been so influential. The goal, Gioberti explained, was to persuade the pope to help form a league of Italian states aimed at driving the Austrians from the peninsula. Rosmini met with Pius on August 17 and spent the next two months in Rome trying to sway him. To liberal champions of Italian independence, Rosmini was a hero, the patriotic abbot who had the pontiff’s ear.20

			

			—

			WITHOUT A FUNCTIONING GOVERNMENT, Pius badly needed to find someone who could help him steer his chaotic Papal States out of the morass into which they had fallen, someone who could stand up to the fanatics who now seemed to own the streets, someone who could help bring the deputies into line. One name kept coming up: Pellegrino Rossi. Although Rossi had lost his position as ambassador with the fall of the French monarchy several months earlier, he had remained in Rome. In many ways, he would be an odd choice. The former ambassador was distrusted, if not despised, by the cardinals for his liberal politics and his earlier writings, some of which had been put on the Index of Forbidden Books. It did not help that Rossi’s initial mission in Rome, in 1845, was to negotiate the banishing of the Jesuits from France, or that his wife was a Protestant.21
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			Nor was the French government pleased by the rumors of Rossi’s possible appointment. This was, after all, the man who had until recently been the ambassador of the now-deposed French king. Harcourt, who had replaced Rossi, asked indignantly how he could be expected to deal with a head of papal government who was “a Frenchman whom my government fired, and all this without ever consulting me?” But if Rossi was a “Frenchman,” he was an unusual one, having been born and lived in Italy well into adulthood, then serving in the Swiss legislature, before moving to Paris and accepting a university chair in political economy.22

			The pope announced his new government in mid-September. While it was in theory presided over by the secretary of state, it was in fact led by Pellegrino Rossi, who was named both minister of internal affairs—in charge of the police—and minister of finance. “You need a body made of iron,” remarked Rossi, “not to fall sick in these unhappy times.” He vowed to do all he could to strengthen the papal government.23

			
			Rossi went to see Harcourt and assured him that, far from being hostile to France’s new republican government, he had expressed his support for it from the beginning. Harcourt remained skeptical but advised Paris that under the circumstances it might be best not to oppose Rossi’s appointment. “Not only the cabinet,” wrote Harcourt, “but the whole country is in a state of dissolution.” There had been no government ministers for the previous six weeks, and what government there was seemed powerless to deal with the crisis it faced. Neither the pope nor the deputies seemed to have the least notion of what was involved in representative government. The police chief had thrown up his hands, saying he lacked the means to do his job. “More complete anarchy,” remarked the French ambassador, “would be impossible to see.” Under such conditions, he asked Paris, did they really want to tell the pope that France would oppose the appointment of the only man he thought could save him?24

			Given the state of anarchy enveloping the country, Rossi’s task was immense, made all the more so by the lack of men of stature for him to rely on. As Harcourt, the French ambassador, reporting on the members of the new papal cabinet, put it, “All these individuals are but satellites circling around the planet Rossi and have been chosen with this in mind.”25

			While Rossi began his work, Rosmini, the abbot representing King Charles Albert, met with various foreign envoys in Rome in an effort to generate support for an Italian league. Rosmini initially conceived of the league as being led, at least in name, by the pope, but new instructions from Turin insisted that Charles Albert himself must be its head. It was he, after all, who had led the battle to drive the foreigners from the peninsula, he who had the strongest Italian army, and he who ruled the most modern Italian state and the only one free from Austrian influence. But the idea had little appeal. Ferdinand, Bourbon king of Naples, certainly had no interest in placing himself under the Savoyard king of Sardinia; nor did he have any interest in the unification of Italy. In Venice, the provisional government that was still holding out against the Austrians prized its own independence, while nostalgia for the thousand-year-long independent Venetian Republic still ran strong. Nor would Rossi recommend such a plan on behalf of the pope’s government, it being unthinkable that the pontiff would subordinate himself to the Sardinian monarch.26

			
			Indeed, Rosmini himself found the idea distasteful. “I believe I would be lacking in my duties,” he informed the Sardinian foreign minister in early October, “if I did not advise Your Excellency to send some other diplomat to Rome who is more expert and more able than I am, and who has the belief—which I do not share—in the wisdom and likely success of the new project.” With this note, the abbot resigned.27

			

			—

			ON AN OCTOBER AFTERNOON, in one of the Roman Jewish ghetto’s narrow streets, Angelo Moscati got into an argument with another man. As heated words gave way to blows, Moscati pulled out a knife and slashed at the man’s head, opening up a gash. Two members of the Civic Guard arrived and tried to seize the blade, but Moscati wounded one of them before they succeeded in subduing him. The whole episode would not have attracted much attention—knife fights being common on the streets of Rome—but Moscati was a Jew, and his victims Christian.28

			The news raced through the city. Soon a large, angry crowd, led by the cousin of one the injured men, and apparently encouraged by neighboring Catholic clergy, descended on the ghetto seeking revenge, members of the Civic Guard among them. The invaders waved clubs and knives and began raining cobblestones and sticks on the heads of the ghetto dwellers. Shouts of “Long live religion!” “Send the Jews to the flames!” “Down with the friends of the Jews!” and “Down with the enemies of the Holy Religion!” rang out, as rocks shattered windows. Some of the more enterprising among the intruders carried sacks, hoping for plunder.

			The captain of the nearby Civic Guard station, alerted to the violence, rushed to the scene with a number of guardsmen and pleaded with his marauding comrades to obey their oath to preserve the peace. In response, the captain recalled, the rioting guardsmen “treated us as pigs and cowards, saying that it was absolutely necessary to defend our uniform and burn down the Ghetto.” Rossi released a statement, plastered on the city walls, denouncing the violence as “unworthy of a cultured and generous people.” In the nights to follow, dozens of guardsmen were sent to patrol the ghetto, although many sympathized more with the rioters than with the terrified Jews.29

			
			In many ways, the Jews were the city’s bellwether, the living indicator of the struggle to move Rome from its medieval theocratic ways to modern times. The Enlightenment ideals that had been spreading in Europe for the past decades called for treating all subjects, all citizens alike. A modern society had no place for a ghetto, no grounds for forbidding professions or education to people based on their religion.

			For centuries, in order to survive, Rome’s Jews had groveled before popes, praising the great goodness and generosity of even the most repressive pontiffs, for this was their only way to gain any relief. But the Jews did feel genuine appreciation for what Pius had done for them. He had allowed some to live and work outside the ghetto’s cramped quarters. He had put an end to the centuries-old humiliating public spectacle of vassalage requiring the officers of Rome’s Jewish community on the first Saturday of Carnival to pay an annual tribute to the Senator of Rome as a large, raucous crowd jeered and mocked them. He had granted permission to Jews who otherwise met the criteria to become members of the Civic Guard, and he had allowed the ghetto gates to be torn down, a symbolically weighty step even if few of the Jews had left the ghetto. In August, the Chamber of Deputies voted to extend the Jews full civil, although not political, rights.30

			Yet, following centuries of demonization of the Jews, popular attitudes were far from uniformly benevolent. In their weekly sermons, parish priests railed against them as Christ-killers and dangerous enemies of Christian society. The pope, some were now convinced, had himself become a dupe of the Jews. The people of Rome needed little encouragement to turn against them.

			

			—

			IN OCTOBER, TOO, a new popular uprising erupted in Vienna. On October 6 protesters tried to block imperial troops who were being sent to put down revolt in Hungary. The confrontation quickly devolved into open rebellion, and rebels killed Austria’s minister of war. The next day the imperial family fled to Olmütz, a town in Moravia that today is part of the Czech Republic. For Giuseppe Mazzini and his followers, the time to strike against the Austrians in northeastern Italy seemed to be at hand. In an open letter to the people of Lombardy and Veneto, prefaced with his watchwords, “In the Name of God and the People,” the prophet of Italian independence issued a call for national insurrection. Romans were excited as well, hoping that the Austrian government would fall and its empire unravel. They would soon be disappointed. By the end of the month, seventy thousand imperial troops had surrounded Vienna and crushed the revolt.31

			
			In Rome, Rossi, facing a thousand obstacles, forged ahead. He initiated the construction of rail lines and telegraphs. He ordered clergymen to pay taxes and tried to clean up the corrupt civil service, which was largely composed of priests. Although despised by the upper clergy, Rossi was winning few friends among the liberals. His opposition to having the pope join the war against Austria, and his former role as French ambassador under the now deposed monarchy, provoked the hostility of both liberals and radicals. Nor did his ill-disguised sense of superiority and contempt for hypocrisy help him win allies. “The coldness of his smile, the irony of his glance, the disdain evident in his gestures,” observed one otherwise sympathetic chronicler of the time, “made him as many enemies as did the rapid rise in his political fortunes.”32

			Rossi found himself in an impossible situation. Although accused of being a friend of the Austrians, he was not. He had left Italy nearly three decades earlier, he confided in a letter to a friend in September, because he did not want to live in a country where “Austrian bayonets reigned.” The job he had accepted at the pope’s urging, he confessed, was thankless, but how, he asked, could he refuse to help a pontiff in whose land he lived and “who has given me so many proofs of his confidence and his kindness?”

			Rossi’s decision to accept the pope’s offer had also been rooted in his belief that he was indeed the only man who had the knowledge of the world, the judgment, and the insight needed to prevent disaster. The problems facing the Papal States could be solved, he thought, by enlightened administration, by eliminating corruption, and by a program of modernization. It would not be an easy task. The clergy, who stood to lose their special privileges, would oppose him, as would the radicals. Rossi, it seemed, believed that by the very force of his will, and his clear-sighted vision of the tasks to be done, he could somehow overcome all obstacles.33

			
			Although Rossi was proving unpopular in many quarters, the pope was pleased with him, very pleased. At long last he had found a man capable of leading his government, a man of boundless self-confidence and vision, a man who understood public administration and finance and could steer the ship of state to safety. After enduring a government that continually pressed him to join the war for Italian independence, the pope felt great relief in having someone in charge who agreed that it was best to stay out. And in those parts of the Papal States where civil unrest was getting out of hand, as it was in the northern provinces, Rossi—in sharp contrast with his predecessor—did not hesitate to call on the army to restore order. In a mark of the unusual regard the pope had for his new minister, he invited Rossi to dine with him, a privilege almost unheard of for a layman.34

			On November 4, the saint day for Carlo Borromeo, Pius, accompanied by cardinals and other church dignitaries, went in elaborate procession to the Roman church named in Borromeo’s honor. Jeers and whistles greeted Cardinal Soglia, the secretary of state. “Into the sewer!” people shouted at the red-robed cardinals as they rode by in their gilded carriages. A crowd of three or four hundred young men stood provocatively along the pope’s route on the Corso, their hats remaining firmly on their heads, cigars dangling provocatively from their mouths, ostentatiously blowing smoke as the pope passed. Pius, who had begun to raise his hand in benediction, lowered his arm and looked away.35

			The next morning the pope called in his minister of arms, General Carlo Zucchi, appointed the previous month to try to instill some kind of discipline in the notoriously inept papal army. Zucchi was seventy-one years old, small, gaunt, and severe, and his best days were long behind him. Even for an abler man, the task would have been daunting. “I found the greatest disorder in the training, in discipline, and in the administration,” remarked Zucchi on observing his new charges. “No one knew who was in command. Each person did what he pleased, paying no attention to his commanding officer.”36

			
			Having learned of new unrest in Bologna and Ferrara, Pius ordered Zucchi to go north. A few days later the report Zucchi sent back was not encouraging. Bologna was in a fearful state. Revolutionary passions ran high. The fiery sermons of a patriotic priest, Father Gavazzi, had stirred people into a frenzy. The pope responded with a request to have the monk arrested, but a bigger problem soon appeared. The notorious revolutionary leader Giuseppe Garibaldi and his large band of armed men had arrived at the Tuscan border of the Papal States, not far from Bologna. Fearing that they would further fan the flames of discontent, Rossi ordered the army to drive them back into Tuscany.37

			Rossi alone stood between the pope and the abyss, but Rossi was ever more isolated. The cardinals had never liked the idea of having a layman in charge of the papal government, and Rossi’s efforts to rein in their privileges only increased their resentment. On the other side, many viewed Rossi as a heavy-handed autocrat and traitor to the cause of Italian independence. Rossi would give no ground. “If they want to destroy the pope’s authority,” he told the Bavarian ambassador one day in mid-November, “they’ll have to do it over my dead body.”38
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			On November 15, 1848—a day that would long be remembered—a large, restive crowd gathered in the piazza outside the Palace of the Chancellery, where Rossi was scheduled to address the Chamber of Deputies. Scattered groups of unarmed Civic Guardsmen took up their positions around the vast Renaissance palazzo that lay in the heart of the city. Some papal police units, under separate command, were also on hand. Ominously, many veterans of the papal legion that had recently been defeated by the Austrians also appeared, as did many of the city’s best-known radicals.

			Rossi spent the morning at home. He’d been receiving death threats for the past several weeks, and rumor had it that radicals were planning to take advantage of his public appearance that day to act on them. Friends warned him, but he brushed them off. At noon Rossi said goodbye to his nervous wife and two sons and headed for the Quirinal Palace to see the pope before his speech.

			“For Heaven’s sake, my dear count,” said Pius, “take care! Your enemies are many, and in their anger capable of the most infamous crimes!”

			“Holiness,” replied Rossi, “they are too cowardly, I have no fear of them.”

			As Rossi descended the Quirinal stairs on his way out, an unfamiliar priest rushed up and seized him by the arm. The cleric had tears in his eyes. Do not get into that carriage, the priest pleaded. “If you leave, you are dead!” Rossi pulled his arm free and continued down the stairs.

			
			The carriage slowed to a crawl as it approached the Chancellery Palace and made its way through the crowd, passing through the gate into the courtyard. As Rossi, elegantly dressed in a black suit, stepped out, sixty legionnaires lined the path that led to the stairway. The men’s scruffy appearance and surly bearing were far from reassuring.1

			From the crowd he could hear the boos and the ugly shouts: “Slit his throat! Slit his throat! Kill him!” Rossi did his best to maintain his dignity. As he passed through the legionnaires, those behind him turned to follow, so that he soon found himself surrounded. As he neared the stairway, a man suddenly emerged from the crowd and struck him on his left side. As he turned to see who had hit him, a short young man, beardless but with flowing mustache, rushed up on his right and sliced his neck with the long, sharp blade of a dagger. “It’s done! It’s done!” came the shouts, as the assassins melted back into the crowd. Rossi staggered forward, then collapsed, the blood that gushed from his neck forming a widening stain on the ground. He had but a few moments left to live.2

			The deputies heard the commotion outside and soon learned the news. After long moments of alarm and uncertainty, they hurried out. A strange brew of fear, terror, and exhilaration swept the city. Rossi had been the government. Now that he was gone, a great void had opened up. A crowd somehow both festive and sinister soon gathered. Numbering in the hundreds, they began parading through the streets of Rome, stopping outside Rossi’s home, along the Corso, beneath the window of his widow and two sons. “Blessed is the hand who stabbed Rossi!” they chanted. Later, as others joined them, they waved tricolored Italian flags. Amid the poles they held aloft, one attracted special attention. From it hung not a flag but what appeared to be the assassin’s knife, covered with blood. “Blessed be the hand that stabbed the tyrant!” had by now turned from chant to song. The pope’s defenders were nowhere to be seen.3

			The men at the Popular Club, headquartered in a building at the midway point of the Corso, rushed to fill the vacuum. In the wake of the pope’s allocution opposing the war with Austria, the recently formed club had become the epicenter of the movement for Italian independence, displacing the more moderate Roman Club. Many of its leaders came from other parts of the Papal States. The investigation into Rossi’s murder would later focus its attention on the club, thought to be the place where the assassination plot was hatched. Now it hummed with activity, as some members worked on a list of demands to present to the pope, insisting that men of their choosing be named to a new ministry, while others were out leading marches through the city’s streets.4
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			—

			THE PARALYSIS OF THE public authorities was complete. An official of the Civic Guard rushed to request instructions from its head, the duke of Rignano. In the absence of General Zucchi, who was up north dealing with the unrest there, the duke was also in charge of the army. “Act prudently” was the only instruction the duke gave before racing home with his servants to gather his belongings and flee to safety in Naples. Pius dispatched a messenger to General Zucchi, ordering him to return immediately to Rome.5

			
			That night the pope asked to see Marco Minghetti, the moderate deputy from Bologna. “I found him sad and pensive, but calm,” Minghetti recalled. “That mystical feeling that always dominated him, left him, even then, resigned to God’s will.” The pope spoke of the need to form a new government but did not explicitly ask Minghetti to head it. Minghetti advised the pope that a new ministry could survive only if it pronounced itself both liberal and committed to Italian independence. The pope asked him to return in the morning, when he expected to make a decision.6

			Early the next day the leaders of both the Upper Chamber and the Chamber of Deputies received a request to meet with the pope at 8:45 that morning. “I finally found a man,” Pius told them, “who not only knew how to determine what the state needs…but also told me what the remedies were. And now they have murdered him!”

			Monsignor Muzzarelli, president of the Upper Chamber, tried to calm the pontiff. The people, he explained, despised Rossi. His death might in the end make things easier.

			Standing behind his desk, Pius was indignant. “What?” he asked. “A monsignor, dressed in this color, a man whom I placed as head of the Upper Chamber, comes in here to make excuses to me for such an assassination?”7

			The chamber leaders tried to turn the discussion toward practical issues. The pope had two choices, they told him. He could try to repress his subjects by force, or he could name a new government head who enjoyed popular support. They advised against the first option. Aside from other considerations, they warned, the pope could not count on the loyalty of his soldiers, many of whom had joined the demonstrators the previous evening.

			What about the Civic Guard? asked Pius. Unlike the papal soldiers, they all came from the better classes. Surely they would defend him.

			They were no more likely to be of help, advised the Upper Chamber president.

			Pius told them he was thinking of asking Marco Minghetti to form a new government. That, the council leaders replied, would not be a good idea. Minghetti was seen as a friend of Rossi and would not help win the people’s favor.

			
			The Chamber of Deputies president then, unwisely, brought the conversation back to the assassination. Having the unpopular Rossi out of the way was not entirely a bad thing, he said, seconding the argument of his colleague of the Upper Chamber. At this, recalled one of the men at the meeting, “the pope became so overcome by emotion that the muscles in his face began to tremble horribly.” Recalling that the pope had suffered from epilepsy as a child, his visitors suggested they leave him time to think about what they had said. They would await his summons to return.

			As they left the room, they found Minghetti waiting outside. He would never be called in.8

			

			—

			THE PREVIOUS NIGHT, following the assassination, the Popular Club had posted a manifesto on the city’s walls, proclaiming that in light of the emergency, it was taking upon itself the task of ensuring order until a new government could be formed. It called on the Romans to gather at Piazza del Popolo the next day to show their support for a program of national independence and a constituent assembly to devise a more democratic form of government. In response, many Civic Guardsmen and legionnaires joined the large crowd that streamed into the vast, round piazza. With the flag of the Popular Club at their head, they marched in rows, arm in arm, toward the pope’s palace, drummers and a musical band leading the way. They looked, remarked one unsympathetic observer, “like ruffians in a melo-drama…the first act of which had been the foul murder of one old man, and this the second, an attack on another.”

			The demonstrators arrived at the Quirinal only to find its huge front door shut. After a delegation succeeded in entering and presenting the cardinal secretary of state with the document they had brought, they returned to the crowd to await the pope’s response. Inside the palace the pope sat, surrounded by the members of the foreign diplomatic corps who had come to be with him in this moment of crisis. He read the list of demands, then sent his reply out to the crowd: Everyone should go home. Christ’s vicar on earth could not bow to intimidation.9

			
			Enraged by the pope’s response, some men set fire to a side gate. Flames soon shot up over the door, and for a moment it seemed that the whole gargantuan palace might soon be ablaze. Men inside the building rushed to the gate with buckets of water and finally succeeded in extinguishing the fire. When others tried to reignite it, one of the Swiss Guards fired a shot at them. Hearing the sound, protesters with rifles of their own climbed up the bell tower and onto the roofs overlooking the piazza and shot at the palace windows. Monsignor Palma, the man responsible for preparing the Latin texts of the pope’s official pronouncements, was hit in the chest by a bullet as he stood looking out from a window not far from Pius. “This is the second victim who dies for my cause,” said the pope, “and I did not want to see a single drop of blood spilled for it!”10

			By now, the crowd had grown to ten thousand, many armed. The demonstrators wheeled in carts and turned them on their sides to block off the streets leading into the piazza. Other carts were loaded with incendiary materials, threatening to set the palazzo afire. Men rolled in a cannon and pointed it at the main palace entrance. Pius, observed the French ambassador, had until then acted with admirable sangfroid, but he now realized the situation was hopeless. He would have to give in to the demand that he name new ministers agreeable to the clubs. As for their demand that he declare immediately for Italian independence and join the war against Austria, he would try to win some time by referring the matter to the two chambers.11

			
				“You see the sorry state at which we’ve arrived,” said Pius to the ambassadors. “Hope of resisting, none. Here in my own royal palace, a prelate has been killed. Shots are fired at us, cannons are aimed at us. Encircled, besieged by the rebels. We give in to avoid useless shedding of blood and even worse crimes, but only to force. You see, signori, we give in, but under protest. We give in only under threat of violence, and every concession we make is invalid, it is null and void.”12

			
It was eight p.m. by the time the pope’s decision to appoint new ministers was announced outside the Quirinal. Some of the legionnaires fired their rifles in the air in celebration. Others marched through the city’s streets carrying torches and singing patriotic songs. Civic Guardsmen disarmed the pope’s Swiss Guard and confined them to their barracks. As morning dawned, it was the Civic Guard and not the Swiss Guard who controlled access to the Quirinal. A new era, it seemed, had begun.13

			

			—

			IN THEIR SLATE OF PROPOSED government ministers, the protesters had listed a variety of prominent laymen known for their close ties to the radicals, some of whom were thought to have been involved in planning Rossi’s murder. But one name struck the pope as offering some hope. The protesters had named Antonio Rosmini as a potential head of government. As a past envoy of the Sardinian king, known to have been urging the cause of Italian independence on the pope, the abbot was viewed as sympathetic to the patriotic cause. That night after the protesters had marched off, Pius sent word to him that he wished to appoint him to lead the government. Rosmini was shocked by the news and embarrassed that his name appeared on the radicals’ list. He informed the pope that he would not serve. Pius understood and did not insist.14

			Rome’s streets were no longer in the pope’s control. He could not count on the loyalty of the Civic Guard. The general in charge of his army was in the northern provinces of the Papal States, while the volunteers who had fought with the papal army against the Austrians had returned and were among the most hostile to his cause. The cardinals had largely deserted him. The aristocrats were nowhere to be seen.

			In the wake of Rosmini’s refusal, his options painfully limited, Pius turned to the head of the Upper Chamber, Monsignor Muzzarelli, whose cavalier attitude toward Rossi’s assassination had so incensed him, as the best choice he had to head the government.

			Shortly after announcing the new government ministers, drawn from the protesters’ list, Pius called the ambassadors back to renew his protest. “I am like a prisoner,” he told them. “They’ve taken my Guard away from me and replaced them with men of their own. What guides my action now that I lack any defense is the principle of doing all possible to avoid the shedding of fraternal blood….But Europe and the world must know that I take no part in the acts of the new government, and I regard myself as entirely extraneous from it.” The pope was especially eager for the ambassadors to tell their governments to ignore anything the new lay foreign minister of the Papal States said. Only the cardinal secretary of state could serve in such a role. In short, while Pius publicly authorized the new government, he was privately telling the foreign powers it had no legitimacy. “Given its current fanatical mood,” worried the Sardinian ambassador, after his return from the papal palace, “if the public were to come to hear of this, it might well cause an outbreak even worse than what we witnessed yesterday.”15

			
			“Today,” reported the French ambassador, the pope’s “authority is absolutely gone, it no longer exists other than in name.” “I must also tell you,” he advised Paris, “that in this situation I have no doubt that sooner or later he will want to leave Rome, if it is possible for him, and in this case he will most likely go to Marseilles. However,” he warned, “this is something that he must not let get out in order not to compromise his situation.”16

			

			—

			CARDINAL LAMBRUSCHINI, SECRETARY OF STATE until Gregory’s death two years earlier and widely reviled as the head of the pro-Austrian, reactionary faction of the Curia, became a particular target for the people’s rage. On the night of November 16, the day after Rossi’s murder, a group of legionnaires invaded his quarters in the Palace of the Consulta, the imposing Baroque building that bordered the same piazza as the Quirinal. Not finding him, they smashed his furniture and tore his bed to shreds with their daggers and bayonets. The cardinal meanwhile lay cowering beneath a pile of hay in the nearby palace stable. Two Civic Guardsmen—among the minority of their comrades who retained sympathy for his plight—had helped hide him there. They returned three hours later, after the legionnaires left, and, disguising the terrified cardinal in a heavy, ill-fitting soldier’s coat, they put him in a carriage bound for Naples, where he would be out of harm’s way.17

			Nor were the aristocrats who had for so long enjoyed all the privileges of proximity to the pope anywhere around when he most needed their support. Curious to know the pope’s situation but not inclined to risk going to see him, Prince Doria Pamphily asked the Belgian chargé d’affaires what he had seen in his recent visit to the Quirinal.

			
			“You should ask me instead,” he replied, “what I haven’t seen, and that is the Roman princes.”18

			It did not take long for news of the shocking events in Rome to reach Paris. On the seventeenth, the French government sent warships to Civitavecchia, Rome’s principal port, with instructions to do whatever was needed to save the pope’s life but to avoid getting mixed up in “political” questions.19

			The Spanish government was similarly eager to help the pope. Queen Isabel sat uneasily in power, having come to the throne fifteen years earlier at age two. Her long and flowery title, after all, began, “Isabel II by the Grace of God, Queen of Castile, Leon, Aragon, of the Two Sicilies, of Jerusalem, of Navarre, of Granada…” The list went on, including many lands—among them Sicily, Naples, Milan, and Sardinia—over which the Spanish monarchs had not in fact ruled for decades if not centuries. If she was queen by the grace of God, by divine right, she had, first of all, to ensure the reign of God’s vicar on earth. She could not allow the pope to be driven in disgrace from his rightful throne.

			During the siege of the Quirinal following Rossi’s murder, Cardinal Soglia had turned at one point to the Spanish ambassador. What instructions, asked the secretary of state, had his government given him? “My orders and instructions,” the ambassador replied, “are to put at His Holiness’s disposition the army, the navy, and all the power of the queen of Spain.” In fact, a few months earlier the pope had talked to the Spanish ambassador about the possibility that he might one day need to flee the city. The Spanish government had subsequently kept a ship at Civitavecchia for this eventuality, which Pius had found reassuring, but now that he needed it, the ship was gone. It had recently been sent back to Spain to be resupplied. The ambassador sent an urgent plea to Madrid to have the ship return quickly. Although he was undoubtedly concerned for the pope’s welfare, he was likewise concerned that, should the Spanish ship not arrive quickly, one of Europe’s other powers might get the pope in its hands and see its own influence and prestige rise accordingly.

			
			He had reason to worry. The British government had sent its new steam-powered paddlewheel warship, the Bulldog, to Civitavecchia, where it would arrive on the twenty-third. In secret instructions, the Bulldog’s captain was told that, should “the commotions in Rome” place the pope in jeopardy and cause him to want to escape, “you will be ready to receive him…for conveyance to any port to which he may desire to retire.”20

			

			—

			PIUS FELT PAINFULLY ALONE. Cardinal Soglia, appointed in June, his sixth secretary of state, had proven unequal to the task. Cardinal Antonelli, who had briefly been secretary of state the previous spring and now served as prefect of the sacred palaces of the Vatican, was the only man he felt he could rely on. Although hobbled by the gout that had confined him to bed much of the previous summer, Antonelli was now ever at the pope’s side, urging him to flee.

			Two days after Rossi’s assassination, Pius secretly informed the few cardinals still in Rome of his intention to leave. Word that the pope might try to escape soon circulated among the diplomatic corps as well. In reporting this suspicion to Turin on the eighteenth, the Sardinian ambassador noted that, with the Quirinal surrounded by Civic Guardsmen, it would not be a simple matter. And if the pope did succeed in abandoning Rome, the ambassador worried, there was little to keep the radicals from declaring the end of papal authority and proclaiming a republic in its place. This was the last thing the Sardinian government wanted to see. King Charles Albert viewed the republicans as a greater threat than the Austrians and worried that if they succeeded in overthrowing the pope-king, his monarchy might well be the next to fall.21

			On Tuesday, November 20, the lower chamber was at last called to order. Seeking to avoid a break with the pope, one of the moderates proposed that they send an official delegation to express the deputies’ sense of devotion to him.22

			At this point, Charles Bonaparte, encouraged by the packed gallery, rose to speak. As recently as August he had expressed his firm belief that the pope was essential to the Italian cause. “Pius IX,” he had told the deputies then, “began the Italian movement. Only he was able to move the masses.” Now the great Napoleon’s nephew, an implausible revolutionary, sang a very different tune.23

			
			“This is not the time, colleagues, to speak of thanks, still less of devotion,” he said. “It is time for the promises that the people have obtained from the sovereign to be put into action.” The people in the gallery roared their approval, but when the vote was first taken the moderates’ motion to express solidarity with the pope passed. This provoked such an outpouring of abuse from the spectators that a new vote was called. This time the motion failed. Outraged, Marco Minghetti, committed to a constitutional monarchy under the pope, announced his resignation from the chamber and left Rome. The vote, he explained, had deprived the Chamber of Deputies of any legitimacy, for it contradicted the constitution on which the chamber was based, one that outlined a system in which the two chambers came under the pope’s authority.24

			It remains a matter of dispute whether the lack of public support for the pope in these tense days reflected the loss of the Romans’ faith in him or simply intimidation by the radicals. In the years ahead, a Catholic account of this period would point to the latter, along with a belief among the more devout that the unfolding tragedy was some kind of divine punishment for a city that had strayed far from God’s path. For the patriots, and for the Italian patriotic historians who would come to see the drama as the first step in the creation of modern Italy, it had a different meaning. It signaled the end of an era and of a theocracy that had its roots in the early Middle Ages. After centuries of oppression, the people were at last rising up to assert their rights. The tide of history had changed.

			Pius IX had few moments of doubt. The Almighty, he was convinced, was testing his faith. As the Lord’s vicar on earth, he vowed not to fail Him. God, he knew, would not long allow this sacrilege to endure.
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			Pius had been pondering the idea of exile for months. In March, on the day the pope granted his people a constitution, the Spanish envoy in Rome wrote an urgent note to Madrid asking for instructions should the pope decide to leave. Spain’s foreign minister replied by offering the pontiff asylum on Spanish soil and suggested the Mediterranean island of Majorca; the offer was renewed by Francisco Martinez, the new Spanish ambassador, when he arrived in Rome in early August. Pius had also raised the subject of escape with the French ambassador during the summer, and at a meeting in late August, he had gotten yet another offer of help, this time from the commander of the British ship Bulldog.1

			In October, Pius received a gift from the bishop of Valence, the French town where Pius VI had died in exile a half century earlier. It was a pyx, the small silver box in which Pius VI had kept the Eucharist. As the bishop explained in his accompanying note, it had been a great comfort to the exiled pope throughout his ordeal. Remarking that he hoped Pius IX would not suffer the same fate as his namesake, the bishop added, “But who knows God’s secret plans, or the trials through which His Providence will lead Your Holiness?” Church history was filled with cases of popes living far from Rome. Seven successive pontiffs in the fourteenth century had set up their courts in France, at Avignon. More recently, both Pius VI and Pius VII had been forced into exile. Prone as he was to look for heavenly omens to help divine God’s will, Pio Nono saw the gift of Pius VI’s little box as a sign. He would hold it in his hands when the time came to leave his capital.2

			
			With the Civic Guard now surrounding his palace, it was far from clear how he would be able to escape. Who could extract him from the Quirinal and get him out of the city? And assuming he could leave, where should he go? Several governments had offered him asylum, but which would let him act freely? Where would he be in the best position to try to persuade the other European powers to help restore him to his rightful place as pope-king in Rome?

			The pope turned to Cardinal Antonelli to devise a plan. They needed to find people they could trust, for they could not make their escape on their own. The foreign ambassadors to the Holy See were among the few who had stood by the pope, and in the end, his escape depended on two of them: Duke Harcourt, the French envoy, and Count Karl von Spaur, from Bavaria.3

			Remarkably, the secret was well kept. At four p.m. on Friday, November 24, the captain of the Bulldog, which was moored at Civitavecchia, came to see the pope to renew his offer of assistance. Pius told him that at present he had no plan to abandon Rome. He would leave all in God’s hands. But the British officer had barely exited the Quirinal Palace when the pope set his escape plan in motion. The French ambassador entered the pope’s quarters at five p.m. and pretended to talk to him while Pius hurriedly put on the black cassock and hat of a simple priest. He then rushed out the back entry into the awaiting two-horse carriage. It was only a short trip to the modest Church of Sts. Marcellino e Pietro, where Spaur, Bavaria’s ambassador, awaited him. With a pistol in his right hand, the ambassador extended his left to help the pope into his carriage.4

			At about the same time, back in the Quirinal, the French ambassador, judging the forty-five minutes he had spent in conversation with the absent pontiff to be sufficient, got up to go. He had done his part in the belief, encouraged by Antonelli, that Pius was now on his way north to the port of Civitavecchia. There, thought Harcourt, he would soon join the pope aboard the Ténare, the French warship that awaited them, and set sail for France.5

			As the carriage carrying the disguised pontiff made its way out of the city, it turned not north toward Civitavecchia but south. While Harcourt was rushing to the Papal States’ port, imagining his triumphal arrival with the pope in Marseilles, the Bavarian ambassador was hurrying the pope to the seaside fortress town of Gaeta in the Kingdom of Naples.

			

			—

			
			SPAUR KNEW ROME WELL, having served there for sixteen years as Bavaria’s envoy and having married a young Roman woman well known in high society. Teresa Giraud, famed for her beauty and the niece of a prominent Roman playwright, had turned her home into one of Rome’s most prominent salons for artists, politicians, aristocrats, and cardinals. A strong-minded woman accustomed to having her way, she had pried out of her husband the details of the pope’s plan. She then insisted on accompanying the men to Gaeta.

			In order not to attract attention, the Bavarian ambassador had fetched the pope in a small, nondescript, open carriage. Ten miles south of Rome, it came to a stop. Spaur explained to the pontiff that to make their way to Gaeta, they needed a more substantial carriage, and one was meeting them there. Much to Pius’s astonishment, the large, luxurious carriage that greeted them contained the ambassador’s elegantly dressed wife, along with her fourteen-year-old son. This, thought the pope, was only one more indignity he would have to bear, as he sat in the coach cooped up with the garrulous woman and her son, the ambassador having been relegated to a narrow, rear-facing bench on the back of the carriage with one of the servants.6

			They traveled all night. In early morning, having gone close to ninety-five miles, they came to the small fishing village of Mola di Gaeta. There in the shadow of Gaeta, two men stood on the road awaiting them. Looking out from the carriage, the countess recognized one as the first secretary of Rome’s Spanish embassy. The other, wearing a scarlet scarf that half covered his face and dressed as a layman, looked oddly familiar. When the pope saw him, he crossed his hands over his chest and, with some relief, said, “Lord, I thank you for having brought the good Cardinal Antonelli here safely.” Antonelli carried a passport identifying him as the Spaniard’s assistant.7

			The cardinal led the group to a modest inn nearby. There he told Pius to pen a letter to the king of Naples, who knew nothing of the pope’s plans. “Majesty,” the pontiff wrote, “the Supreme Roman Pontiff, the Vicar of Jesus Christ, the Sovereign of the Papal States has found it necessary to abandon the capital of his dominions in order not to compromise his dignity, and lest he appear by his silence to approve the enormous excesses that have been and are being committed in Rome.” He planned to remain in Gaeta, he added, “only for a brief time, not wanting to embarrass the king in any way.” Count Spaur left for Naples immediately in his Spanish colleague’s carriage, carrying the pope’s letter to the king.8

			

			—

			
			LATER THAT AFTERNOON, the Bavarian ambassador’s luxurious carriage appeared at Gaeta’s gate. The officer in charge, checking the passengers’ papers, was led to believe that the carriage contained the Bavarian ambassador and his wife, along with their son and the son’s two tutors. The Spanish diplomat presented himself as Spaur to account for the fact that Spaur himself was on the road to Naples. They were not eager for too many questions to be asked about the two “tutors” accompanying them. Once inside the fortress city’s walls, they checked into a modest guesthouse. Fearing that someone might recognize him despite his disguise, the pope decided it best not to venture out.9
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			That night around midnight, a cannon blast from the port awakened the fortress commander. The Ténare had arrived from Civitavecchia and dropped anchor. The next morning two French officers rowed to shore, bringing with them a short, distinguished-looking visitor. The diplomat introduced himself as Duke François Harcourt, French ambassador to the Holy See.10

			On exiting the Quirinal Palace, Harcourt had hurried to his residence, where his carriage and bags were waiting for him. In the carriage were two boxes of the pope’s personal effects that Antonelli had entrusted to him to encourage his belief that he would soon be setting sail to France with the pope. Harcourt arrived at Civitavecchia at two a.m., expecting Pius to be waiting for him aboard the French ship. On learning that the pope had not only not arrived but was headed toward Gaeta with Spaur, Harcourt ordered the French captain to sail south, still hoping to persuade the pope to come with him to France.

			A high-stakes tug-of-war was under way. For the leaders of any of Europe’s Catholic nations, having the pope choose them to shelter him would be a great coup, bolstering the government’s prestige both among its own Catholic population and among the governments of the world. To have the pope choose instead to turn to a rival was to compound the loss. Cardinal Antonelli had not only led Harcourt to believe that the pope was headed for France; he had at the same time assured the Spanish ambassador, Francisco Martínez de la Rosa, that the pope planned to accept his offer to take refuge on the Spanish island of Majorca. Pius was going to Gaeta, explained the cardinal, in order to board a Spanish ship there. As proof of his good faith, Antonelli had taken the ambassador’s second-in-command with him to Gaeta.

			Because Martínez was expecting the Spanish warship to arrive shortly at Civitavecchia, he had gone there, intending to board it and meet the pope in Gaeta. But on arriving at Civitavecchia on the morning following the pope’s escape from Rome, two unpleasant surprises greeted him. Not only had the Spanish ship still not arrived, but the Ténare had sailed south for Gaeta with the French ambassador aboard. Martínez sent a frantic message to Madrid. The Spanish risked “seeing all their efforts of so many months lost in a moment.” The great glory that would come to Spain as savior of the pope, of the papacy itself, now threatened to slip through their fingers.11

			
			The pope was far from certain where he was going. He had acceded to Antonelli’s advice to take refuge first at Gaeta but worried that casting his fate with the widely reviled king of Naples might be a mistake. Yet Gaeta did have some advantages for the pope. He would remain close to his own states, while the port allowed him easy access to the rest of Europe. There, too, he would avoid coming under the thumb of one of Europe’s major powers and so would have more room for diplomatic maneuver. Gaeta would give him some breathing room and time to pray for divine inspiration.12

			

			—

			AT ABOUT THE SAME TIME as the French warship was laying anchor at Gaeta, the Bavarian ambassador, bearing the pope’s letter, reached Naples. Spaur knocked on the door of the papal nuncio’s palace and told the nuncio that he carried an urgent message from the pope to the king. The nuncio was initially unenthusiastic about waking the monarch at that late hour but, at Spaur’s insistence, got into his carriage to go to the royal palace. Once there, he roused Ferdinand and relayed Spaur’s request. The Bavarian had meanwhile gone to a nearby hotel to change from his dusty clothes into something more befitting a royal audience.

			Sometime after midnight, to the astonishment of the rest of the royal household, the Bavarian ambassador appeared. Spaur handed King Ferdinand Pius’s letter. The news that the pope was not in Rome but in the king’s own fortress city, and was turning to the king to protect him, was both surprising and thrilling for the beleaguered monarch. He told Spaur to prepare to depart with him on the royal ship at six a.m., only a few hours away.13

			

			—

			IN ROME, CONFUSION REIGNED as news spread of the pope’s disappearance. No one knew where he had gone. At noon, the government posted a dramatic announcement on the doors along the Corso. “Romans,” it began. “We announce an unexpected event of the greatest importance, and one that can have the most serious consequences. Last night the Pontiff Pius IX silently abandoned Rome, and the exact direction he headed in is not known.” The notice went on to assure the public that the government would maintain order.14

			
			The pope’s abrupt departure was met by “a general stupor,” as one diplomat put it, but also by endless speculation. Mixed with people’s uncertainty was a large dose of fear. Might foreign armies now try to retake the city for the pope?15

			While some of the government ministers and many of the deputies feared they had gone too far, causing the pope to flee, others were excited. Among the latter was the irrepressible Charles Bonaparte, who that afternoon rose to speak in a hastily convened session of the Chamber of Deputies. “From this point on,” he declaimed, “all thoughts of returning to the past are useless.” In the new phase they had entered, declared the prince, the government bureaucracy had to be purged of the large number of “vicious parasites” whose loyalty was suspect and whose continued presence constituted a grave danger to the country. What was needed, concluded Bonaparte, was the immediate convocation of a constituent assembly, aimed at forming a new government of the people.16

			

			—

			ON THEIR ARRIVAL IN GAETA, King Ferdinand and Queen Maria Teresa of Naples got down on their knees as they neared the pope, who, to the stupefaction of the commander of the fortress, had emerged from the modest inn where he spent the night. After the tension, fears, and humiliation of the previous two days, Pius could not keep the tears from running down his cheeks. He placed King Ferdinand’s hands in his, the first time the pope had ever felt the touch of a royal hand.

			For Ferdinand, the pope’s arrival was providential. Earlier in his reign, he had seemed open to the need to modernize his famously retrograde kingdom and had introduced railways and even elevators, but recent events had convinced him that his backward subjects could be ruled only by an iron hand. Having recently acquired the nickname “Bomb King” for his merciless bombardment of the rebellious Sicilian city of Messina, the king seized the chance to cast himself as the pope’s savior.

			
			Ferdinand’s strongest source of support came from the upper clergy, although this had done little to boost his popularity. The king, reported the British envoy in Naples, “is above all a superstitious man and a faithful Catholic.” From the perspective of Britain’s Protestant envoy, the monarch was “enslaved to priestcraft in a degree beyond all belief.” The king’s confessor was one of the most detested men in the kingdom and, reported the envoy, “in league with the Minister of Police.”17
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			Although Ferdinand was related through marriage to most of Europe’s royal families, his cultural horizons did not reach much beyond Naples. The great intellectual movements of the times had totally passed him by. While his more enlightened royal counterpart in Turin saw the movement for Italian unification as a chance to enlarge his authority, Ferdinand viewed it simply as a threat. The past year had been a nightmare, beginning with the revolution in Sicily and the revolt in Naples itself. Forced to grant a constitution, then soon reneging on it, he had in recent months been fighting a bloody battle to regain Sicily for his Bourbon kingdom and to bring his rebellious subjects on the mainland to heel.18

			
			Before his early departure that Sunday morning, the king had arranged to have the Giornale ufficiale, Naples’s official newspaper, announce the pope’s arrival. “We have the joy of announcing,” it read, “that the Holy Father is among us and has chosen Gaeta as his residence.” After noting that Ferdinand was already on his way to greet him, the paper added, “We now raise our prayers to the One on high, that He may bless His vicar and deliver not only His states, but the other countries of Europe as well from anarchy.”

			In reporting all this to Paris on the twenty-sixth, the French ambassador to Naples, Alphonse de Rayneval, remarked that the news was making a huge impression, promising to strengthen the position of the king and his government. The next day the official Neapolitan newspaper described the pope’s munificence in allowing all the members of the royal family and the senior Neapolitan military officers to kiss his foot. The pope had come out onto his balcony at the end of the day to bless the assembled troops and Gaeta’s inhabitants. “All had tears of emotion in their eyes,” reported the Naples paper, “and burst into shouts of love and devotion for the pope, mixed with cries of ‘Long live the king! Long live Ferdinand II!’ ”19

			

			—

			THE KING HAD PIUS moved into his own royal quarters in the fortress town. The inn that had first hosted him would quickly become a sacred site, the bed in which the pope slept that one night left untouched. “A pilgrimage to Gaeta, in the eyes of the Neapolitan,” the London Times correspondent in Naples later reported, “has nearly the same merit as a pilgrimage to Mecca to all true Mussulmans.* The people see before them a martyr, a suffering saint.” Whole families would come to marvel at the modest room where Pius IX spent his first night in exile and the simple iron bed on which he had slept.20

			
			After the drama of his escape from Rome, the pope began to settle into a new life, a life of waiting, of prayer, of hoping. A time of great uncertainty for the pope, it was no less so for Europe’s other leaders. The Papal States remained one of the bulwarks of the existing order. The pope’s absence from Rome was destabilizing, the establishment of the papal court under the protection of the king of Naples adding to the disquiet. The possibility that radicals might soon take over the Papal States in the pope’s absence and turn them into a republic was deeply threatening. Yet the prospect that the pope might now call for an invasion by foreign powers to reinstall him in the Eternal City raised its own alarms.

			Amid all the uncertainty, no one knew how long the pope would remain in Gaeta, or where he might go next, Pope Pius IX least of all.

		

		
			*  Muslims.
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			Gaeta could not absorb all the soldiers, diplomats, cardinals, and royal familiars who now converged on it. Built into a natural amphitheater at the base of a high cliff, the fortress town was perched on a point of land stretching into the Tyrrhenian Sea. Other than an occasional potted orange tree, it had no vegetation. A single passable road led at either end to one of the fortress’s two gates, one on the port side. Both were locked at night. Military barracks and storerooms lined one side of the road, the modest royal residence and other homes the other.

			The ambassadors found local accommodations a painful contrast with their Roman palaces. Some stayed in the nearby fishing village of Mola di Gaeta, which soon filled with an assortment of clerics, diplomats, and other august visitors. The Belgian ambassador reported his horror at finding the woolen sheets of his bed there crawling with white lice. Twenty-seven cardinals would make their way to Gaeta over the next month, but few stayed long, most finding accommodations more to their liking in Naples.1

			While Pius was no longer in the bare room in which he spent his first night, the quarters the king gave him were far from luxurious. The fortress’s royal residence was in fact a modest building with five windows facing the street, distinguished from its neighbors only by its green shutters and its lesser degree of grime. It had a ground floor, a mezzanine, and a second floor. The mezzanine housed the captain of the papal guard, placed there by the king. The pope’s sparsely furnished room on the second floor was the best available, but most who saw it thought it barely habitable. There Pius, not one to complain about his personal comfort, received visitors next to his simple bed. Cardinal Antonelli occupied a room down the hall—his, too, serving as both bedroom and study. Smaller rooms served as waiting and meeting rooms for diplomats and other visitors.2

			
			Again the pope found himself in need of a new secretary of state. Cardinal Soglia had taken refuge in his diocese, near Ancona, and sent the pope his resignation from the safety of his new home. It was said that he had left Rome in such a hurry that he had a red knee sock on one foot, a white one on the other. In any case, it was by then clear to the pope who was best suited to deal with the extraordinary challenges he faced. Cardinal Antonelli had stayed by his side when others fled. He had masterminded the pope’s escape, and his loyalty was beyond any doubt. In early December, Pius appointed him secretary of state.3

			If Pius had no taste for the game of politics, with its strategizing, posturing, and undercutting of rivals, Antonelli was its master. Pius could not help but speak from his heart when visitors came to see him, but the steely Antonelli was adept at speaking at great length without saying anything. While the pope had a deep belief in his spiritual mission as pontiff and an unshakable faith in the Almighty, Antonelli gave no indication of having any spiritual life at all. A tireless worker, ever eager to gain more power, he was isolated, trusting no one outside his own family. He had no friends, not even among the other cardinals, perhaps especially not among the cardinals, for they resented his influence over the pope.4

			The final weeks of 1848 would prove decisive for the future of Italy and for the future of the church. When the pope first arrived at Gaeta, neither he nor anyone else knew how long he was likely to remain or what would happen in Rome in his absence. Would chaos envelop the city? Would civil war erupt, pitting the pope’s supporters against the radicals? Would the pope be able to overcome his anger at the Romans’ betrayal of him and seek a compromise that would allow him to return peacefully to the Eternal City? Would, as some in the church feared, the people of Rome, disgusted with the Catholic clergy, turn to Protestantism?

			
			Both the pope and Antonelli insisted that their arrival in Gaeta had been fortuitous. “We had planned to go in a very different direction on leaving from Rome,” the cardinal told his nuncio in Paris. If the Spanish ship that was supposed to take him to Majorca had in fact been waiting for him, Pius told the Piedmontese envoy later in the month, that is certainly where he would have gone.

			The choice of the Kingdom of Naples bore the unmistakable mark of Antonelli’s calculating mind. In Gaeta, the pope came under the protection of one of the most retrograde monarchies in Europe. The papal party could be assured they would come under no pressure to meet the rebellious Romans halfway. Nor would the weak king of Naples hinder their efforts to play the powers of Europe off one another as they determined how best to restore papal rule to Rome.5

			

			—

			WHILE ANTONELLI HAD NO intention of allowing the pontiff to leave the Kingdom of Naples until such time as he could return to Rome, many were urging him to do just that.6 The Sardinian ambassador pleaded with the pope to come to the Savoyard kingdom; the Spanish ambassador urged the pope to go to Majorca; and Britain’s ambassador in Naples offered a ship to take him to Malta. The Portuguese queen sent her own emissary to Gaeta to invite the pope to Portugal, where, reported the papal nuncio in Lisbon, the sumptuous royal palace of Mafra could host him “with the dignity due his high rank.” But no country was more eager to see the pope land on its soil than France.7

			When the pope made his escape from Rome, France was in the midst of an election campaign. Nine months earlier the French king had fled and a republic had been proclaimed. Now a presidential contest pitted the current head of the government, General Cavaignac—a military man committed to republican principles but with little political experience—against Louis Napoleon, whose principles, other than his devotion to the glory of the Napoleonic name, were unknown. Cavaignac had the moderate republicans behind him but was eager to capture the Catholic vote, and nothing would help his cause so much as luring the pope to France.8

			On November 27, unaware that the pope had left Rome three days earlier, the French government ordered Admiral Charles Baudin—veteran of the Napoleonic wars and commander of French naval forces in the Mediterranean—to take four steam frigates, with thirty-five hundred men, from Marseilles to Civitavecchia to bring the pope to safety in France. On the same day that he ordered the admiral into action, the French foreign minister wrote Harcourt, informing him that, along with the troops, the government was sending Francisque Corcelle, a member of the National Assembly and a longtime friend of Cavaignac, to be special political envoy.9

			
			Corcelle’s instructions were to extract the pope without getting involved in the political dispute under way in the Papal States. A devout Catholic, the forty-six-year-old Corcelle was thought to be someone who could win the pope’s trust, but when Corcelle arrived in Marseilles, intending to board a ship to Italy, he was told that Harcourt had already engineered the pope’s flight from Rome. Witnesses in Civitavecchia had spotted Harcourt—along, they said, with members of the pope’s retinue—leaving on a French steamship, the Ténare. The pope, it was presumed, was on board with them, on his way to France.10

			The French government hurriedly began making arrangements for the pope’s arrival. On the first of December, the minister of education and religion left Paris for Marseilles to head the welcoming committee. That same day General Cavaignac read to the members of the French National Assembly a telegram that had been sent from Civitavecchia six days earlier. “The Pope has furtively departed from Rome on the 24th,” it read. “Rome remains calm and indifferent….The Pope is coming to France. The Ténare has gone to take him from Gaeta.”11

			Only on election eve did Cavaignac receive the unwelcome news that Pius had decided to stay in Gaeta. On that day, too, a letter by Louis Napoleon, addressed to the papal nuncio in Paris, appeared in the country’s newspapers. He wanted to reassure the Catholic world, he said, that he had nothing to do with Charles Bonaparte, his revolutionary cousin in Rome. “I deplore with all my soul,” wrote Louis Napoleon, “that he hasn’t recognized that the maintenance of temporal rule by the venerable Head of the Church is intimately linked to the splendor of Catholicism.” His letter seemed to have the desired effect. Unexpectedly, he won the election in a landslide.12
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			Under five and a half feet tall, with a long body and short legs, Louis Napoleon had a large nose, pallid complexion, small dull gray eyes, an air of ennui, a thin mustache, and a pointed beard. Unlike his rabble-rousing Roman cousin, he bore no resemblance to his famous uncle. An acquaintance from his days in exile in London described the new French president vividly if not kindly: “At no time of his life could the Emperor have been handsome….The ornithological resemblance…was to a sick eagle: his head held slightly on one side; an abstracted look, his eyes small, and not at all prominent; his hair of a fine texture, not profuse; and lying flat on his head. Hands large and muscular.” Having been partly educated in Germany, he spoke French with a German accent, his voice thin and nasal, his words sparing and issued in a monotone. He did not rise before ten each morning and spent much time in the company of Miss Howard, his English lover, who had followed him to Paris, although his main passion in life was riding his horse, Lizzie. Not known for his intelligence, and with no previous experience with government, he was viewed with barely concealed disdain by the French elite. Karl Marx judged him “mediocre and grotesque.” Cavaignac refused to shake his hand when the election results were announced. Exactly where the new president stood politically was not clear, but he was able to rise to power by trading on French nostalgia for the glory days of Napoleonic rule.13

			
			News that the pope was indeed not on his way to France had meanwhile prompted a new diplomatic push. In early December, Harcourt, the French ambassador to the Holy See, and Alphonse de Rayneval, French ambassador to Naples, were joined in Gaeta by the new French envoy, Corcelle. Pius led the Frenchmen to believe he was open to going to France but said that one concern held him back. He worried about Louis Napoleon, who as a young man had taken part in the rebellion that rocked the Papal States in 1831. Did the pope really want to put himself in the position of depending on such an unreliable patron? Meanwhile King Ferdinand, the Frenchmen realized, was doing all he could to fan the pope’s fears.14

			Nor were others in the diplomatic corps sympathetic to the French proposal, least of all Count Spaur, who had taken the pope to Gaeta to escape their clutches. “Preoccupied with the idea that Duke Harcourt and the commander of the Ténare were resolved on kidnapping the pope,” observed the Belgian ambassador, himself one of the more reactionary influences in Gaeta, Spaur “always had his pistols loaded to defend him. A very tall man, he would have thrown his little colleague in the gulf of Gaeta without batting an eyelid, and if he had been allowed to do it, he would have slept every night outside Pius IX’s door, with a complete arsenal of deadly weapons.”15

			The French diplomats believed that the pope’s stay in France would in any case not be long, for as they told him, it was important that he be able to return peacefully to Rome to continue his work bringing greater freedom to the people of his domain. Embracing the reactionary King Ferdinand, they warned, would be a grave mistake.

			It had only been a small number of people, the pope assured them, who had caused his problems in Rome. Most of his subjects, he insisted, remained devoted to him. As for continuing his work of reform, he told the Frenchmen, he still believed that religion was not incompatible with freedom.16

			Yet the longer the pope was away from Rome, the weaker the voices around him recommending compromise would become. With few exceptions, the cardinals and the foreign ambassadors urged a hard line. It was compromise, they argued, that had led to the current crisis.17

			
			Like the French, the British despaired of the pontiff’s ever greater identification with the despotic king of Naples. “He could not have found a worse adviser in Europe!” observed Astley Key, captain of the Bulldog. Key wished the pope well but thought his prospects poor. “Poor Pio Nono!” he wrote a friend at the beginning of December. “His sun is clouded, I think not set; but it will never shine brilliantly. His case shows clearly that good intentions with public men avail nothing. A line of conduct is required, not a benevolent wish. A better-hearted man—and a weaker—does not exist.”18

			

			—

			RUMORS OF ALL KINDS raced through the Eternal City. Austrian troops were said to be massing on the northern border of the Papal States, ready to march on Rome to restore the pope. The king of Naples was said to be readying his army to attack from the south. A republic, some predicted, would soon be declared in Rome, with Prince Charles Bonaparte as its head. But what people most wondered about was the pope himself. What would he do next?19

			While some in Rome were calling for an end to the pope’s temporal powers, what remained of the government urged caution. The radicals, the moderates feared, had driven things too far. After the pope’s flight in late November, the two chambers addressed a message to the Romans, linking their authority to the pope’s: “If the pontiff has decided to leave his residence, no one less than he would want to abandon you to the evils of social dissolution. He himself, at the time of his departure, assigned the ministry the task of ensuring order and peace….Even in the absence of the person of the Sovereign, his spirit, his name and his authority are not far from us.”20

			Made uneasy by the ambassadors’ decision to follow Pius to Gaeta, and aware that calls for foreign military intervention were in the air, Terenzio Mamiani, newly appointed minister of foreign affairs, sent a plea to all of Rome’s embassies. Rossi’s murder, he told them, was an outrage and the government would quickly punish those found guilty. The pope himself, the minister stressed, had never been in danger. During the violence that broke out on the sixteenth, the men who were now government ministers had done all they could to calm the protesters’ fury and bring about a peaceful resolution. The underlying problem, Mamiani argued, was the difficulty of combining the pope’s role as spiritual leader with his role as temporal ruler. The only solution was to find a way to safeguard the pope’s spiritual powers while transforming the priest-run government into one run by laymen in the pope’s name. The foreign minister ended his message by invoking the love that Italians bore for the pope, praising Pius as the “August initiator of National regeneration.”21

			
			Pius was in no mood for compromise. Within two days of his arrival in Gaeta, he had prepared a proclamation of his own, penning several drafts, each more uncompromising than the last. The abbot Rosmini, who had rushed to Gaeta to be at the pope’s side, urged him to soften his tone, but to no avail. With the pope were both his brother and his nephew, moderate men who, along with Rosmini, pleaded with Pius to be more conciliatory. Some blamed Antonelli for pushing the pope to take a more confrontational stance than was in his nature, and there is little doubt that Antonelli was feeding the pope’s sense of outrage. But with memories of his humiliating escape from Rome still fresh, Pius was not inclined to extend an olive branch to the men he held responsible for betraying him.22

			“The violence used against Us in the past days,” said the pope in his address to his subjects, “and the clear wish for further such outbursts…have forced Us to temporarily separate from Our subjects and children, whom We have always loved and love still.” He then introduced what would become a major theme as Catholics tried to explain how a pope could be driven from Rome: it was God’s punishment: “In the ingratitude of the children We recognize the hand of the Lord that strikes Us, wanting satisfaction for Our sins and those of the peoples.” Pius recalled that on November 16 and 17 he had protested to the diplomatic corps the “unheard of violence and sacrilege.” “We therefore declare,” he concluded, “that all the acts that derived from that violence are of no effect and no legality.” The men who now ruled Rome, declared the pope, men whom he himself had appointed in the wake of Rossi’s assassination, had no legitimate authority.23

			

			—

			
			STUNG BY THE POPE’S condemnation, Rome’s government ministers submitted their resignations, but the Chamber of Deputies persuaded them to stay on. Mamiani and the other moderate members of the government then proposed that they send a delegation to urge Pius to return. Opposing them were the radicals, including Charles Bonaparte and Pietro Sterbini, a former political exile and leader of the influential Popular Club. Sitting on the extreme left of the Chamber of Deputies, Bonaparte and Sterbini argued that, rather than pleading with the pope to come back to Rome, the deputies should proclaim the end of papal rule and create a republic in its place.

			As a young man, Sterbini had trained in medicine in Rome, but his two great passions in life were literature and politics. Having fled the Papal States after unsuccessfully trying to get the Romans to join in the revolts of 1831, he had spent years in exile in Corsica and Marseilles, writing plays and practicing medicine, before returning to Rome in 1846, a beneficiary of the papal amnesty. Like others of the time, he had literally written songs of praise to Pio Nono, joining the chorus calling for the pope to head a great confederation of Italian states. But following the pope’s announcement that he could never take part in a war against Catholic Austria, Sterbini had become one of the fiercest voices calling for the end of priestly rule.

			The moderates despised Sterbini. “I have known few men with greater intelligence or more horrible appearance,” recalled Marco Minghetti. “There was no infamy of which he was not accused. He was not loved or esteemed, but feared.” Luigi Carlo Farini, future prime minister of Italy, was even more caustic: “Boss or servant of the Popular Club…he did not tolerate contrary opinions. Sinister by nature, an odd fellow, lacking both courage and good sense, he had all the characteristics of the plebeian despot.”24

			Much to the radicals’ displeasure, the deputies voted to send a delegation to plead with the pope to return. They chose men for the mission they thought most likely to be able to persuade him. Among them was the octogenarian Prince Corsini, not known for his democratic sentiments, along with another moderate aristocrat, and two priests.25
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			As the delegation made its way south, Pius’s attention was elsewhere. He had convoked the cardinals for a meeting whose subject reveals a good deal about him. Pius wanted to discuss not the unfolding political crisis but rather the need for an encyclical proclaiming the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception, the belief that the Virgin Mary was born free from original sin. Two years earlier, when Rossi had sent the French foreign minister news of Mastai’s election as pope, he had begun his description of the cardinal by saying that he was “very pious” although little schooled in the world of politics. That observation now seemed more apt than ever. Pius was a pastoral, not a political, pope. He was more at home in the spiritual realm than in the harsh and messy world of politics, and he would rather confront the theological question of the circumstances of Mary’s birth two millennia earlier than the question of what to do now about his rebellious kingdom. Pius ordered the Roman delegation that the Chamber of Deputies had sent turned back at the border.26

			
			Around the same time, another of Rome’s leading citizens received a cold shoulder from the pope. Before he left Rome, the pope had charged Marquis Giralomo Sacchetti, a nobleman who had served as steward of the papal palaces since 1840, with ensuring the sanctity of the papal palaces in his absence. Sacchetti now arrived in Gaeta carrying a variety of religious ornaments that he thought Pius would want to have with him. The pope, in a surprisingly foul mood, told the marquis that if he had wanted anything, he would have asked for it. Taken aback, Sacchetti then handed Pius a letter that Rome’s city council had asked him to convey, urging the pope to return to Rome. It seems that it was knowledge of the letter that Sacchetti was carrying that had led the pope to greet him so coldly. On being given the letter, the pope lost his temper and ordered the nobleman out of his room. Late in the day a low-ranking aide came out to tell Sacchetti that the pontiff wanted him to leave Gaeta within the hour. Finding that the gates to the fortress were already locked, the humiliated marquis was obliged to pass the night in the guardhouse, able to leave only when the gate opened the next morning.27

			

			—

			IF THE POPE HAD any consolation, it was King Ferdinand’s extraordinary devotion. The monarch had liked to boast that his kingdom was safe, for it was defended on three sides by salt water and on one side by holy water. With the pope no longer in Rome, his northern border had lost its divine protection, a situation he aimed to correct. Ferdinand practically moved into Gaeta to be at the pope’s side. He and his family would spend more time in the next month in that small fortress than in their own vast royal palace, glad for the excuse to be far from Naples.

			Although Ferdinand had recently acquired the nickname of “Bomb King,” in Rome he was more commonly called “the Boor,” a reputation nourished by the king’s own boast of never having held a book in his hands. Thirty-eight years old, the king was tall but poorly proportioned, with a short torso and unusually elongated loins. His beard formed a crescent around the bottom half of his face, in an unsuccessful attempt to hide chubby cheeks and an oddly long face. His voice was nasal, some said feminine, although when he gave orders, which was often, he had the ability to raise his volume to a level that none could ignore. He came from royalty on both sides, his mother a Spanish Bourbon. Educated by priests, as had long been the royal practice, he had been named commanding general of the Neapolitan army at age seventeen. He loved to wear his military uniform, his chest covered with self-awarded medals, golden braids hanging from the elaborate epaulets on his shoulders. Born in exile in Sicily at a time when Napoleon’s troops had seized the Neapolitan mainland, Ferdinand had good reason to feel nervous about the precariousness of his reign.28

			
			The king was uncharacteristically happy while in Gaeta, where he delighted in parading his troops and casting himself as papal champion. Dining nightly with the pope, who otherwise normally followed the papal custom of dining alone, he had given up his own rooms in Gaeta to Pius and Antonelli and made his wife and children share a single room in the fortress.29

			While comforted by Ferdinand’s attentions, Pius realized that if he were to regain his lands, he could not rely on the king alone. Ferdinand’s army, not known for its effectiveness, was in any case busy fighting the insurgency in Sicily. In fact, Pius had no clear plan, nor was he sure he needed one. The Lord, he thought, would not allow Rome to fall to the Godless. After all, only four decades earlier a much more powerful force had driven a pope from Rome, but Pius VII had returned in triumph, while his nemesis, Napoleon, had died in lonely exile.30

			What most pained him, though, was that not a single Roman had lifted a finger in defense of his rule. In the place of the paternal love he had felt for his subjects in the first months of his papacy, a burning sense of betrayal now took root, fed by Antonelli and the other cardinals.31

			

			—

			WITH THE POPE IN EXILE, Rome was leaderless. To fill the void, on December 11 the Chamber of Deputies created a three-member executive to serve until the pope returned. Outside the Palace of the Chancellery, where the chamber met, the Popular Club organized a demonstration to show the people’s support for the government. Ciceruacchio, the popular hero, gesticulating and declaiming from his perch on the palace steps, whipped the crowd into a frenzy. Along with the patriotic cries of “Long live the Provisional Government! Long live Italy! Long live Unification!” came more chilling calls: “Down with the rich! Down with the priests!” The people began singing the Marseillaise.
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			To add to the excitement, Giuseppe Garibaldi—veteran of the wars of independence in South America and, more recently, of the battle to drive the Austrians from Lombardy—rode into Rome on his white horse, having left his legionnaires back in Tuscany. “Long live the republican general!” shouted the people gathered at the Popular Club. But many Romans were relieved when, a week after his arrival, Garibaldi—dubbed a “foreign adventurer” by his detractors—left the city.

			
			For the most part, calm prevailed. Most Romans still hoped they could keep a constitutional government with the pope at its head. What they worried about were their jobs, many of which had been lost with the departure of Rome’s noble families. Astley Key, the British naval commander, visited Rome in mid-December and praised the people for showing such moderation. They had preserved the existing form of government and had urged the pope to return. “However,” he added in a private letter, “it is impossible for this state of things to continue. Either the Pope must return to a part of his own dominions”—Key suggested—“or the form of government must be changed.” Should the pope refuse to return, the Romans would have little choice, thought the naval officer, but to proclaim a republic.32

			In Gaeta, the abbot Rosmini urged Pio Nono to find a peaceful solution to the crisis. The pope, who was fond of him, and whose moods lurched between stubborn intransigence born of a feeling of betrayal and an eagerness to regain the affection of his subjects, seemed finally to have softened. He asked Rosmini to prepare a message that he could use.

			The people, wrote the abbot in his draft, had wronged their pontiff, a man who had done so much in his two years on St. Peter’s throne to ensure their happiness. If they would simply recognize the wrong they had done, he would return to Rome, retain the constitutional guarantees he had granted the people, and all would be forgiven. Rosmini was not the only one who thought that such an approach had a good chance of success. The Sardinian envoy in the Eternal City reported that the Romans had had enough of turmoil and uncertainty. They feared that if the pope did not return peacefully, foreign armies would soon come to install him by force.

			It was Antonelli, though, who lived with the pope and constantly had his ear, and Antonelli despised Rosmini, most of all because of the affection Pius clearly had for him. Although Pius did indeed like and respect Rosmini, a man of great intellectual stature, he depended on Antonelli. The descent from the splendor of papal Rome to the poverty of life in the fortress, the uncertainty of how or if he would ever return to the Eternal City, the nagging thought that he had failed in the awesome responsibility he had assumed in taking St. Peter’s throne, all led him to find comfort in Antonelli’s self-assurance. The abbot could not compete.

			
			The cardinal persuaded Pius to jettison Rosmini’s text. In its place, he talked him into issuing a very different message, denouncing Rome’s new government as “a usurpation of Our sovereign powers.” The statement made no mention of retaining any of the reforms that had so endeared Pius to the people, but if the cardinal prevailed it was because the pontiff himself was of two minds. Antonelli needed only fan the embers of betrayal already smoldering in Pius’s heart.33

			The London Times correspondent from Naples offered a bleak view. “In an ill-advised hour,” he reported, “Pio Nono abandoned Rome…and…I cannot see how he is to get back. The diplomatic corps that surround him are more engaged in watching each other than in devising means for his restoration, and all appear, like cads of rival omnibuses at Charing-cross, on the alert to carry him off, each in his own conveyance.”34

			

			—

			IN CITIES AND TOWNS throughout the Papal States, popular clubs clamored for a constituent assembly aimed at ending the pope’s temporal power. In the absence of political parties, the clubs were the only organized form of popular participation in political life. In Rome, the fiery Charles Bonaparte seemed to be everywhere, urging an end to priestly rule. Mazzini, the exiled prophet of Italian independence, urged his supporters on: “Pius IX has fled, his flight is an abdication….You are in fact now a republic.” Abandoned by the pontiff, the moderates who had previously advised him now felt helpless. With the pope refusing to talk to the representatives of the government in Rome, they had no credible plan to propose. As one wrote from Rome on December 20, “We are witnessing the most miserable political spectacle imaginable. A people has become fully in charge of its own fate, and does not know what to do….The fact is the manifestos of the Clubs are coming in from the provinces, calling for a Provisional Government and a Constitutional Assembly, and the same demands are being heard here as well, but no one really wants to proclaim either of them.”35

			Despite pressure from its more radical wing, the Chamber of Deputies was reluctant to act. On December 26 one of the chamber’s moderates tried to make the case that it had no authority to create such a body. The angry crowd in the gallery shouted him down. Increasingly, even the moderates, forsaken by the pope and horrified by his embrace of King Ferdinand, felt no other path was open. “It was not the people who made the revolution,” observed Charles Bonaparte, “but the Sovereign.”36

			
			No one better illustrates the radicalization of the moderates than Carlo Armellini. One of Rome’s most prominent lawyers, a man known for his sober judgment, Armellini had become an influential member of the Chamber of Deputies. Called upon to help guide Rome in the power vacuum left by the pope’s sudden departure, the seventy-one-year-old Armellini took the post of minister of internal affairs in a government still headed by Monsignor Carlo Muzzarelli.37

			On December 28, it was Armellini who came to the podium and urged the Chamber of Deputies to authorize the convening of a constituent assembly. The man who had hailed Pius IX on his election, and upon whom the pope had relied in the first two years of his papacy, now turned against him. Those who sought to dethrone the pope were not, as some later defenders of the Papal States would suggest, troublemakers from outside the pope’s lands but men who, like Armellini, were Romans to their core. As he spoke, the excited applause and supportive shouts from the gallery, packed with both men and women, forced Armellini to pause now and then to let the noise to die down:

			
				Can we or can we not continue at length in the current state of things, with a precarious Power, represented by a Sovereign who flees, who rejects every attempt to talk, and who, unwilling even to accept messages of peace, forces us to give up any hope of reconciliation?…Such a state of things cannot last; it must end. How however can one cope with it? Tell me what other means can be employed. Could there be anything more natural, surer, more legitimate, than a solemn call to the Nation? It must decide its own fate….Can there be some other Lord more legitimate than the People, the People themselves?38

			
The following day the decision was made. Pietro Sterbini himself raced through Rome’s streets in a carriage, directing the placement of the proclamation on the city’s walls. A vote for members of the Constituent Assembly would be held on January 21, its two hundred members to be elected by universal male suffrage—a first in Italy. A hundred and one cannon blasts sounded from Castel Sant’Angelo, and for the next hour bells rang throughout the city. In the evening, festive crowds marched up Capitoline Hill, plastering the iconic equestrian statue of Marcus Aurelius with the tricolored flags of Italy so that no sign of the Roman emperor below could be seen. Bands played, and fireworks lit the sky. A patriotic priest from Venice stood up on the Aurelius pedestal to pronounce the creation of a government of the people to be an act blessed by God.

			Yet amid all the festivity, signs of uncertainty were not hard to find. Hearing the blasts of the cannon coming from so close to the Vatican, some Romans thought they were signaling the pope’s sudden return, and many rushed to the nearby city gate, eager to greet him.39

			

			—

			AMONG THE POPE’S LAST visitors in 1848 were two envoys sent by King Charles Albert, come to make one last attempt to persuade the pope to move to Piedmont. Their mission was destined to fail. Pius felt more secure where he was, and he was not well disposed to the Sardinian king. In recent months, the Sardinian government, now ruled by a constitution, had made efforts to limit the church’s influence, including its hold over public education, and had also tried to curtail some of the clergy’s privileges. It did not help that the newly appointed Sardinian prime minister was the patriotic priest Vincenzo Gioberti, scourge of the Jesuits. Nor was the pope pleased by the fact that the Sardinian government showed no interest in taking part in any military effort to restore him to Rome.40

			In late December, Father Luigi Tosti, a Benedictine monk and old friend of the pope, came to visit him. Tosti was taken aback by the modesty of the pope’s room. “On seeing me,” recalled the monk, the pontiff “began to cry, something that had never happened before.” He seemed not angry but depressed. How, Pius asked his friend, could a few demagogues have led the people so far astray?41
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			It had not been so many months since Romans had paraded through Rome’s streets singing odes to the pope. The piazza beneath his window had filled with thousands of the faithful eager to glimpse his benevolent smile and to bask in the warmth of his blessing. Now Rome’s streets once again became scenes of jubilation, but it was not the pope whose praises they were singing.

			On January 2, 1849, in the wake of the announced plans for a constituent assembly, former papal soldiers marched through the streets, their artillery in tow, followed by Civic Guardsmen clutching their rifles. They converged on Piazza del Popolo, where armed men set a pile of wood afire to the sound of bands playing patriotic melodies. As sparks fluttered into the dark sky, drifting up toward the crescent moon, the men surged on to the Campidoglio, Capitoline Hill. There tricolored fireworks burst in the sky, illuminating the Italian flags that covered the bronzed Marcus Aurelius.

			Not everyone was celebrating. The livelihood of many Romans depended on the presence of the pope, the cardinals, and the aristocrats. They looked on as others paraded, anxious about what was to come.1

			Nor did the rest of the Papal States see a great outpouring of popular enthusiasm at the time. The moderates felt paralyzed, unhappy with the radical direction being taken but repelled by the pope’s embrace of the reactionary king of Naples. “It is my firm conviction,” wrote Captain Key on January 3, “that there exists a nearly universal wish for the Pope’s return, and that a very slight conciliatory disposition on his part would be responded to, and meet with favourable terms of accommodation, by his subjects.”2

			
			The pope, though, was in no mood for compromise. He used his New Year’s address to condemn the sacrileges, murders, and other outrages that, he said, had swept Rome. His words were harsh, as he dismissed the “sterile invitation to return to Our Capital, without any word of condemnation of the above-mentioned attacks and without the least guarantee that assures Us against the illegalities, and the violence of this same bunch of lunatics, who still today tyrannize Rome and the Papal States with their barbarous despotism.” He denounced the “detestable” decision to establish “a so-called National General Assembly of the Roman State” and warned the Romans that it would be a grave sin for anyone to support it.3

			If the pope had any notion that this condemnation, widely viewed as a threat of excommunication, would help his cause, events would quickly prove him wrong. His vilification of those who favored change provoked widespread anger and, even worse, ridicule. Demonstrators broke into an ecclesiastical apparel store in Rome and made off with its stock of red cardinal hats along with a white papal skullcap. These they paraded through the streets to much hilarity before flinging them into the Tiber. Copies of the pope’s address were ripped from the doors of Rome’s basilicas and deposited in the city’s latrines. Some of the more mischievous dressed up as priests, giggling as they mumbled irreverent imitations of priestly chants. “Long live the Excommunicated! Bon voyage to the pope and the cardinals!” they shouted. Large protest marches followed, and the pope’s coat of arms was torn from government buildings and tossed from the Ponte Sisto into the Tiber.4

			Rome’s newspapers were unsparing in their attacks on the pope. Extracts were plastered on the city’s walls and distributed as leaflets. Far from casting the new path as a rejection of religion, they portrayed it as following God’s will:

			
			
				Mastai Ferretti has raised his hand only twice, once to bless, and then to curse. He blessed a man who bombed his own people, and the men who enforced his brutal tyranny. He cursed his own people. Neither the one, nor the other, was the word of God.

				Courage, Roman People! Have true faith, true love of the fatherland, conscience, and determination, and God will be with you. One day the Pontiff, freed from his prison, will repent of his error, a child of his weakness and of the overwhelming desires of those who oppress and control him, and he will return to the love of his children and to the duties of his heavenly mission.5

			

			The pope’s New Year’s denunciation triggered a violent reaction in other cities of the Papal States as well, prompting some bishops to judge it prudent not to make it public. An article from one of Rome’s major newspapers, copies pasted on the city’s walls, trumpeted the fact that Bologna’s archbishop had decided against promulgating “the act of excommunication.” After consulting a group of distinguished theologians, or so the article claimed, the archbishop had determined that the pope’s message was not in accord with Catholic doctrine.6

			The American consul in Rome, Nicholas Brown, not averse to rhetorical flourishes, informed Washington that “in spite of the anile, tautologous prolixity of this extraordinary document,” he had decided to send the full text of the pope’s remarks. An abridgment, he explained, “could hardly do justice to its imbecility.”7

			

			—

			EUROPE’S POLITICAL SITUATION WAS far from stable. Less than a year earlier, a revolution in France had toppled the monarchy and ushered in a republic. In Naples, King Ferdinand had been forced to grant a constitution, Sicily was still in full revolt, and unrest continued to threaten the capital itself. In the wake of Charles Albert’s capitulation to the Austrian army, the king of Sardinia was himself “very shaky on his throne,” as Captain Key put it. “Do not be surprised,” the British naval officer added in a letter to England, “if you hear of Charles Albert taking refuge on board the Bulldog.”8

			Austria had seen Prince Metternich driven into exile the previous year, and then at the close of that year, the feebleminded Ferdinand, emperor since 1835, had abdicated, elevating his nephew, the eighteen-year-old Franz Joseph, to the imperial throne. The new emperor—destined to reign for almost seven decades—was something of a mystery. “He is animated by good principles, the result of a Catholic education,” observed the papal nuncio in Vienna, but “it is difficult to judge his intelligence, for he speaks very little.”

			
			Metternich’s place had been taken by the forty-eight-year-old Prince Felix Schwarzenberg, a soldier at heart, of distinguished appearance, proud of his military bearing and cool under fire. Self-assured, some would say arrogant, he would continue to wear his military uniform even as prime minister. “Prince Schwarzenberg,” recalled one of his friends, “had the greatest contempt for the human race, but he had not a profound knowledge of human nature.” A loyal Catholic, firmly committed to the old order, and convinced that the papal theocracy was key to European stability, Schwarzenberg quickly became the point of reference for those of the cardinals—Antonelli very much included—who dreamed of restoration.9

			Since the previous spring, when Vienna had ordered its envoy to leave Rome, Austria had had no ambassador to the Holy See. Given the pope’s new circumstances, finding a replacement now became urgent. Count Moritz Esterházy seemed well suited to the job. He belonged to one of Hungary’s most devout Catholic families and as a youth had spent several years in Rome. His principles, the nuncio reported in informing Antonelli of the appointment, were very Catholic and very conservative. Although not yet forty years old, Esterházy had already served as Austria’s ambassador to the Netherlands.10

			As the new ambassador prepared to set off for Gaeta, Schwarzenberg sent him instructions. Italians, complained the prime minister, thought Austria exercised undue influence in Italy. “Nothing,” he remarked, “is more absurd, yet nothing is more generally believed in Italy….The ignorance of the masses there and the bad faith of those who are educated…nourish a prejudice that, Monsieur*1 Count, you have been called upon to destroy wherever you encounter it.” What Italy needed, Schwarzenberg was convinced, was a well-ordered society, where people respected the authorities. He was open to the idea, proposed the previous month by Spain, of a congress of the Catholic powers to jointly plan the pope’s return to power. What could never be tolerated were French or British efforts to bring a peaceful end to the conflict by serving as mediators between the pope and his subjects. Pius, advised Schwarzenberg, must pay no attention to those who were trying to get him to leave Gaeta, nor to those urging him to negotiate with the men who had usurped his power.11
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			Distrustful of France and lacking confidence in the military abilities of the other Catholic states, Cardinal Antonelli hoped to persuade the Austrian government to take the lead in restoring the pope to Rome. Schwarzenberg opposed the idea, for he did not want to antagonize France, which had made its opposition to unilateral Austrian action clear. Austria’s hold on northeastern Italy remained tenuous, the intentions of Louis Napoleon and France’s republican government uncertain. The last thing Schwarzenberg wanted to do was push the new government in France to support King Charles Albert in an effort to drive the Austrians from the peninsula.12

			While the Austrians’ goals were clear—restoration of the Papal States under the pope’s sole authority—the French government’s were not. Not long after his election, Louis Napoleon had sent the pope a letter that expressed concern for his well-being but, much to Pius’s dismay, said nothing about what aid France might offer to restore him to Rome. The new French prime minister, Odilon Barrot, a strong supporter of the popular uprising that had swept the Papal States in 1831, had no sympathy for the pope’s role as king. To further complicate matters, there was also a large and loud left wing in the French parliament. Fiercely anticlerical, it saw the revolt in Rome as a sister movement, aimed at bringing down the old autocratic order and ushering in a modern republic. In early January, Édouard Drouyn, the new French foreign minister and himself unsympathetic to the pope’s claims to temporal power, warned that any unilateral military action by the Austrian government in Rome risked provoking war with France.13

			
			Pius briefly harbored the hope that he might avoid these foreign entanglements by relying on his own army to retake his states for him. In early January he sent word to General Zucchi, who had earlier helped quell unrest in the northern provinces of the Papal States, to come to Gaeta. But rather than agreeing to organize a military expedition on the pope’s behalf, as Pius had hoped, the general tried to convince him that his wisest course would be to keep his constitution and find a peaceful resolution to the conflict.14

			While the French still held out hope that the liberal pontiff who had earlier endeared himself to his people could somehow be brought back to Rome, others recognized that the previous year’s traumas had left a permanent mark. “It is best not to have any more illusions about the pope,” observed Venice’s envoy to the Holy See. “He is a man with good intentions, but he sees himself solely as the representative and the guarantor of the Church. From such a man Italy can fear everything. And one must not kid oneself. The pope is powerful. In Rome he is all powerful.”15

			

			—

			JANUARY 21 WAS A beautiful sunny Sunday, and throughout the Papal States men of all classes came to cast their ballots for the Constituent Assembly. A quarter of a million people—about a third of those eligible—voted, in the first mass election in Italian history. A week later, at noon, an immense crowd gathered in the piazza atop Capitoline Hill, as the names of the successful candidates were read from the balcony. Among those elected from Rome were the leaders of the interim government: the Latin-loving ecclesiastical lawyer Monsignor Muzzarelli; the radical poet-doctor Pietro Sterbini; the distinguished attorney Carlo Armellini; and the redoubtable rabble-rouser Prince Charles Bonaparte. Although the men of the lower, illiterate classes could vote, those elected all came from the middle and upper classes. No Ciceruacchio was among them. As the last name was pronounced, the city’s bells began to ring and 101 artillery blasts sounded, with the cannon at Castel Sant’Angelo responding in kind.16

			
			The large turnout for the Constituent Assembly elections deeply disturbed the pope. “In Rome,” wrote Pius to one of the prelates closest to him, “the most deplorable acts are taking place….Nonetheless, the Lord, who has always protected Rome from evil…will save it again: Let us hope and pray.”17

			To Harcourt, the French ambassador, who warned that relying on Austrian and Neapolitan armies to return him to Rome would bring disaster, Pius replied that he had heard no clear offer of help from France. Meanwhile the voices pushing a hard line were growing ever stronger. “It is necessary to use force, more force, always force,” advised the Belgian ambassador. Feeling ever more isolated, the patriotic abbot Antonio Rosmini left Gaeta in late January. “As for me,” he confided, “I was never asked my opinion about anything, and if sometimes I dared to give some advice, it was never followed.”18

			Cardinal Antonelli kept sending out apocalyptic warnings. Events in Rome, he told the nuncio in Madrid in late January, “are progressing each day toward total ruin by the growing audacity and impiety of that illegitimate and sacrilegious government.” Every moment that passed without action, he charged, “is fatal to religion and the Church while the anti-Catholic party is doing all in its power to create absolute rule in Rome through arms and through terror.”19

			While the cardinal portrayed Rome as a theater of chaos and violence, Romans were in fact largely going about their business as before. Some priests refused to perform marriages for men who had voted in the recent elections, but many clerics spoke at public meetings in favor of a new order, one in which the pope’s role would be confined to the religious sphere. “Whatever malevolence…may insinuate,” reported the American consul in Rome, “order & peace never reigned more profoundly within her ancient walls.” He had recently attended an opera performance of Verdi, to a packed house.20

			
			Although hope for peaceful reconciliation was fast ebbing, a flicker still remained. At the end of January, Monsignor Muzzarelli, now a member of the provisional Roman government, summoned the British consul to the Quirinal Palace to give him a message for London. The members of Rome’s government, he insisted, “had lost no occasion of assuring His Holiness that they were not only ready, but anxious to place into the hands of His Holiness all the power they held, provided His Holiness would return as a Constitutional Sovereign, and unaccompanied by the ‘Camarilla’*2 at Gaeta.” It was the pope’s refusal to talk with the delegation they had sent the previous month that had forced them, said the monsignor, to take the course they had.21

			While the political climate in Rome was uncertain, the weather was not. In contrast to the previous year’s cold, rainy winter, this one was beautiful and sunny. With Carnival, always a high point of the year, approaching, the mood was festive, although some familiar elements were missing from the Carnival procession. The dukes and princes whose richly decorated carriages and fancily dressed attendants were normally among the main attractions were largely gone. Those who had stayed might have wished they hadn’t. As the carriages of the few remaining aristocrats rolled along the cobblestone Corso, the people lining the way hurled insults, aimed not only at the noblemen but at their liveried attendants. “Down with the aristocrats! Off with the signs of servitude! Off with the fake hair braids!” they shouted. To mark the occasion, the gates to Rome’s jail were opened, and the prostitutes imprisoned in them freed.22

			

			—

			AS THE DAYS PASSED in Gaeta, the foreign ambassadors—previously accustomed to spending their evenings in Rome traveling from one aristocrat’s palazzo to another in their luxurious carriages—did their best to make do with the isolation and poverty of their new surroundings. Most days they ate lunch together and assembled again in the evening to dine. At eight p.m. some of them would change into their long tails and black ties for an hour’s visit with the pope before returning to a new hand of whist, their cigars clouding the air. Their evening gatherings sometimes extended to one a.m.23

			
			In early February, a new colleague arrived. Pius greeted Austria’s new ambassador warmly. “I was being awaited,” reported Moritz Esterházy, “like the Messiah….It is on us, on Austria, that all hope for safety is placed.” Short, slender, and well proportioned, Esterházy exuded energy. He was a man of good cheer, who projected a sense of elegance and distinction. He was “somewhat malicious like all very small men,” commented an acquaintance, “but a pleasant talker.”

			Unlike his French colleagues in Gaeta, Esterházy was not one to suffer from illusions. He asked only one thing from the pope: in order for the emperor to justify sending his army, he would need an explicit request. There was unfortunately much ill will toward the Austrian army in the Papal States, so the pope’s unambiguous call for Austrian military intervention was crucial.24

			The next day Cardinal Antonelli, unhappy with the proposed conference of Catholic powers first suggested by Spain and now supported by Austria, wrote to his nuncio in Paris. “The immediate intervention of armed forces,” insisted the secretary of state, “is an absolute necessity.” He was especially upset that Austria was being so deferential to the French, having made known its reluctance to act alone. “If France does not judge it to be in its interests to join in participating in the necessary work with Austria and the king of Naples and others,” complained the cardinal, “they should at least leave the field open for these powers.”25

			While Antonelli was unhappy, Count Esterházy thought all was going remarkably well. “The abbot Rosmini, Pius IX’s evil genius and, without a doubt, our most formidable enemy,” he reported to Vienna in mid-February, “is in Naples and has not reappeared at the Gaeta palace since my arrival.” With Rosmini gone, he wrote, “Pius IX…is throwing himself in the arms of Austria! I believe his conversion to be sincere….I would not say that it is deep, because I fear that there is nothing very deep to be found in this Prince.”
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			Although the new Austrian ambassador was not impressed with Pio Nono’s strength of character, he had a very different opinion of the man who stood ever at his side: “We have acquired Cardinal Antonelli by conviction, as we have the great majority of the Sacred College [of Cardinals].” Praising the secretary of state’s energy, and his analytical and political skills, Esterházy added, “It is in us alone that he puts his hopes.” Antonelli had made clear he wanted the Austrians to launch their assault on the Papal States without delay. The less the unreliable French were involved, thought the secretary of state, the better.

			

			—

			MONDAY, FEBRUARY 5, MARKED the opening of the Constituent Assembly. Gathering at midmorning atop Rome’s Capitoline Hill, the deputies—proudly wearing scarves bearing Italy’s three colors—filed into the enormous Basilica of Santa Maria in Ara Coeli to begin the momentous day with a mass. Because the vice gerent, the prelate in charge of Rome’s clergy in the absence of Rome’s cardinal vicar, had forbidden the priests there to participate, a military chaplain presided.

			
			A large, festive crowd joined the deputies when they emerged from the church. People from all fourteen of the city’s rioni marched through the streets with them, each under its own banner, and delegations from all of Italy’s regions marched too, flying their own flags. The banner of the veterans of the campaign in Lombardy was distinctive, covered in black crepe, a sign of mourning for their recent loss to the Austrian army. Political exiles from Naples and Sicily proudly carried their own flags aloft as well. Bringing up the rear were the various Roman clubs, militias, and the Civic Guard. Bands struck up the Marseillaise. Among those elected to the Constituent Assembly, Prince Charles Bonaparte marched alongside the Hero of Two Worlds, the swashbuckling Giuseppe Garibaldi, dressed in the military fatigues he had worn in his South American exploits. And while virtually all the ambassadors were in Gaeta with the pope, the American consul, Nicholas Brown, marched proudly, dressed in his formal diplomatic uniform. He apparently had not thought it necessary to await instructions from Washington, which, when they eventually arrived, would forbid him from recognizing Rome’s new government.26

			By the time the 140 deputies who made it to the opening day entered the Chancellery Palace—in whose courtyard the pope’s prime minister had so recently had his throat slit—the gallery was crammed with spectators. Some might have noticed that the bust of Pius IX that normally adorned the hall was no longer there.

			It was now more than two months since the pope had fled, leaving no government in place other than the one that he had no sooner named, following Rossi’s murder, than he had, in exile, deemed illegitimate. The upper and lower chambers had been disbanded, and the administrative machinery of the Papal States lay in ruins. The various provinces of the Papal States had largely gone off on their own, and throughout the pope’s kingdom, the merchants, the clubs, and the newspapers were all calling on the members of the newly elected Assembly to do something quickly to fill the void.

			
			Amid this uncertainty, Carlo Armellini rose to give the opening address to the Assembly. The era of theocracy, of monarchs ruling by divine right, proclaimed the distinguished lawyer, was over. Pius had begun his papacy with great promise but then seemed increasingly ill at ease with what he had done. By rejecting the fight for Italian independence, he had betrayed the national cause. “You sit here, o Citizens, amidst the ruins of two great eras,” concluded Armellini. “On one side lie the ruins of Italy of the Caesars, on the other the ruins of Italy of the Popes. It is your task to construct a building that can rise from that rubble.”27

			When the applause died down, the roll was called. Garibaldi then asked the Assembly to waste no time in debate and immediately proclaim a republic. Bonaparte rose to second him. “Do you not feel the sacred soil shake under our feet?” asked the prince. “It is the souls of your ancestors who tremble with impatience, and who shout in your ear: ‘Long live the Roman Republic!’ ”28

			The deputies did not delay long. At two a.m. on February 9, they voted a historic four-part decree:

			1. The papacy no longer exercises temporal power over the Roman State either in fact or in law.

			2. The Roman pontiff will have all the guarantees necessary to freely exercise his spiritual authority.

			3. The form that the Government of the Roman State will have is pure democracy, and it will take the glorious name of the Roman Republic.

			4. The Roman Republic will have with the rest of Italy those relations required by their common nationality.

			The pope’s temporal power was no more. Only an army could bring it back, if it could be brought back.29

			That afternoon, from the city hall’s loggia atop Capitoline Hill, leaders of the Assembly read the decree to the large crowd below, as Italian flags waved. News of the proclamation of the republic appeared on walls throughout the Papal States:

			
			
				The great act has been accomplished. The National Assembly, sitting as your legitimate representatives, having recognized the sovereignty of the people, the only form of government congenial to us, that which made our fathers great and glorious….After so many centuries we once again have our fatherland and our freedom. Let us show ourselves worthy of the gift that God has sent us.30

			

			In one of its first acts, the Assembly decreed that all the new republic’s laws would begin with the words “In the name of God and the People,” a motto long championed by the prophet of a united republican Italy, Giuseppe Mazzini. The gold and silver coins to be minted would likewise bear the slogan “God wants Italy united.” The republic’s flag would consist of Italy’s three colors—red, white, and green—with an eagle, symbol of ancient Rome, perched atop its staff.31

			

			—

			ON SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 11, an immense crowd, including the members of the new Constituent Assembly and many Civic Guardsmen and troops, packed into St. Peter’s Basilica for a special Te Deum ceremony to thank God for the birth of the new republic. That same day the pope, following his own modest mass in Gaeta, summoned the new Austrian ambassador to his cramped room. Esterházy would be stunned by what the pope proposed in their two-hour meeting.

			“Pope Pius IX,” reported Esterházy to Vienna, “no longer today simply calls for our aid together with that of France, Spain, and Naples, but he is throwing himself entirely and with the greatest confident abandon into the arms of Austria and solicits, through me, its immediate armed intervention alone in favor of his cause.” For the purpose of public consumption, the pope explained, he would formally address his plea to all four of the powers, but, he told Esterházy, this was simply for show. The pope, reported the ambassador, wanted Vienna to know “that all his hopes rested on Austria alone, that our intervention alone, if circumstances allowed it, would be the most desirable eventuality under all respects in his eyes.”

			
			In explaining his request to the Austrian ambassador, Pius admitted to considerable personal sympathy for Catholic France, but, he explained, “he could only view with repugnance the prospect of Republican France’s armed intervention in his States.” The pontiff—his worries fanned by Antonelli—feared that should French troops seize Rome, they would force him to return to constitutional rule. And how confident could he really be that France—which itself had overthrown its monarchy and proclaimed a republic only a year earlier—could be counted on to crush its sister republic in Rome and restore the papal monarchy?32

			Three days after meeting with Esterházy, the pope summoned all the cardinals who could join him, nineteen in all, along with all the ambassadors to the Holy See, for a dramatic gathering at his room in Gaeta. The men formed a semicircle facing the pope and Antonelli, with the cardinals to one side, the ambassadors to the other. Pius branded the recent announcement of the end of papal rule in Rome as a product of “injustice, ingratitude, stupidity, and impiety.” “You comfort our spirit in these dark days,” he told the ambassadors. “You followed us to this land, where the Hand of God led us, the Hand that…never abandons those who trust in Him.” Cardinal Antonelli then handed the ambassadors a copy of the papal protest to send their governments, before giving them a second document. It was the pope’s written call for military intervention that the Austrian ambassador had requested, addressed to Austria, Spain, France, and Naples.

			In reporting the papal call to arms, the Dutch ambassador pointed out that it failed to solicit aid from King Charles Albert’s Savoyard kingdom—“that is to say,” he noted, “the only government that still enjoys any popularity in Italy.” With Austria and Sardinia having recently fought a war, the pope could hardly imagine involving both on his side. The choice was in any case not difficult, for the Sardinian government had made clear its opposition to having foreign armies return the pope to power.33

			

			—

			FOUR DAYS LATER, SEVEN THOUSAND Austrian troops crossed the Po River, headed toward Ferrara, the northernmost city of the Papal States. When Pius learned the news, he summoned the Austrian ambassador to express his gratitude. “All I ask now,” the pontiff told Esterházy, “is that, for goodness sake, you do not turn back, but on the contrary, you bring more troops and advance as rapidly as possible.”34

			
			News of the Austrian invasion shook Rome. At a special midnight session of the Constituent Assembly, as the crowd in the gallery chanted Viva la Repubblica! Pietro Sterbini rose to speak. “The days that we all foresaw have arrived,” proclaimed the fiery poet-doctor, “days of trial and of courage.

			
				The league between the priestly caste, Austria, and the Bourbon has been formed….The Austrian has thrown down the gauntlet, challenging all of Italy, and it has done it with that insult that, if it is not washed away by blood, would make us the object of ridicule before all of Europe….We gladly accept your challenge, o Vandal. You will have your war to the death and to extermination. Rise up, children of Italy. God wants to speed the day of our redemption. To arms!35

			

			Rome’s new government now moved quickly against the church. In mid-February a printed warning had appeared on Rome’s walls, urging priests to dispense with their triangular black hats and short pants, condemned as signs of reaction and ignorance. That day, too, Carlo Armellini, one of the three men newly elected to the executive, sent out an order to all ecclesiastical bodies demanding a full inventory of their property. Worried that this was the first step to confiscation of church holdings, the vice gerent instructed all religious institutions to reject the request. As a result, not a few priests and monks, refusing to cooperate with the new authorities, were marched off to jail.

			In an act reminiscent of the French Revolution, when it was declared that each town needed only one church bell, the rest to be melted to make coins and weapons, Rome’s new rulers ordered all the city’s unused church bells melted down to forge cannons for the republic’s defense. Ecclesiastical control of all schools and universities was ended, excluding only religious seminaries. All horses found in the Vatican and Quirinal Palaces were confiscated, as were all those owned by the pope’s Noble Guard.36

			
			No action in these first weeks was more fraught with symbolism than the liberation of the Inquisition’s prisoners. When the republican authorities arrived at the Inquisition Palace, a stone’s throw from St. Peter’s, they found the Dominican monk who held the keys to the cells playing cards with two unsavory-looking jailers. Chained in the small, dank cells were men and women who had been variously found guilty of swearing, witchcraft, defamation of the Catholic religion, or, in the case of two nuns, falling in love. Freed from their chains, they unsteadily made their way into the glow of Rome’s bright sun.

			By the beginning of March, all special privileges for the clergy were eliminated, as well as all ecclesiastical tribunals having jurisdiction over laypeople. The church’s vast landholdings were declared state property, and censorship was abolished.37

			These moves prompted furious denunciations from Gaeta. The newly proclaimed Roman Republic, Cardinal Antonelli told all who would hear, ruled only by fear, intimidation, and fraud. Other than a few fanatics, he declared, and a small number of the credulous seduced by their false promises, it lacked all popular support. As for the much-ballyhooed popular vote, he claimed that it, too, had been a farce. “In the capital,” the cardinal advised the nuncios shortly after the Assembly election, “they bought the votes of three thousand workers….They went through the hospitals, making the sick vote, they paid a huge number of people from the lower classes to vote multiple times at different polling places, they made various men don clerical garb to give the impression that the clergy were in favor.” The cardinal’s allegations could hardly have been more horrifying, albeit based for the most part on pure invention.38

		

		
			*1  In these decades, Austrian diplomatic correspondence was written in French, not in German.

			*2  The reference is to a small group of nefarious advisers.
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			Cardinal Antonelli kept up the drumbeat of denunciations, bemoaning the chaos and violence reigning in Christendom’s capital. The men ruling Rome, he told Europe’s diplomats, were seizing priceless works of art from the churches and selling them to pay their bills. Although this was untrue and his accounts of anarchy in Rome were greatly exaggerated, Catholics throughout Europe spread these tales.

			The republic’s ministers denied the charges and plastered the city walls with pleas urging Romans to respect Catholic clergy and church property, but violence against men of the cloth was not uncommon. In one such incident, outrage at what had been found at the Dominican-run Inquisition prison inspired a mob to light the Dominican monastery afire. It took a large number of carabinieri to restore calm.1

			Clerics brave—or foolish—enough to try to publicly defend the pope risked their lives. In early March, a group of men angered by a priest’s loud complaints about the new order chased after him. When they caught up with him, they made him stand on a table, where, to the crowd’s delight, they forced him to preach a sermon singing the praises of the Roman Republic. Outside Rome, an archbishop who had forbidden his parish priests to administer the sacraments to those who voted in the Assembly election was arrested and imprisoned, as was a bishop accused of trying to foment a counterrevolution. But for the most part, bishops and parish priests of the Papal States lay low, avoiding acts openly hostile to the new government.2

			
			The foundations of church power in Rome were rapidly eroding. The government declared the Vatican palaces and the Quirinal to be public property. Hospitals, public charities, and orphanages, all previously run by the church, were now in the hands of the republic, as were their endowments.3

			The sessions of the Constituent Assembly were raucous affairs. “There is neither discipline nor dignity,” observed the Tuscan envoy. “Disorder is frequent, the vain speeches and recriminations extremely frequent.” As for the more moderate delegates, he added, they have “more heart than brains.” “I must reluctantly tell you,” reported one sympathetic observer, “that this Assembly seems to me to be a bunch of insolent and jealous children.”4

			Desperate for outside support, the Roman Republic sent secret emissaries to Paris to plead their case. After meeting with them in early March, the French minister of foreign affairs, Édouard Drouyn, was convinced that the men in power in Rome were willing to compromise. “Feeling themselves weak in the face of the storm that threatens them,” Drouyn observed, “the authors of the revolution would be open to accepting a deal that would give them…an honorable way of getting out of the terrible situation in which they find themselves.” If left to his own, thought Drouyn, the pope would certainly agree, judging a negotiated agreement preferable to “the cruel necessity of returning to Rome by directing the power of foreign arms against the Romans.” “The pope,” noted Drouyn, was, after all, “not only the head of government of a third-rate country. He is also, and above all, the head of the Catholic Church.”5

			

			—

			IN VIENNA, LEARNING OF the pope’s plea for Austrian troops alone to restore him to Rome, Schwarzenberg could not help but smile. The same pope who had blessed his troops the previous year as they marched northward to drive the Austrians from Italy was now begging the Austrian army to come to his rescue.

			
			But it was not clear to the Austrian prime minister how he was to do what the pope asked. Pius had publicly called on all four Catholic powers to send their armies, and the French had warned Vienna against acting independently. With new signs of unrest in Austrian-controlled northern Italy, the last thing Austria needed was to give France a reason to support the northern Italians in the continuing conflict there.

			It would be better, thought Schwarzenberg, to leave the taking of Rome to the French. It would undoubtedly be a messy business, and Austria had no interest in occupying Rome itself. What mattered to Austria was maintaining free rein over the Papal States’ northern provinces and the eastern coast. The north helped protect Austria’s southern boundary, while the coast allowed it to maintain control of the Adriatic.6

			Although he knew it would anger the pope, Schwarzenberg decided to inform the French government of the pope’s secret request to have Austria alone send its army. He knew that this would vindicate those in France who already suspected the pope of double-dealing, but by betraying the pope’s trust, the Austrian prime minister hoped to win France’s. He proposed a secret plan to the French foreign minister: Austrian troops would put down the revolt in the northern and eastern provinces of the Papal States. The French would land at Civitavecchia and march on Rome.

			Not surprisingly, when Vienna’s ambassador in Paris told Drouyn of Pius’s proposed secret pact with Austria, he was outraged. In light of the pope’s duplicity, said Drouyn, France would need to reconsider its commitment to helping him. As for the plan Austria was suggesting, he rejected it out of hand. Foreign armies, he was convinced, could never provide a durable solution to the problems the pope faced.7

			

			—

			IF THERE WAS ONE MAN WHO, for Pius, most incarnated the malevolence of the church’s enemies, it was Giuseppe Mazzini. From his quarters in London, Mazzini had long championed a united Italy free from priestly and autocratic rule. Since 1831 he had had a hand in virtually every attempted uprising on the Italian Peninsula.8

			Although unloved by the prelates, Mazzini had many admirers. William Lloyd Garrison, a leader of the American antislavery movement, had met Mazzini two years earlier on a visit to London and was immediately struck, as he put it, by “the brilliancy of his mind, the modesty of his deportment, the urbanity of his spirit, and the fascination of his conversational powers.” I “felt drawn to him,” recalled the American, “by an irresistible magnetism; in him there was not discoverable one spark of self-inflation, one atom of worldly ambition.” He was, added Garrison, “a sublime idealist, but never transcending the bounds of reason,” a man of “immense physical and moral courage.”9

			
			Thomas Carlyle, one of Britain’s great literary figures of the time, befriended Mazzini in London, where, Carlyle observed, he lived “almost in squalor.” He drank coffee with bread crumbled in it, smoked constantly, and preferred to speak in French, although he spoke English well, albeit with a strong Italian accent. “A more beautiful person,” recalled Carlyle, “I never beheld, with his soft flashing eyes, and face full of intelligence.”10

			A sympathetic British biographer of a century ago captured his contradictions well. Mazzini, he wrote, “had a supreme confidence in his own thought. It was difficult for him to own an error, and hence he never learnt from his mistakes….That very rigidity, that lifelong iteration of a few dominant ideas, carry force and conviction that a more agile intellect were powerless to give.” But, he added, “absolute confidence in his own beliefs was joined to truest personal humility, and made the prophet. Humblest and least ambitious of men, he felt his call from God; and in God’s name he was assertive, dogmatic….Compromise in small or great seemed cowardice.”11

			Mazzini cast a special spell on women, and the American journalist Margaret Fuller proved an eloquent recruit, bombarding her American readers with adulatory accounts of the republican hero. Mazzini, she enthused, was a man of genius, yet one’s first impression on seeing him “must always be of the religion of his soul, of his virtue.” In mind he was a “great poetic statesman, in heart a lover.” In her correspondence she confessed, “Dearly I love Mazzini, who also loves me….His soft radiant look makes melancholy music in my soul.”12

			When this legendary prophet of Italian unity arrived in Rome on the evening of March 5, there to take up the Assembly seat he had recently won in a supplementary election, many in Rome greeted him as their savior. “He has the nature more of a priest than a statesman….He is pontiff, prince, apostle, priest,” observed Luigi Carlo Farini, who had served in Rome’s Chamber of Deputies but then, along with Minghetti and other liberal dignitaries, left the city following Rossi’s murder. Threatened by some of Europe’s most powerful armies, its leaders under threat of excommunication, its government running badly, its treasury bare, its army small and ill equipped, Rome was in need of a hero. “It is to Mazzini alone that all eyes turn,” observed the Swiss scholar Johann Bachofen, who was then living in Rome, “to him, the apostle of the revolution.”13

			
			Members of the Assembly were debating a banking bill on March 6 when a deputy’s shout drew all eyes to the small, thin figure entering the hall. “Viva Mazzini!” he yelled, the cry becoming a chorus as a wave of applause from the deputies brought the debate to a halt. “I believe I speak for the sense of the Assembly,” said Charles Bonaparte, sitting in the chair of the Assembly president, “inviting the deputy Mazzini to sit by the President’s side.” As the famed exile took his seat, a new round of applause greeted him. No one wanted to return to the banking bill. Mazzini needed little urging to come to the lectern to speak.

			
				All the applause, the signs of affection that you give me, o colleagues, should instead be directed by me to you, for what little good I have not done, but tried to do, has come to me from Rome. Rome was always a kind of good luck charm for me. As a youth I studied the history of Italy, and I found that…only one city was favored by God in being able to die and then rise up even greater than before in fulfilling its mission in the world….I saw that there first arose the Rome of the Emperors….I saw Rome perish at the hands of the barbarians…and I saw it rise to even greater heights by conquering not by arms, but with words, rising in the name of the Popes to continue on its grand missions. I felt in my heart that it is impossible that a city that alone in the world has had two great lives, one greater than the other, does not have a third….After the Rome of the Emperors, after the Rome of the Popes, will come the Rome of the People….I cannot promise you anything from me, except my participation in all that you are doing for the good of Italy, for Rome, and for the good of Humanity. We may have to weather great crises. We may have to wage a holy battle against the only enemy that threatens us, Austria. We will fight it, and we will win.14

			
Mazzini, though a small man, spoke in a commanding voice, but when he finished, he looked exhausted, and despite the personal triumph of the moment, he seemed melancholy. “I am extremely nervous,” he confided the next day. “Intentions here are good, but the capacity very little. Up until the day of my arrival, nothing was done to prepare for war. We have no arms, and virtually all of Europe’s governments are working against us.” Making matters worse, he added, the men with whom he had to work were strangers to him.15

			Events from the north were about to produce another shock. Ever since his defeat at the hands of the Austrians the previous year, King Charles Albert had been biding his time, waiting for the moment to redeem himself. He now decided he could wait no longer. On March 17 word reached Rome that the king was again leading his army into Lombardy, but the king’s attempt at redemption turned quickly to disaster. The 85,000 Sardinian troops had barely begun their attack, when they were outmaneuvered by a force of 59,000 Austrians. Soon it was the Austrians who were advancing into Sardinian territory. On March 23 Charles Albert surrendered to the triumphant eighty-three-year-old General Radetzky. Newly disgraced, the king quit his throne, ceding it to his son, Victor Emmanuel II. Accompanied by only a single aide, the fallen king departed at midnight, headed for France. He would die in exile, brokenhearted, before the year was out. He was fifty years old.16

			When the news reached the Roman Assembly, its stricken members erupted in defiant shouts of Viva l’Italia! Viva l’indipendenza! The struggle for Italian independence, they vowed, would go on. But their future looked grim. Having crushed the Sardinian army, nothing now held the Austrians back from marching south into the Papal States.

			Recognizing the need for stronger leadership in the face of this threat, the Roman Assembly voted to create a triumvirate and gave it unlimited powers to defend the republic. That Mazzini should be one of its members was never in doubt. The moderate, upright lawyer Carlo Armellini—whose brother and son were both Jesuits—was chosen as well. It was Armellini who had given the stirring opening address to the Assembly the previous month. The other triumvir, chosen to represent the north of the Papal States, was also a lawyer, Aurelio Saffi. A good man, well liked, from a noble family, he was only twenty-nine years old and still wrote a letter to his mother in Forlì every day. Although all three men would rule in name, only one would rule in fact. Mazzini alone had the drive, the intelligence, the fearlessness, the vast international network of contacts, and the credibility to lead a battle that would pit the largely defenseless republic against the combined armies of the continent’s major powers.17
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			Although Mazzini had the reputation of a dreamer, once he had power in his hands he showed himself to be remarkably clear-eyed. He knew that his only hope lay with France. France was, after all, a sister republic, and France had long viewed Austrian military designs with suspicion. Reports from Paris offered Mazzini some encouragement. “The news that is coming from France,” wrote one Assembly member in his diary in early April, “is comforting. That government finally seems disposed not only not to take part with the other Powers in an intervention against our state, but on the contrary to oppose it so that Austria is not tempted. May God will that it be so!”18

			
			
				
				[image: Triumvirate of the Roman Republic: Carlo Armellini, Giuseppe Mazzini, and Aurelio Saffi]

				
					
						Triumvirate of the Roman Republic: Carlo Armellini, Giuseppe Mazzini, and Aurelio Saffi

					

				

			

			From Gaeta, Cardinal Antonelli was predicting a calamity of epic proportions should foreign armies not quickly come to the pope’s rescue. “If the armed intervention we have requested is the only anchor against shipwreck,” Antonelli wrote his nuncio in Madrid in mid-March, “let me add that without rapid action all is lost, while each moment that passes brings with it an abyss of irreparable harm.” Later in March he issued similar warnings in letters to his nuncios in Vienna and Madrid: “Can it be possible,” asked Antonelli,

			
				for the Catholic powers to endure so many outrages against religion and its august Head without doing anything?…If the Catholic powers do not rush to our aid, they will be returning the Pontiff not to his dominions, but rather to weep over a pile of rubble and abominations, and no longer to reside in Rome, the center of Christianity, but in a new Geneva.*

			
Over the course of the next month, Antonelli kept up his apocalyptic lament:

			
				Rome’s situation and that of the rest of the Papal States could not be worse. The impieties keep growing, the devastations, the plundering, the horrors. The seat of Christianity is being turned into theaters of crime and schools of irreligion. Thanks to their lethargy, the powers will have the Glory of restoring a Pontiff not to a State but to a mass of horrifying ruins.19

			

			Although Antonelli adopted this dire tone for the benefit of his nuncios, he was in fact growing ever more confident. Austria, he was convinced, would not let the Roman Republic last long, now that its army was no longer held down by the Sardinian king in northern Italy. He knew Vienna had informed the French government of the pope’s confidential request for Austrian aid, and he had let Esterházy know how disappointed he was at this violation of the pope’s trust. But the French response to the news—threatening to rethink their pledge of support for the pope—had only confirmed his conviction that the pope should rely on Austria alone.20

			Pius himself, so angry with Austria only a few months earlier, was now also counting on the Austrian army to save him. “The Pontiff is weak,” observed the Sardinian envoy to Gaeta in late March, “and easily impressionable. Taking advantage of the right moment, one can get him to do things that don’t seem to be in his nature.” Or as a British envoy in Italy put it in a report to London, “the Pope had come to the determination to be for the future entirely guided by the advice of Cardinals Antonelli and Lambruschini.”21

			
			In Rome, the triumvirate issued a public call to rally support. “It is our task to prove to Italy and to all of Europe that our cry, God and the People, is not a lie—that our work is religious, educational, moral to the highest degree—that the accusations of intolerance, of anarchy, of disorder are false.” It was crucial to inspire confidence in the new government among people who had every reason to be skeptical about its prospects. “The Government of the Republic is strong,” proclaimed Mazzini, who knew all too well that it was anything but.22

			

			—

			CARDINAL ANTONELLI HAD HOPED that the four-power conference that the Spanish had proposed would never have to meet. It would, he thought, only delay military action, offering France yet another opportunity to get in the way. But despite the cardinal’s pleas, Austria insisted it would not act without the French. Reluctantly, Antonelli informed Austria, France, Spain, and Naples that the first session of the conference would meet in Gaeta on March 30. He also told them that he planned to chair the sessions himself.23

			As the day of the conference approached, Harcourt complained to Paris that even the air they breathed in Gaeta seemed to be Austrian. There was little likelihood, he thought, that the four powers could ever reach agreement. The French government had to face the painful truth that the solutions it had been urging on the pope were no longer realistic. A negotiated settlement between the pope and Rome would, of course, be best, but Pius was unwilling to make any concessions, while the new authorities in Rome insisted that any settlement include the end of the pope’s temporal power. Nor was there any chance that the people of the Papal States would themselves rise up and restore the pope’s rule. As for the idea of having an all-Italian force come to the pope’s aid, and so avoid invasion by foreign armies, this too was not going to happen. The Sardinian kingdom would not send its army to defeat the people who had long been pleading its cause in its fight with Austria, and King Ferdinand’s army was still busy trying to put down the Sicilian revolt.

			In short, Harcourt advised his foreign minister, France was left with only three options: it could simply leave the pope to his fate; it could allow the Austrians to act alone; or it could take military action by itself. “I recognize,” he added, “that all three of these choices are bad, but I don’t believe that it is possible to find any better.” After having publicly proclaimed that France would defend the pope, how could the French do nothing while he spent the rest of his days in a small room in a Neapolitan fortress? Nor could they stand by while Austria acted alone, for that would mean allowing Austria to occupy all of the Papal States and to become the guarantor of Christendom’s most sacred sites and of the pontiff himself. Only one option remained, unappetizing as it was. “We find ourselves,” concluded Harcourt, “virtually forced by the fateful coincidence of circumstances to reestablish the pope ourselves.”

			
			For the French ambassador, there was an additional reason why it was so important that it be French armies that returned the pope to Rome. If the Austrians were to restore the Papal States, they would simply “reestablish the old state of things….France alone,” he argued, “can demand guarantees conforming to the principles of freedom that are in the true interests of the church itself.”24

			On March 30 Cardinal Antonelli called the first session of the four-power Gaeta conference to order. France alone had two representatives: Harcourt, ambassador to the Holy See, and Rayneval, ambassador to Naples. Count Esterházy represented Austria, Count Giuseppe Ludolf represented the Kingdom of Naples, and the Spanish ambassador to the Holy See, Francisco Martínez, represented Spain. Over the next months those six men would meet many times, but their often-heated arguments all took the same shape. The two Frenchmen found themselves isolated, facing the combined forces of Cardinal Antonelli and the Austrian, Spanish, and Neapolitan ambassadors. The division was clear from that first meeting, when Harcourt and Rayneval argued that restoring the pope through foreign armies would poison the people against him. Antonelli was dismissive. On first sight of a foreign army, insisted the cardinal, the pope’s subjects would rise up against the small band of fanatics who oppressed them. “Even if the Turks were to come,” said the cardinal, “the people would bless them.”

			Antonelli estimated that thirty thousand troops would be needed. The Neapolitan ambassador, Count Ludolf, enthusiastically supported armed intervention but noted that, given the ongoing revolt in Sicily, King Ferdinand did not have enough men available to do the job. The Spanish envoy likewise acknowledged that Spain could at best provide only a third of the needed troops. For his part, Esterházy informed his colleagues that Austria was prepared to send its army to restore the pope but would not act without first securing an agreement with France.

			
			Cardinal Antonelli then offered his own proposal: each of the four powers would be responsible for reconquering one part of the Papal States. The Austrians would retake the northeast and the Adriatic coast; the Neapolitan army would take the southern provinces; the French would occupy the northwest; and the task of taking Rome would be given to Spain. Involving France would hopefully satisfy the Austrians, while the plan would keep France out of any of the major cities of the Papal States. The meeting ended without reaching any decision.25

			Antonelli again felt frustrated. His hope of being able to rely on Austrian arms alone had been rebuffed by Prince Schwarzenberg, and France refused to take part in any jointly planned invasion. The cardinal vented his anger in a letter to his nuncio in Vienna:

			
				It is therefore to be deduced that by virtue of France’s action alone the Head of the Church is not to be restored to his full freedom and independence, and thanks to the obstacles placed by a Catholic Power the cause of religion cannot prevail.

				And so the revolutionary party, perhaps aware of France’s reluctance to intervene, while it places obstacles to the joint action of Austria with Spain and Naples, becomes ever bolder, tyrannizing ever more, oppressing, satiating its impious desires. Therefore as long as France does not quickly intervene in the Papal States, or does not agree to have Austria do so…the Church will continue to suffer under a most cruel servitude.26

			

			

			—

			CONCERNED THAT THE POPE’S absence from Rome for the popular Easter rites might provoke unhappiness among the Romans, Mazzini was eager to ensure that a proper Easter mass be held at St. Peter’s. The occasion would also show the people that the republican government posed no threat to their religion. Doing all this over the strong objection of the prelate in charge of St. Peter’s, the republicans arranged the ceremony on their own. On Easter Sunday thousands of Romans, mingling with brightly dressed peasants who had come into the city for the occasion, crowded into the vast basilica and overflowed into the piazza. A patriotic Venetian priest, assisted by a dozen other priests, chaplains in the various militias that had recently formed throughout Italy, said the mass. Members of the Cappella Giulia, the regular Vatican choir, sang, dressed not in their customary white linen surplices but in street clothes. Nor were all the words they sang familiar ones. Salvam fac Republicam nostrum—“Save our republic”—they chanted to close the mass, echoing the words that, in the wake of the French Revolution, had replaced “God save the king” in concluding the mass in France.

			
			Following the ceremony, the priest who had presided over the mass emerged onto the balcony above the great door of the basilica, festooned with Italy’s tricolored banners, and offered his benediction. Amid the thousands in the crowd below stood Mazzini. “It is useless,” observed the Italian prophet, as he surveyed the people on their knees. “This religion lives and will yet live for long years to come.” He could attack the corruption of the priests, but he knew he would not get far if he attacked the rites over which they presided.

			While Mazzini’s mood was melancholy, for most it was a time of celebration. From the windows of the Vatican palaces facing the piazza, members of the Constituent Assembly waved their handkerchiefs to the crowd. The cannon of Castel Sant’Angelo sounded as squads of the republican army, scattered through the piazza, raised their rifles and pointed their bayonets to the sky. That night, rather than the normal bright lanterns that illuminated the great dome of St. Peter’s on such occasions, the dome flickered in the pulsating light cast by tricolored fireworks.27

			

			—

			IN MID-APRIL ADMIRAL BAUDIN, head of French naval forces, met with the pope in Gaeta and told him that a French frigate was about to arrive there to be put at his disposal. It was large enough, said the admiral, to take the whole papal party to France. The pontiff had initially been in a good mood, but as he mulled his options, it darkened. He could go to France, he said, and he knew that if he went personally to request French help in restoring him to Rome, it would undoubtedly be forthcoming. “But how would it look,” he asked, “for the head of Catholicism and vicar of Jesus Christ to go begging on a foreign land for the means to make war against his own subjects?” It was best, thought the pope, to make his requests for military aid behind Gaeta’s closed doors.28

			
			The pope then met with Harcourt, again urging him to reach an agreement with Austria so that his kingdom could be restored. Only Austria and France, said Pius, had the military means to return him to power.

			The French ambassador tried to explain the difficulty his government faced. “Even with all the good will in the world in wanting to restore the Holy Father,” he told the pope, “it is impossible for us not to take account of the state of public opinion in France.” The notion that France could act in league with archrival Austria to restore the papal theocracy, even were it desirable, was, said the French ambassador, wholly unrealistic. Nor, he tried to convince the pope, was it in the church’s own interest. “Whether rightly or wrongly,” said Harcourt, “people view Austria as representing the principle of absolutism and the Austrians as the oppressors of Italy. We, on the contrary, are seen as the defenders of freedom, as the protectors of the emancipation of peoples….So it is very difficult to combine two such different elements, and to have them march under the same flag.”

			Should the pope embrace the Austrians, “well-known enemies of Italy,” Harcourt warned him, “you will only be able to stay on your throne with cannons.” The time would inevitably come when the cannons would be withdrawn, and when that day came, predicted the Frenchman, “your temporal power will disappear amid a shower of the curses of all of Italy.” The pontiff had a fateful choice to make. He could either throw himself in the arms of Austria or follow the path urged by France.

			How, asked the pope, could he be expected to depend on France? It was, after all, now a republic, and who was to say that whatever position it took today would not be changed as a result of the next election? The French said that they could not join forces with the Austrians in restoring his temporal reign, but what, asked the pope, would they do if they heard that the Austrians were marching on Rome themselves? Would they stand by and allow the Austrians alone to bask in the glory of rescuing the Holy See?29

			
			Having failed to convince Harcourt, the pope turned to France’s other ambassador, Alphonse de Rayneval, a man he found easier to deal with. “His Holiness,” reported Rayneval, following their conversation, “was very upset and this time did not have the calm, the serenity that ordinarily surprises all those who have the honor of approaching him.” “My heart bleeds,” the pope told him, “seeing the infinite evils that pile up day after day on my unhappy subjects.” Pius looked into the face of the French envoy. “It is up to you to bring an end to this cruel situation. Do it, I beg you in the name of God, in the name of humanity. I beg you with tears in my eyes. Put an end to this great tragedy!” As Pio Nono said these words, tears did in fact trail down his face and drip onto his clasped hands.

			Rayneval again tried to persuade the pope to come to France, where he could rally the French people to his cause. “I understand that,” replied the pope.

			
				But how do you imagine I can follow your advice? How do you think I can abandon the position that I have taken up to now, that I turn my back on those who have up to now constantly shown themselves ready to support me? Can I put the fate of the papacy in the hands of one Power without provoking the jealousy, the sensitivities of all the others? Wouldn’t that compromise the exercise of my spiritual power? Note that the majority of Catholic nations are monarchies. Can I turn to the only European Catholic power that is republican? Do you believe that the result of this will not be unending mistrust and difficulties? And who is to say what conditions you would impose on me?

			

			It was not a matter of imposing conditions, replied the French envoy. It was a matter of adjusting to the times and to the challenges the French government faced.

			“Certainly,” said the pope. “But how far would this go? Where did the previous attempts I made end up leading me?

			
			“I promised to go to France,” said the pontiff, “and I will go. But in the meantime, note how Rome is becoming the rendez-vous of all the most dangerous and worst elements in all of Italy. The remnants of the Lombard, Livorno and Sicilian bands, as well as the Neapolitan rebels who have been pushed out of their own land, are all flocking to Rome. That’s where the resistance is finding its last source of support. Just think of all the tragedy that can result! Reach an agreement with Austria,” urged the pope. “That’s the whole question.”30

			That veterans of other uprisings against Italy’s reigning monarchs—from Sicily to Florence and Milan—were streaming into Rome was very much on Antonelli’s mind as well. The dithering of the great Catholic powers, the cardinal complained in a letter to the nuncio in Madrid, “is calamitous beyond belief.” Now that the other parts of Italy had been pacified, he explained, “all the rebel leaders are turning to Rome.” But it was another worry that had prompted the cardinal to write his letter: he had heard a rumor that France might try to take Rome alone. Antonelli urged the nuncio to get the Spanish government to help dissuade Paris. The last thing he wanted was to have Rome in French hands.31

			Two days after his meeting with Rayneval, the pope called in the cardinals and gave an allocution that was among the most violent papal addresses of the nineteenth century. Rome, he charged, had turned into “a forest replete with furious beasts.” Commerce was at a standstill, the public treasury was bare, private property and church possessions had been seized, churches had been profaned, nuns had been driven from their convents, “the most virtuous and distinguished ecclesiastics and religious [were] cruelly persecuted, put in chains, and slain; the…Bishops…[were] violently dragged away from their flocks and thrown into dungeons.”

			Again he gave vent to his bitterness about the Romans’ “black ingratitude.” Early in his papacy, he recalled, he had granted amnesty to political prisoners and offered a raft of reforms aimed at bettering his subjects’ lives. But, he lamented, “the concessions freely and willingly granted by us in the very beginning of our Pontificate, not only could never yield the wished-for fruits, but could not even take root, because those crafty architects of deceit abused them to excite new agitations.” In an apologia pro se, aimed at counteracting what he knew to be the cardinals’ belief that he was himself to blame for the disaster, the pope chronicled all the attempts he had earlier made to keep things from getting out of hand. He had recognized the danger of popular demonstrations and had tried to rein them in. He had seen the risk that the newly instituted Consultative Council might overstep its authority, and so at its very first meeting had warned that it would be only an advisory body. His list went on. Once again he called on the four Catholic powers—Austria, France, Naples, and Spain—to send their armies to restore him to Rome.32

			

			—

			
			LOUIS NAPOLEON, THE FRENCH PRESIDENT, was torn. Personally, he regarded the pope’s political role as a vestige of the Middle Ages. As a young man, he had even taken up arms against it. But if there was one thing he did stand for, it was a return of France’s glory. When Alfred de Falloux, his minister of public education, and a fervent Catholic, came to plead the pope’s cause, he knew what note to strike. How, he asked the president, could he stand by and simply watch while the Austrian army marched down the Italian Peninsula and occupied Rome?

			“You’re right,” replied Louis Napoleon, “France cannot remain as a mere spectator….Facing the prospect of a triumphant Austrian flag in Italy,” said the president, with a large dose of wishful thinking, “our own will be greeted with universal applause.” The French had no territorial ambitions in Italy, nor did they have any economic interests to protect in the Papal States. What did matter to France was that the troops of archrival Austria, already in control of all northeastern Italy, not come to occupy all the pope’s lands as well.33

			Impetuous and inexperienced, the French president forged ahead despite having only the vaguest of plans. On the same day that Antonelli convened the first four-power conference in Gaeta, the French prime minister, Odilon Barrot, himself no more sympathetic than Louis Napoleon to the pope’s rule, stood before the French National Assembly. He had come to ask for over a million francs to send an expeditionary corps to Italy for a three-month period. His explanation for its mission was anything but clear. “Before the Assembly,” a colleague advised him, “be vague.” Barrot took the advice.34

			
			On April 16, as the motion authorizing the military mission was about to come to a vote, Barrot made his final plea to the National Assembly: Austria was on the march in Italy. Having crushed King Charles Albert, the Austrians now aimed to restore Tuscany’s grand duke—uncle of the Austrian emperor—and would then move south on Rome. “France cannot remain indifferent,” Barrot told them. “The right to maintain our legitimate influence in Italy, the desire to help ensure that the people of Rome obtain a good government founded on liberal institutions,” all required the French to act without delay.

			The leader of the radical left in France, Alexandre Ledru-Rollin, who had come in a distant third in the recent presidential election, angrily accused the prime minister of duplicity. Beneath all his fine-sounding democratic rhetoric, said the opposition leader, Barrot was seeking to use French military might to restore the pope to power in Rome. Ledru-Rollin and his colleagues on the left were, however, in the minority, and so the motion passed in the end, 395 to 283. French troops would soon be on their way to Italy, but what exactly they would do when they got there remained far from clear.35

			Drouyn informed Austria’s ambassador of France’s decision to send an expeditionary force to Rome’s port city of Civitavecchia. The reasons he gave for taking this step without first consulting Austria, observed the Austrian in his subsequent report to Vienna, were a mass of illogical and contradictory arguments.36

			Drouyn meanwhile sent word of the military mission to his ambassadors in Gaeta. The goal, he explained, “is neither to impose any regime on the Romans that they would not freely accept, nor constrain the pope, when he is recalled, to adopt one form of government or another.” The French government was convinced, he explained, “that Pius IX, in returning to his States, will bring back the generous, enlightened, liberal policies” that he had previously championed.

			Harcourt was told to inform Antonelli of the French expedition and to explain that, for the pope to profit from it, “the Holy Father must hurry to publish a Manifesto that, in guaranteeing liberal institutions conforming to the people’s wishes as well as to what the times demand, causes all resistance to crumble. This Manifesto, appearing at the very moment that our forces appear on the coast of the Papal States, would be a signal of a conciliation that would include all but a very small number of malcontents….You cannot insist strongly enough,” concluded Drouyn, “on the utility, the necessity for such an act.”37
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			The instructions that the French foreign minister sent at the same time to General Charles Oudinot, the man chosen to lead the expedition, show how far removed from reality the government was in imagining the reception the French army could expect. “All the information we have received give us reason to believe that…you will be received eagerly, by some as a liberator, by others as a useful mediator against the dangers of reaction.” But, advised Drouyn, should there be any attempt to prevent him from landing, “you should not be stopped by the resistance made in the name of a government that no one in Europe has recognized and that maintains itself in Rome, against the wishes of the immense majority of the population, only by the audacity of a small number of agitators, who for the most part are foreigners.”

			Only two days after assuring the French Assembly that the force they were proposing was not being sent to occupy Rome, the foreign minister made clear to the general that this was exactly his mission. “You will judge if the circumstances are such that you can enter there with the certainty not only of not encountering any serious resistance, but being welcomed so that it is clear that in entering there you are responding to the people’s appeal.” What he was to do if the people did not open their arms to the French army, the foreign minister did not say.38

			
			Along with his official note of instructions, Drouyn sent a confidential addendum. Oudinot was to maintain good relations with the Austrian commanders in the Papal States. Should Austrian troops move into Bologna and Ancona, no move should be made to oppose them. As for the pope, it was important that he remain in Gaeta as briefly as possible. It would be better if he came to Marseilles or, once the French troops were landed, to Rome or Civitavecchia. “Avoid,” he added, “having him go anywhere on the Adriatic coast. The Mediterranean is French. The Adriatic is Austrian.”39

			Three infantry brigades, totaling twelve thousand men, 250 horses, sixteen cannons, and two companies of engineers prepared for their mission. The first of the many ships required to carry them left France late at night on April 21, 1849. Of the disaster that lay ahead, they had no inkling.40

		

		
			*  In A.D. 563 a huge wave in Lake Geneva, caused by a landslide, swept away churches, houses, and bridges in the city and killed a good part of the population.
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			All sorts of rumors raced through Rome, although few had to do with the French. The Austrians were headed south from Lombardy. The Neapolitan king was readying his troops to march north. Thousands of Spanish troops had recently landed and were joining them. In desperate need of more defenders, Mazzini called on patriots from throughout Italy to come to Rome. He needed an army of fifty thousand. The triumvirate asked the nearby coastal town of Fiumicino to provide sand to fill thousands of sacks so they could barricade Rome’s streets.1

			“Rome is very peaceable,” reported a visiting Brit, who added that, while he had seen little enthusiasm for the Roman Republic, “neither do I hear as much complaint as might be expected.” The visitor, Arthur Clough, a thirty-year-old poet, was surprised to find, on meeting Mazzini, that he was “a less fanatical fixed-idea sort of man than I had expected,” and that he seemed remarkably at ease. But, Clough added, he had no illusions. With all the foreign armies headed toward Rome, Mazzini “of course thinks it likely enough that the Roman Republic will fall.” He had spent his entire life dreaming of this moment, and if it came to it, it would be much better to die as a martyr for the Italian cause than to shrink in fear from those who would try to restore the papal regime by force.2

			

			—

			THE POPE’S SALVATION, it seemed, might finally be at hand, for now that France had decided to send troops, all four of the Catholic powers were on the move. Schwarzenberg had ordered the Austrian army under Radetzky to enter Tuscany to restore the grand duke, then march on to restore papal rule to the northern provinces of the Papal States. From the Kingdom of Naples, Ferdinand, at the head of five thousand men, had crossed northward into the Papal States and was sending back reports that the people were applauding his arrival amid shouts of Viva Pio Nono! On April 29 a Spanish flotilla docked on the southern coast of the Papal States, and thousands of Spanish troops began to disembark.3

			
			A few days earlier, on Tuesday, April 24, the French steamship Panama, armed with sixteen cannons and carrying twelve hundred soldiers, set anchor in the Mediterranean harbor of Civitavecchia, as a crowd filled the beach to watch. A rowboat brought a French diplomat and two senior officers to land, where the city’s republican governor nervously awaited them. “Animated always by a very liberal spirit, the government of the French Republic,” proclaimed the diplomat, reading from a script he held in his hands, “declares its desire to respect the view of the majority of the Roman population, and comes on their land in friendship….It is committed to not imposing on these people any form of government that they would not choose for themselves.” Having read this misleading preamble, he asked permission for the troops to come ashore.

			Under orders from the triumvirate not to allow any foreign military force to land, the governor asked for twelve hours so he could consult with Rome. This the Frenchman refused to grant. The governor hurriedly convened a meeting of civil and military leaders in Civitavecchia, but the overwhelming French force, and the panic in the population at the suicidal prospect of taking up arms against it, convinced them they had little choice but to yield.

			It would take twenty-four hours for all eight thousand French troops aboard the twelve steam-powered warships that had followed the Panama into port to set up camp. A hundred horses, two dozen pieces of heavy artillery, and an immense quantity of foodstuffs, ammunition, and wine were unloaded. “The people of Civita Vecchia,” reported a British journalist who witnessed the scene, “looked on with stupid amazement, and not one word of approbation or disapprobation was heard. There were no vivas for the French or for Pio Nono.” French intentions were far from clear. Although they had said they had come in friendship, the French lost no time imprisoning the city’s governor. But while they hoisted their own flag, they left the flag of the Roman Republic flying alongside it. If they carried a papal flag with them, they did not raise it.4

			

			—

			
			BY NIGHTFALL, ROME’S WALLS were covered with the surprising news. “Romans!” began the notice, signed by the triumvirate. “A number of French soldiers have appeared at Civitavecchia.” The next day Mazzini and colleagues addressed a longer message to the Romans:

			
				A foreign invasion threatens the territory of the Republic….The Republic will resist. The people must show France and show the world that they are not children, but men….Let no one say: the Romans wanted to be free, but they did not know how to be. By our resistance the French nation must learn…our inalterable resolution never again to subject ourselves to the abhorrent government that we have overthrown.

			

			Until this moment, popular support for the republic had been uneven. People resented government by the priests, but after centuries of papal rule, identification with the papacy still ran deep. Now, although fearful, people were also angry. In the face of foreign invasion, Romans began to rally behind Mazzini’s government. Four thousand partisans of the republic gathered outside the Chancellery Palace, urging the Assembly to stand firm in the face of the new threat. “Respect for religion!” shouted Charles Bonaparte, haranguing the crowd. “Eternal hatred for the government of the priests!”5

			On the morning of April 26, amid great tension, Mazzini rose to address the Assembly. The previous evening, he told them, General Oudinot, commander of the French troops, had sent a delegation to meet with the triumvirate. The French claimed that they had been welcomed by the population of Civitavecchia and hoped for the same fraternal welcome when they came to Rome. When asked what their mission was, they replied that it was twofold. They had come first of all to save the people from an invasion from Austria or Naples. Their other goal was to determine the will of the people and, on that basis, to find a way to mediate the dispute with the pope so that a peaceful resolution could be found.

			
			If the French had come to prevent the Austrians and Neapolitans from invading them, replied Mazzini, they were going about it in a strange way. Why would they not first declare publicly that they were determined to block such an attack and so perhaps prevent it from happening at all? And why, if this was why they had come, had they not contacted Rome’s government in advance? As for determining the people’s will, Mazzini asked, were the French unaware that the Assembly in Rome had been elected by universal suffrage? For the first time in the thousand years of the Papal States, it could now be said that Rome was in fact ruled by the will of its people.

			Before reading their final resolution, the deputies opened the doors of the hall so that the large, anxious crowd waiting outside could come in. “After the communications received from the triumvirate,” the resolution read, “the Assembly commits itself to saving the Republic and responding to force with force.” Hats flew into the air amid shouts of Viva la Repubblica!

			Of all the preparations Mazzini made to defend the city, none would prove more important than summoning Garibaldi. In the absence of an effective regular army, Garibaldi’s legion, its core the men who had fought with him in South America, was the most effective fighting force the republic had. But until then, Mazzini had not been eager to have the shaggy-haired warriors in Rome. Although the Hero of Two Worlds had been elected to the Assembly and had attended its first session, he was no politician; nor, as a military leader, was he comfortable taking orders from others. Most of the exploits that would give him his worldwide fame were still ahead of him, but he was nothing if not confident. “In a hundred battles,” he informed the triumvirate, “I have never lost one.”

			At six p.m. on April 27, Garibaldi led his fifteen hundred legionnaires on horseback through Porta Maggiore into the Eternal City. It was a memorable sight. The wild-looking men, sunburnt, wearing conical hats with black plumes, their bearded faces covered with dust, their lower legs bare, crowded around their leader. Word spread quickly through the city. “He has come! He has come!” No one had ever seen such a sight. The whole company, observed a British sculptor living in Rome, looked more like a bunch of brigands than a disciplined military force. They wore loose-fitting jackets, with black knapsacks on their back. Some carried long lances, others rifles. In their belts, rather than the swords worn by the regular soldiers, they carried large daggers.6

			
			The hero himself, on his magnificent white horse, was impossible to miss. Of medium height, Garibaldi had wide shoulders and a broad chest. His blue eyes seemed almost violet and for many had a mesmerizing effect. His chestnut-colored hair flowed down, unkempt, to rest on his shoulders. He had a bushy mustache together with a thick reddish beard that came down into two points. His darkly tanned face and large leonine nose were covered with freckles. He wore a red jacket with a short tail and a small black felt hat, from which two ostrich feathers stuck out. From his left hip hung a saber.7
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			Garibaldi’s arrival electrified the anxious city. “When I saw him on his beautiful white horse in the market-place, with his noble aspect,” recalled an Italian who enlisted in the defense forces on the spot, “his calm, kind face, his high, smooth forehead, his light hair and beard…reminded us of nothing so much as of our Savior’s head in the galleries….We all worshipped him.” Or as another of his followers enthused, Garibaldi was “a man of war, of rare bravery….The soldiers love him like a father, because he is just, human, severe, terrible…in his ardor to do good.”

			
			Adding to Garibaldi’s mystique was the distinctive figure who was always at his side. Andrea Aguyar’s black skin, along with his considerable height and muscular build, could not fail to draw people’s eyes to him. Born to slave parents around Montevideo, he had committed his life to Garibaldi from the time he joined him in South America. Aguyar dressed no less dramatically than Garibaldi himself, in a dark blue poncho over a red tunic, a beret atop his head, wearing blue trousers with green stripes. He carried a long lance adorned just below its point with a red streamer. A lasso from the pampas of South America hung from his belt. The imposing, ebony-skinned legionnaire atop his jet-black charger, alongside the golden-haired Garibaldi, wearing his white poncho on his white horse, made an unforgettable sight. When Garibaldi and Aguyar rode through the streets, hundreds of people rushed to see them, women lifting their small children on their shoulders so they, too, could witness history.8

			Also at Garibaldi’s side was a bushy-bearded, forty-seven-year-old Barnabite monk from Bologna, Ugo Bassi. He cut a dramatic figure himself, with kind eyes and a high forehead, set off against his dark beard and thick dark curly hair that hung in long waves from his head. A passionate and wildly popular preacher as well as poet, Bassi had long railed against the corruption of the upper clergy that plagued the church. He had been a strong early supporter of Pius IX and the causes of Italian independence and liberty. When the pope crushed the hopes of the Italian patriots with his address in April, Bassi, crestfallen, initially defended him. In a dramatic sermon in Bologna’s massive central church, he urged the huge crowd not to turn on the pontiff. Pius, said the monk, was not a villain but a victim of the villainy of the prelates around him. But by the end of the year, Bassi was calling for an end to papal rule. His sermons and writings in early 1849 had helped galvanize popular support for the Constituent Assembly.
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			When he first met the legionnaires outside Rome in April, Bassi quickly came under their leader’s spell. “Garibaldi is the Hero most worthy of poetry of any I can ever hope to meet in my entire life,” the Barnabite wrote. “Our souls have been conjoined, as if we had been sisters in Heaven before finding ourselves living on earth.” From that moment, Bassi became the chaplain of the legionnaires and the religious sidekick of the fiercely anticlerical Garibaldi. 9

			Passing through Rome’s streets, Garibaldi and his ragtag troops made their way to the Convent of San Silvestro, designated by the triumvirate to be their quarters. As they arrived, the last of the nuns who lived there were packing up their belongings and hurrying away.10

			

			—

			
			RAYNEVAL AND HARCOURT RECEIVED news of the French expedition along with urgent instructions from Paris. The success of the French military mission rested on their shoulders, they were told. If the pope would announce his intention to return to his reforming path, the Romans would greet the French army with open arms. If not, the result could be disastrous.11

			Rayneval went to see Cardinal Antonelli, who was far from pleased to learn of the French landing. The French ambassador stressed the importance of a papal pledge to keep to a reform path, but Antonelli was not encouraging. The decision, said the cardinal, would be up to the pope, but he doubted that any such statement would be made. “The clergy and the great majority of the people,” explained Antonelli, “blame the reforms that Pius IX introduced for all their misfortunes.”

			Hoping that he would get a more sympathetic hearing from the pope himself, Rayneval then went to see him. In contrast to Antonelli’s unhappiness on learning of the arrival of French troops, the pope initially greeted the news warmly. Encouraged, Rayneval explained that the French were eager to restore the pope, but to be successful, they would need him to do his part by pledging to maintain a liberal regime. Seeing the pope’s dubious expression, Rayneval tried to reassure him. All that would be required, he insisted, was for “Pius IX to remain Pius IX, nothing more.” He had to free himself from the reactionary influences that surrounded him.

			“I know very well,” replied Pius,

			
				what you have to say on this subject. The Pope is Austrian, the cardinals are Austrians and reactionaries, the Pope’s entourage is pushing him to return to the old ways, and the poor pope doesn’t know enough to listen….Don’t worry, Pius IX will remain Pius IX. But haven’t I gone through an unpleasant, sad experience? Should this experience count for nothing? Can I learn nothing from all the evils that I have suffered? Are there not a thousand precautions I should take? Should I not moderate the press? Close the clubs? Disarm most of the National Guard?12

			
For Rayneval, this was bad news indeed. If they could not change the pope’s mind, the justification the French had given for their military mission—ensuring freedom for the Roman people—would be revealed to the world to have been a cruel hoax.

			Harcourt was similarly discouraged. “We don’t have much to be happy about from what is going on here,” he reported from Gaeta. “We had barely landed in the Papal States when the recriminations against us began.” With the French military expedition’s success depending on the pope’s cooperation, Harcourt offered a picture that could not have been more unwelcome in Paris. “As the Holy Father is much gentler and more moderate than those around him, I had wanted to learn from him directly whether he would listen to us at least on some points. I have to tell you frankly and with great sadness that I now have little hope in this regard.”13

			

			—

			GENERAL CHARLES OUDINOT, son of one of Napoleon Bonaparte’s most famous generals, had recently inherited his father’s title of duke. A conservative man, he had a well-developed sense of pride, both in his own exalted name and in the name of France. Urged to move quickly on Rome, and encouraged to believe that he would find little resistance in doing so, he was not inclined to delay.

			

			—
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			“The resistance that Mazzini and his party can attempt,” the French chargé d’affaires, still in Rome, informed the general, “is based on only three or four hundred foreigners and the fanatics of the Popular Club.” Romans, he assured him, were “timid by nature” and would give in at the first sight of the powerful French army. All the defensive efforts in Rome—the barricades, the cannons—were, he reported, purely for show, and Garibaldi’s legionnaires were merely a bunch of undisciplined rabble. It was a view shared by many other foreign observers in Rome. “Barricades are erecting and the people preparing as for defence,” the British artist, William Story, who lived in Rome, recorded telegraphically in his diary. “Scores of labourers and contadini standing round and sometimes pitching a shovelful of gravel into a wheelbarrow, but taking about three days to do what an hour did in Berlin.”14

			On April 26, only a day after Oudinot’s troops disembarked at Civitavecchia, Rayneval and Harcourt wrote him with much the same message. “Onward, general!” urged Harcourt. “It is crucial that you hasten your march on Rome. Your sudden arrival has surprised and terrified. It is a situation you should take advantage of. If you leave enough time for the bad characters in Rome to recover from their initial shock, they will prepare the means of resistance and they will make blood flow, which it would be preferable to avoid.”

			“I do not think the idea of resistance is seriously entertained for a single moment, either by the authorities or the people,” the recently arrived American chargé d’affaires advised Washington on April 27. “The hopelessness of a contest with France is apparent to all.”15

			Encouraged by these reports, Oudinot led his troops out of Civitavecchia on April 28 and marched south along the sea down Via Aurelia. He took fifty-eight hundred of his men and brought no heavy artillery. His soldiers carried only three days of provisions in their backpacks.

			Early on that hot morning, in St. Peter’s Square, Garibaldi, together with the recently installed minister of war, General Giuseppe Avezzana, reviewed their forces. In addition to Garibaldi’s legionnaires, they included what remained of the regular papal army. The fifty-two-year-old Avezzana had had a swashbuckling career of his own. As a young man in Piedmont, he had taken part in the revolts that swept Italy in 1821 and, in the face a death sentence, had boarded a ship bound for America, where he had become a U.S. citizen. On learning of the revolts that were multiplying through his homeland a year earlier, Avezzana had rushed back to join in.16

			
			On the other side of the Tiber from St. Peter’s, several thousand National Guardsmen assembled in Piazza Santi Apostoli, not far from the Trevi Fountain. There Pietro Sterbini, the poet-physician who was now one of the Constituent Assembly’s most vocal radicals, addressed them.

			“Will you allow the clerical government to be reestablished?” bellowed Sterbini, as he gripped the railing of the balcony overlooking the piazza.

			“No!” the men shouted, thrusting their rifles over their heads.

			“Do you want to defend the freedom you have won with all your might?”

			“Viva la Repubblica!” the men bellowed in an impressive roar.17

			

			—

			MARCHING SOUTH TOWARD ROME, the French soldiers could not help but notice the hand-lettered signs, written in French, affixed to trees and poles, that lined the roadway. Their large block letters spelled out article five of the French constitution: “The French Republic respects foreign nations, as it expects others to respect its own, not initiating any war of conquest, and never employing its forces against the freedom of any people.”

			The walls of Rome bore a different message:

			
				Brothers! Rise up! The foreigners, the enemies of the Roman people, are advancing. They want to treat us, free men, as beasts at a market. They want to sell us. They insult us saying there will be no battle in Rome because the Romans don’t have the guts to fight….They come to destroy the government that you have created….They want to trample our freedom and honor….In the name of God and of the people, then, rise up o brothers!18

			
The next evening Oudinot ordered his army to make camp on the western outskirts of Rome. The men, thought the general, were an impressive sight. The soldiers wore tall, cylindrical hats on their heads, gold epaulettes at their shoulders, and a ring of metal armor around their necks. Their long tunics, belted tight around their waists, went down almost to their knees, partially covering their red pants. The handles of their sabers protruded from the leather sheaths that hung from their belts. They carried their sleeping bags over their shoulders and their ammunition in a cartridge pouch hanging around their waist. Despite the intense heat, their spirits were good, not least because they expected to receive a warm welcome from the Romans. They had marched two days without encountering any unpleasantness and were now camped in sight of the city’s walls.

			A delegation of deputies from the Roman Assembly arrived at the French camp and urged Oudinot to call off his assault. If he were to attack, they warned, he would be met by fierce resistance.

			“Nonsense,” replied the general. “The Italians do not fight. I have ordered dinner at the Hôtel de Minerve, and I shall be there to eat it.”19
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			Oudinot was not overly concerned about the thick twenty-six-foot-high seventeenth-century wall that now loomed ahead. The Romans’ unhappiness with their new government, together with the fear inspired by the sight of his army, he thought, would lead them to open the city gates without too much unpleasantness. He had brought with him neither large siege cannons nor ladders to scale the walls. At five a.m. on April 30, he ordered his men to break camp and march on Rome, heading for the northwestern corner of the city, near the Vatican palaces. As they approached the wall, in midmorning, the men, wearing heavy greatcoats, were sweating profusely in the growing heat of the day.

			A mile from the wall they reached a fork in the road. To the right, a narrower path followed the ancient Acqua Paola aqueduct to the top of Janiculum Hill and the Porta San Pancrazio gate. To the left, the larger road led to a summit overlooking the Vatican before descending to end at Porta Cavalleggieri, not far from St. Peter’s Square. Oudinot ordered the bulk of his troops to the left, toward the Vatican, sending a smaller detachment, of perhaps a thousand men, to the right to guard his flank.

			The main French force was within a quarter mile of the wall when, to their surprise, two cannon blasts from a bastion along the wall sent a hail of grapeshot onto their advance guard. Having received a telegram earlier that morning telling him that the troops were on their way, General Avezzana, head of the republican forces, had sent a captain to climb atop the great cupola over St. Peter’s Basilica to look out for them. For his part, Mazzini had made sure that the city was prepared religiously as well as militarily. Ever eager to identify the defenders’ cause with the Romans’ religion, he ordered a “Decree of the Triumvirs for Public Prayer” posted on walls throughout the city. At the pealing of the church bells, sounding the alarm at the time of attack, the decree declared, “The Holy Sacrament will be exposed in all of the principal churches to pray for Rome’s safety and victory of its good cause.”1

			
			Once it was clear that the Romans planned to fight, prudence might have led Oudinot to order a retreat to await reinforcements and the heavy artillery required for a siege. But the general still nourished the belief that once the Romans saw the full force of his army, their resistance would quickly fade. In any case, the prospect of having his army turn tail at the first sound of gunfire was too humiliating to consider.

			When, in responding to the cannon blasts, the French marksmen’s first shots produced a moment of confusion among the defenders atop the wall, Oudinot ordered his men to advance. His plan was to enter the city through Porta Pertusa, at the northwestern point of the wall, bordering the Vatican gardens, and he had brought bags of gunpowder to blow it up if necessary. But when the troops neared the wall, they discovered that there was no longer any gate there. Porta Pertusa had been walled over decades earlier, a fact that had not yet found its way onto French military maps.

			By the time they discovered their error, the French were coming under heavy fire, as the city’s defenders rained cannon shot and musket balls down on the exposed troops. The French hastily wheeled two small field cannons into position and began firing, but they could not long survive the return fire from the bastions. A few of the braver Frenchmen tried to scale the wall with spike nails, but the task was hopeless.

			With the Porta Pertusa plan foiled, the French command ordered a brigade to move to the right along the wall to attack Porta Cavalleggieri. To reach it, the soldiers would have to go at least half a mile, passing down a steep hill through open vineyards within shooting range of the defenders perched atop the wall. The task, they soon realized, was impossible. A second brigade was directed to go left around the Vatican in an attempt to penetrate Porta Angelica. Needing a path wide enough for their horse-drawn artillery, the soldiers had to follow a ridge going north before then turning down into a valley approaching the gate. Five hundred feet from Porta Angelica, they came under heavy fire. The French artillery captain leading the assault was among the first to be killed, felled along with the four horses that pulled the lead cannon.

			
			The French brigades that had earlier separated from the main force, following the aqueduct toward Porta San Pancrazio atop Janiculum Hill, never made it to the wall. Not wanting to allow the French to gain the protection offered by the aristocrats’ villas outside the gate, Garibaldi had already led his men into the area. The Janiculum’s relatively cool temperatures, and its dense, verdant gardens, had attracted noble families for centuries. Among the most prominent of these were the Corsinis and Pamfilis, and it was on the grounds of their estates that the day’s bloodiest battle was fought. As a volunteer battalion of highly motivated, but only hastily trained, university students and artists moved through the Pamfili gardens, they ran straight into the oncoming force of French infantry. As the young men fell before the French assault, Garibaldi, wielding his saber and riding his white horse, led his bearded legionnaires into the fray. Garibaldi’s officers, easily spotted in their long red blouses, led their men through the flowering rosebushes, using their bayonets to skewer the French troops as the attackers paused to reload their rifles. Along the way, a French bullet pierced Garibaldi’s stomach, a wound that would nag him for months. Ugo Bassi, the revolutionary monk, never far from his hero, was nearby, tending to the wounded, until he had his horse shot out from under him.

			The battle had begun in late morning. By five p.m., it was over. Instead of enjoying a fine dinner at the Hôtel de Minerve, General Oudinot found himself setting up camp back on the road to Civitavecchia, ministering to his many wounded men and, perhaps most painfully of all, preparing a report to send to Paris. Garibaldi meanwhile returned to Rome with three hundred captured French soldiers in tow. “Long live the republic,” “Down with Pius IX!” cried the Romans as the French troops trod down the street. When a woman passed by carrying a rifle, the men of the National Guard*1 broke into applause. Everywhere people clamored to get weapons of their own.2

			
			The Romans’ support for the new regime was no longer in doubt. Their victory over the French, reported the otherwise unsympathetic consul of Württemberg a few days after the battle, “had a wholly unexpected result….Since the other day a huge enthusiasm has suddenly appeared among a people who until then had seemed entirely apathetic….All of a sudden there is a spirit of war among the people that seems incomprehensible and that must have entirely altered the expectations of the French army.” The U.S. chargé d’affaires was similarly surprised by the swift transformation. “The appearance of a foreign enemy has accomplished for the republic what its own measures, papal abuses and the cause of liberty have hitherto failed to effect. It has converted thousands, who were indifferent as to its existence, into warm and strong supporters.”3

			In preparing for the battle, Mazzini had appointed a special medical force, naming as its head Cristina Belgiojoso, a woman who would become a legendary figure in the Italian struggle for independence. She organized twelve military hospitals in Rome and recruited women from the upper classes to staff them. From one of Milan’s wealthiest noble families, the forty-year-old Belgiojoso had married a much older prince when she was sixteen but separated from him by the time she was twenty. Known for her beauty, her intelligence, her distinguished manner, and her dramatic dress, she was thin, her skin almost pallid, with large black eyes and black hair, and a narrow aquiline nose. She normally dressed all in white, set off by a necklace of black coral. A lifelong supporter of Italian independence, she had been exiled from Milan by the Austrians in 1831 and had made her Paris home into a meeting place for other Italian exiles, intellectuals, and artists. Like many Italian patriots exhilarated by the toppling of the papal government, she had rushed to the Eternal City to take part in the momentous events under way there.4

			On the day of the French assault, Belgiojoso wrote to Margaret Fuller, placing the American journalist in charge of the women volunteers to tend to the wounded at one of Rome’s major hospitals, Fate Bene Fratelli. “Go there at twelve,” wrote the princess, “if the alarm bell has not rung before.” She concluded her note simply, “May God help us.”5

			
			Women would play an important role in Rome’s defense. As the battle raged on the thirtieth, they stood at the city’s barricades, armed with muskets and knives. In the days that followed, piles of stones could be found along Rome’s streets, bearing the inscription “Arms for women.” On May 6 the barricades commission issued a call: “Women of Rome! Gather deadly rocks, relentless stones….Lucretia*2 stabbed herself to defend your honor. You, beautiful Roman women, win to defend your honor.”6

			In the wake of their unexpected victory, the Romans showed new pride. “Yesterday,” began a proclamation placed on the walls of the city, “the entry of the French in Rome began. They entered through Porta San Pancrazio…as our prisoners.” Mazzini had notarized copies of the testimony of captured French troops posted through the city. They had been misled, the soldiers said, told that the Romans yearned for the pope’s return, but as one put it, once they had arrived, “we heard everywhere: ‘We don’t want any more of the government of the priests. The pope can return for all we care, but only for religious matters.’ We came as friends, we are brothers, because we are true republicans, and we fought only because we were betrayed.”7

			Mazzini himself had few illusions. Unless the French changed sides, he knew, the Roman Republic was doomed. King Ferdinand and his Neapolitan army were threatening from the south, and the Austrians were preparing to invade from the north. Nothing Mazzini could do would stop them, but the French were a different matter. Two months earlier, fifty-seven members of France’s Assembly had sent the Roman Republic a letter of support. “The old tyrants,” they wrote, “will think twice before attacking Romans and overturning their independence. If they ever dare to do it….Citizens of Italy, the French democracy’s sympathies are with you. Should you call for aid, its volunteers would come to help you chase the barbarians out.” Back then, the French left could not imagine that it would be French and not Austrian “barbarians” who would attempt to crush Rome’s new republic.8

			
			The French government’s duplicity had now been exposed. With new parliamentary elections scheduled to be held in France in two weeks, Mazzini had reason to think—or at least hope—that the left might win. If it did, the French army’s mission would certainly change. Rather than plot with the three Catholic monarchies to crush the Roman Republic, the French forces might well come to their sister republic’s aid.

			Eager to win French sympathy in advance of the election, the Roman triumvirate ordered the release of the French prisoners. There was no basis for hostility between the two republics, said Mazzini, in announcing a festive send-off for the captured Frenchmen. “The Roman people,” he explained, “will salute the brave soldiers of our sister republic with applause and a fraternal demonstration at noon.” Preceded by a phalanx of National Guardsmen, the French soldiers marched down the Corso to the stirring sound of the Marseillaise. The Romans lining the way applauded, with some coming up to embrace and kiss the young Frenchmen, others handing them food. “Long live the French people!” they shouted. “Long live the two sister republics! Down with the government of the priests!”9

			That same day, a week after the French defeat, Captain Key, the British naval officer, made his way to Rome. The city was a war zone, and he had heard that some of his compatriots were eager to escape. Villas outside Rome’s gates were being blown up and trees chopped down to leave a clear line of fire against any invading army. People filled their homes with paving stones, ready to hurl them from their roofs should hostile troops succeed in penetrating the city’s walls. Construction of the barricades continued at a frenetic pace. New rumors that Neapolitan troops were approaching from the south heightened the tension.

			The captain went to see Mazzini, who spoke to him in his accented English. The past days had been trying for the Italian leader. He looked haggard, his beard grizzled. In exchange for a pledge that the horses they took would not end up in French hands, Mazzini granted Key’s request to allow any foreigner who wanted to do so to leave.

			
			The next day the captain returned to talk to Mazzini again, hoping to help find a way to avoid bloodshed. It was clear that Rome must fall, Key told the republic’s leader, either to the French now or to the combined armies of the other Catholic powers later. Clearly it would be better to negotiate with the French than to have to deal with the Austrians and Neapolitans. Having suffered such a great stain on their honor as they had with their abortive initial attack, the French would never rest until they had taken Rome. “I used every argument,” recalled the British captain, “to convince him of the folly of resistance,” but Mazzini would not be moved. Soon, thought the Italian prophet, the French people would learn the news that, contrary to what they had been told, their troops had been sent to Italy to reconquer Rome for the pope. The storm of outrage this would provoke would, he hoped, transform France from enemy into ally.10

			With the armies Pius had summoned on the move, popular anger at the pope and the Catholic clergy was running high. “The hatred that this population shows against the priests,” wrote a member of the Constituent Assembly to his wife in early May, “is unimaginable. They have burned the carriages of the cardinals in the public squares, and woe unto anyone who speaks out in favor of the pope. He would be the immediate victim of popular furor.” The destruction of the cardinals’ magnificently painted, gilded carriages had become an elaborate popular spectacle. In one of these pantomimes, to the onlookers’ delight, prostitutes dressed themselves in priests’ garb. In another, a man clothed in a cardinal’s rich red robe sat haughtily in a carriage, surrounded by others impersonating priests and servants. A faux supplicant then approached the cardinal, only to be contemptuously dismissed. Then the people went to work with their axes and clubs, amid a torrent of curses, smashing the carriage to pieces before setting it afire.

			Republican officials visited each of Rome’s many monasteries and convents to inform the monks and nuns that they were now free to break their religious vows. Cloistered nuns opened their doors only a crack to receive the news, but it seems none availed themselves of their new freedom.11

			General Oudinot sent a telegram reporting news of his defeat to Paris. He did so with remarkable economy: “Our troops, having met with resistance under Rome’s walls, have retreated to Castel di Guido where General Oudinot awaits reinforcements and heavy equipment for a siege.” At the same time, he wrote a longer report. “The sympathies for the old government,” he remarked, “are far from being as great as was supposed….Pius IX is loved, but people dread the return of the clerical government.” French honor was now at stake, but so was Oudinot’s own reputation. “Have no concern,” wrote the general. Once reinforcements arrived, he vowed, it would take him only a few days to conquer Rome.12

			
			When he read Oudinot’s telegram with the shocking news of the army’s unexpected defeat at Rome, Odilon Barrot, the French prime minister, felt faint and collapsed into a chair. Members of the cabinet gathered around the stricken Louis Napoleon, all dreading the prospect of telling the Assembly the news. “A humiliation of our army that is not immediately remedied,” argued Falloux, the Catholic minister, “would be a double defeat for French influence and for the liberal spirit in Italy.” By the president’s look, Falloux—whose concern for advancing the liberal cause in Italy could hardly have been less sincere—knew that he had hit the right note. For Louis Napoleon, nothing was more important than casting himself as the defender of French honor. Not eager to face the attacks the news would provoke in the Assembly, the ministers decided to remain silent until they had more details. When, two days later, word began leaking out, the government put out a short—wholly misleading—statement:

			
				It appears from a telegram received by the government that General Oudinot began to march on Rome where, following all available information, he was called by popular demand. But having encountered a more serious resistance than was expected from the foreigners who have occupied Rome, he took up a position a short distance from the city where he awaits the rest of the expeditionary corps.

			

			The government’s attempts to minimize the import of the disaster did little to head off what would be an exceedingly painful session of the Assembly that same day. Had they not been told the previous month, asked Jules Favre, one of France’s most influential moderate republicans, that they were voting to send the army to help protect Rome from the Austrians? Had the prime minister not assured the Assembly that the goal of the military mission was, in Barrot’s own words, to guarantee a good government to the Roman people, founded on liberal institutions? “The blood of our officers,” Favre charged, “the blood of our generous soldiers has been shed for the Pope. It has been shed for despotism.” To the ministers’ denials, Favre replied:

			
			
				You say: no. You will offer a justification for your behavior, I think, and the Assembly will assess it. I hope the Assembly will take this deplorable affair in hand, and will no longer continue to give you its confidence, because it knows what you have done, whether through incompetence or treason I do not know.

			

			“It’s treason!” shouted the deputies from the left.

			Favre demanded that an envoy be sent to Rome to represent the Assembly. “It is important,” he said, “that France’s position be clearly separated from that of the men who have so disastrously conducted this mission. The Assembly must intervene to impose its will and its authority.” The body then approved a motion demanding that the French troops’ mission in Italy be limited to the one that the Assembly had authorized.13

			

			—

			WHILE THE FRENCH WERE licking their wounds, King Ferdinand and his Neapolitan army were marching through several towns in the south of the Papal States, headed toward Rome. On May 2 the triumvirate alerted the Romans to the threat. “His intent,” they proclaimed, “is to reestablish the pope as absolute temporal ruler. His arms are persecution, brutality, plunder.” In a letter to his mother the next day, Aurelio Saffi, Mazzini’s fellow triumvir, put up a brave front. “Twelve thousand Neapolitans are now at Velletri, with the king…but they don’t scare anyone….The popolani of Rome are saying: ‘We’ve eaten the Gauls,*3 now we’ll eat the macaroni.’ ”14

			
			On May 5, the Neapolitans entered Albano, fifteen miles southeast of Rome. From his new outpost, King Ferdinand wrote to the pope, reporting that people there were greeting him as a hero. Captain Key met with the king in Albano three days later but painted a very different picture for his navy superiors in London. “The people at Albano, though not republican,” wrote Key, “are much dissatisfied with the Neapolitans, who have enforced a cry of ‘Viva il re’*4 everywhere, and imprisoned many who were suspected of being averse to the intervention.”15

			Having beaten back the French, Garibaldi and his legion were now free to take on the Neapolitans. On paper, it would seem no match. The sixteen thousand finely uniformed men of King Ferdinand’s army, with their large cavalry and well-equipped artillery, faced a ragamuffin force that, to the eyes of many, resembled nothing so much as an unusually large band of brigands. Garibaldi’s men wore no uniform, aside from the scarlet shirts of their officers. Chosen by the men based on their courage in battle, the officers wore no other sign of their rank. When they stopped to rest, the legionnaires left their horses free to wander, then mounted them without saddle or bit. For food, they chased down sheep, which they dispatched with their bayonets, returning to camp to roast the carcass and share the meat. Garibaldi himself gave the impression of being more of an Indian chief than a general. He sat on his horse, said one observer, as if he had been born in the saddle. When not resting in the tiny tent that he made out of his rifle and his coat, he could be seen atop a hill with his looking glass, scouring the countryside for enemy positions. His troops were a collection of young men bursting with enthusiasm for the Italian cause, old soldiers loyal to the bold captain they had followed from continent to continent, and some, less scrupulous, eager for adventure and hoping for plunder.

			
			Ferdinand nervously followed Garibaldi’s movements. On May 9 he sent some of his units to try to cut off the legionnaires’ escape route, but in a three-hour battle, it was the outnumbered garibaldini who sent the Neapolitan army in embarrassing flight, leaving their cannons behind them in their haste. Having heard horrifying tales of the savage Garibaldi, the Neapolitan soldiers who were taken prisoner begged for mercy, colorfully cursing the pope in Neapolitan dialect. Enjoying a cigar in celebration of a good day’s work, Garibaldi was eager to pursue his advantage, but he received word from Rome that the French might soon launch their second assault. He was told to bring his legionnaires back.16

			The Spanish had meanwhile landed at the coastal town of Fiumicino, at the mouth of the Tiber, eighteen miles west of Rome. It was not the most propitious of sites, for its few hundred inhabitants abandoned it during the malaria season each summer, but it was there, with much fanfare, that the Spanish planted a papal flag. “And so the chorus is complete,” the triumvirate proclaimed on posters all over Rome. “Austria, France and Spain make yet another attempt at the old story, responding to a pope’s call.”17

			

			—

			IN EARLY MAY, IN YET another attempt to get the pope to publicly pronounce his willingness to keep his reforms, Harcourt and Rayneval sent Cardinal Antonelli a formal document spelling out the French position. France had decided to send its army to Rome, they wrote, “full of confidence in the generous intentions that must be expected from the Holy Father concerning the maintenance of the liberal institutions in his states….The thinking of the Government of the Republic is not to impose on the Roman population a regime that they would not accept of their own free will.”

			France’s aim, explained the French ambassadors, was “to bring about a rapprochement, ensuring that the Holy Father, in entering Rome, finds himself once again in a situation that is satisfactory both for him and for his people, for only this will guarantee both Italy and Europe against new unrest.” The ambassadors concluded by renewing the plea that the pope had heard so many times:

			
			
				In order to facilitate the difficult task that it has undertaken, France is counting heavily on the assistance of the Pontifical Government. It would therefore hope that, without any further delay, His Holiness would deign to publish a manifesto that, in guaranteeing liberal institutions…as required by the times, would ensure that all resistance would crumble.18

			

			If the French ambassadors had any hopes that this latest appeal would be any more successful than their earlier ones, they were quickly disappointed. It would be folly, Pius told Rayneval, for him to embark on the same road that had already once led him to the “edge of the abyss.”

			“So don’t imagine,” said the pope, “that the return to the old order of things is possible. I would never permit it.”

			Pius went on to explain that Italians were different from the French. It was not simply a question of the incompatibility of constitutional rule with church authority in the Papal States. “When France gets to see things close up,” he said, “it will understand that the Italian peoples are not suited for representative institutions. They are not yet sufficiently educated….They must first pass through an intermediate stage. The time will come when they will be capable of having, like others, a regime that offers freedoms. But they are not ready for it today.”19

			Rayneval was frustrated, but Harcourt was even more upset. If it were not for the unpalatable alternative of having the Austrians occupy Rome, he advised Paris, he would recommend having the French wash their hands of the matter. What loomed ahead was frightening: French soldiers would shed their blood to restore a government of priests despised by the Romans, and as thanks they would gain only the hatred of the people they had come to help.

			“The pope,” reported Harcourt, “is very good, but he has the disadvantages of his goodness: he is fickle, irresolute, and as a consequence not by his nature able to escape the influences that surround him, which are all obscurantist and reactionary. The whole clique around him are Austrian-lovers down to the marrow of their bones.”20

			In Paris, as the left continued to denounce the government’s duplicity, the French foreign minister bombarded his ambassadors in Gaeta with ever more frantic pleas to get the pope to announce his plans for reforms. On May 10, he sent instructions to General Oudinot: “Tell the Romans that we do not want to join with the Neapolitans against them. Pursue negotiations….Reinforcements are being sent. Wait for them. Try to enter Rome through an agreement with its inhabitants, or if you are forced to attack Rome, be sure it is with the greatest possible chance of success.”21

			

			—

			
			DISTRUSTFUL OF THE FRENCH and having little confidence in the fighting capacity of either the Neapolitans or the Spaniards, Cardinal Antonelli continued to place his hopes in Austria. “It is a true scandal,” he complained to his nuncio in Vienna, “to further postpone coming to the aid of the Center and seat of Christianity, which is in the grip of the fiercest enemies of religion and of humanity. I hope that Austria will not want to delay the time of its much desired liberation.”22

			Although Antonelli did not yet know it, good news was on its way. Prince Schwarzenberg had already sent fifteen thousand troops to retake Tuscany for the grand duke and to march on the walled city of Bologna in the Papal States as well.23 On May 8 a division of the Austrian army, with seven thousand men and a dozen cannons, took up positions in the hills overlooking Bologna. Accompanying the Austrian army was Monsignor Gaetano Bedini, Pius’s choice to reestablish papal government there. When the bolognesi refused to yield, the Austrians launched their attack, assaulting two of the city’s gates before being driven away by musket fire from atop the wall. From their positions in the nearby hills, the Austrians then rained their deadly artillery on the town below. After eight days of bombardment, as fires ravaged the city, their situation hopeless, the people of Bologna surrendered.24

			

			—

			WHILE THE AUSTRIAN ARMY was bombing the bolognesi into submission, a new French envoy was on his way to the Papal States in an effort to avoid the need for the French army to do the same in Rome. The French Assembly had demanded that someone be sent to ensure that the French army not exceed its charge. The man chosen for what would prove to be a thankless task was forty-three-year-old Ferdinand de Lesseps, a second-generation diplomat who had most recently served as the French ambassador to Madrid. Lesseps had previously kept his distance from the hothouse of French politics. He now entered a minefield of double-dealing and treachery from which he would not emerge unscathed.25
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			The French government’s embarrassment over its plight in Rome could scarcely have been greater. “A more remarkable series of blunders and failures both political and military,” huffed a May 11 London Times editorial, “it has seldom been our duty to record.” The government’s mendacity had not gone unnoticed: “The root of the mischief seems to be the extraordinary equivocation practiced by the French government to conceal their real object in this expedition. They had the courage to undertake it, but not to avow the reason….[They] continued to assume the credit of a demonstration against Austria for what was in reality a demonstration approved by Austria for the restoration of the Pope.” As a result of the government’s duplicity, added the Times Paris correspondent, a coup in Paris might be imminent.26

			
			At a chilly meeting with Vienna’s ambassador in Paris, Drouyn, the French foreign minister, pleaded for Austria’s help in getting the pope to break free of what he termed the “occult” influences surrounding him in Gaeta who were turning him against his earlier reform path. Otherwise, Drouyn warned, a war between Austria and France might erupt, one that might well turn into a Europe-wide conflagration. For more than an hour, the French foreign minister droned on, recalled the disapproving Austrian, “in a manner as verbose as it was confused.”

			Unable to contain himself any further, the Austrian ambassador broke in. “You speak of an occult influence in Gaeta. If you are referring to the Imperial Cabinet you are in error. Austria’s agents have everywhere used the same language.” It was rather the French government that was acting deceitfully. “In Paris,” the Austrian diplomat pointed out, the French government “said that it was sending an expedition to Rome to safeguard the Romans’ freedoms, and in Gaeta it said that the expedition’s goal was to return the Holy Father to his throne.” Paris had claimed that it was acting to stop Austria, but, said the Austrian, this had fooled no one. “You blame us for the pope’s mistrust….Do not fool yourselves. It is you yourselves who have caused it. The Holy Father believes the aims that you have offered to the National Assembly, and the National Assembly believes the aims that you have given the pope.” The French government, complained the Austrian ambassador, was now trying to make the pope pay the price for its own incompetence, intimidating him in order to quiet the left opposition in the French Assembly. “You risk setting yourselves against the church and, in doing so,” warned the Austrian, “forgetting the maxim that one must never have for enemies either women or priests.”27

			

			—

			ON MAY 9, RAYNEVAL arrived at French military headquarters outside Rome for a meeting with General Oudinot. With reinforcements already arriving, the general was in a surprisingly good mood, confident that he would soon be able to redeem himself. Yet he realized that the task ahead was a delicate one. Taking Rome for the pope, he explained to the ambassador, was a far more complicated task than conquering any other city. To bombard it into submission would mean to destroy its churches and monuments, the pride of the civilized world. Nor could the French wage war through the city’s barricaded streets, for the resulting bloodshed would hardly endear the pope to his people. Instead, Oudinot explained, he planned to bring an overwhelming force to the walls of Rome, use his heavy cannons to blast a hole in it, build bridges over the Tiber, and so force the renegade government to surrender. Rayneval agreed that this was a good plan. In the end, he thought, resistance would be limited.

			
			This was a view shared by Captain Key, following his visit to Rome and his inspection of the French troops camped outside the city. The new attack, he told London on May 12, would likely come in a few days’ time. “As there are many parts of the walls where half an hour’s cannonading would completely demolish them,” he predicted, “the French will enter the town with ease.” The question for the British naval officer was not whether the French would succeed in taking Rome but what they would do once they took it. In the towns they had occupied, the French had hoisted their own flag alongside that of the Roman Republic. Nowhere had they put up the white papal flag.28

			The next night Ferdinand de Lesseps, the new French envoy, landed in Civitavecchia and made his way south to French military headquarters. On arrival, he handed General Oudinot a letter from the French foreign minister explaining his mission. The letter said nothing about the uproar in the Assembly that had led to Lesseps’s appointment. Rather, Drouyn simply explained that, given the unexpected resistance Oudinot had encountered, the government had decided to place a diplomat alongside him to be entirely dedicated to negotiations with the authorities in Rome.29

			The general was not happy to be saddled with a diplomat whose authority risked putting his in question and whose mission of crafting a negotiated settlement seemed to conflict with his own. Nor was it clear that the French government in fact did seek a peaceful settlement, for Lesseps handed the general a second letter, this one written by the French president, Louis Napoleon.

			
			
				My dear general,

				The news by telegram announcing the unexpected resistance that you encountered beneath Rome’s walls has pained me greatly. I would have hoped, as you know, that the residents of Rome, opening their eyes to the evidence, would eagerly receive a friendly and selfless mission. But it was otherwise. As our soldiers were greeted as enemies, our military honor is now at stake. I will not abide by it suffering such a blow. You will not lack for reinforcements. Tell your soldiers that I appreciate their bravery, that I share their pain, and that they will always be able to count on my support and on my appreciation.30

			

			The next day Oudinot sent a telegram to Drouyn: “I will enter Rome with the agreement of the inhabitants and without firing a shot. At least, I have good reason to count on it.”31

			As his superiors would later complain, the French general appeared to have great difficulty learning from experience.

		

		
			*1  With the advent of the Roman Republic, the Civic Guard was transformed into the National Guard.

			*2  Lucretia, wife of a Roman consul in the late sixth century B.C., committed suicide after being raped by an Etruscan king’s son, leading, it was believed, to the overthrow of the monarchy and the advent of ancient Rome’s republic.

			*3  This is a play on words in Roman dialect: Ce semo magnate li Galli, mo ce magneremo li maccheroni. The word Galli has the double meaning of “Gauls”—or Frenchmen—and “roosters.” Romans condescendingly viewed southern Italians as macaroni eaters.

			*4  “Long live the king.”
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			In mid-May, General Oudinot moved into his new headquarters in a villa only two miles from Rome’s gates. Thousands of reinforcements had arrived, and more were on the way, as French officers planned for the siege that would begin should negotiations fail. What worried Oudinot most was not the military might of the Roman Republic, for which he had little regard, but the approaching Roman summer. A reporter at the French camp captured the sense of dread: “Already the heat is great….Even within the walls of Rome, sickness and fever fall to the lot of every stranger, but without, the effects of malaria are so severe that no one can sleep abroad with impunity. What, then, is to become of the 20,000 men now encamped within a mile of Rome?” In a report later in May, the correspondent added, “One hundred men swollen with the malaria fever came in here yesterday, and in another week the hospitals will not contain the number of sick who will claim admittance. Will the General-in-Chief, under such circumstances, hesitate any longer? For my part, I think not.”1

			While the French were building up their forces west of the city, King Ferdinand and his army were back in the Papal States, at Albano, only a few miles south of Rome. The king was emboldened by the news from Sicily, where, on May 15, his army had captured Palermo, ending the yearlong revolt. Eager to cast himself as the pope’s savior, he stood at the head of ten thousand troops.

			With Lesseps, the new French envoy, beginning negotiations with Rome’s triumvirate, the danger of an immediate French assault was much reduced. It was time, thought Mazzini, to again address the threat to the south. In mid-May, both Garibaldi’s irregular forces and the regular army under General Pietro Roselli marched out of the city. Coordination of the two forces left much to be desired. Roselli had formal military training and deep knowledge of the history of warfare and strategy. He planned carefully and closely monitored troop movements. By contrast, Garibaldi had no formal military training, nor any use for it. He fought by intuition, guided in no small part by emotion. At Roselli’s headquarters, Garibaldi was referred to as “the pirate,” but once the battle was joined, it was Roselli who would prove slow to adapt to new developments, while Garibaldi was nothing if not agile on the battlefield. It was Garibaldi whom King Ferdinand most feared. At word that he was on his way, the Bourbon monarch moved his army south to take up a defensive position at Velletri, where the rumor quickly spread among Ferdinand’s troops that the “red devil,” as they called Garibaldi, was invincible. When Garibaldi’s men attacked, the terrified Neapolitan soldiers once again quickly melted away, heading south across the border. The subsequent return of the humiliated king to Gaeta on May 21 would further dampen the pope’s spirits.2

			
			Ferdinand’s setback reinforced the pope’s belief that his salvation lay with the Austrian army alone, but Prince Schwarzenberg had other ideas. “All our efforts,” he told Esterházy on May 19, “must be directed to prevent the Italian complications from provoking a conflict between us and France.” The best way to do this, he wrote, was through the four-power Gaeta conference.

			There was one other piece of advice that Schwarzenberg felt compelled to give. He had been shocked by word that the French envoys were urging the pope to visit France to win popular support for his cause. The proposal, he declared, “seems to me to prove yet once more that there is no idea so bizarre that it does not find some adherents in France, if it in some way flatters the nation’s self-regard.” When he had been in Rome years earlier, recalled the Austrian chancellor, the pope, amid the majesty of his monumental basilicas, had been an awe-inspiring figure. By contrast, remarked Schwarzenberg, “a tourist pope, traveling up and down a part of Europe by rail and stopping at each station to bless the crowds of the curious eager to enjoy this new spectacle would simply be…futile food thrown out to the frivolity and skepticism of the false spirits who abound everywhere.”3

			

			—

			
			WHEN LESSEPS MOVED INTO a hotel in the center of Rome to begin negotiations, he saw firsthand how determined the Romans were to resist invasion and urged Oudinot to hold off his attack. There was still a chance, the envoy thought, that a peaceful solution could be found. Reluctantly, on May 17, Oudinot agreed to a cease-fire.4

			Two days later the Roman government rejected Lesseps’s first proposal, which reflected his understanding of what the French parliament had authorized in sending the army to Rome. The text called on the Romans to ask for the French Republic’s “fraternal protection” and to welcome the French soldiers as brothers. It guaranteed the Romans’ right to decide freely on their own form of government. Military action inside Rome was to be jointly coordinated by Roman and French forces, and Rome’s civil authorities were to continue to function. What the proposal lacked, Mazzini pointed out, was any recognition that a legitimate government, the Roman Republic, freely elected by the people, already existed in Rome.5

			The French elections for a new National Assembly had meanwhile taken place, giving a boost to Oudinot, who was fast losing patience with Lesseps. The conservatives had won a big victory, crushing Mazzini’s hopes for greater French support for his republican cause. Continued negotiations, thought the general, were now useless. “If one sincerely wants peace,” he told Lesseps on May 21, “let’s enter Rome. The army’s discipline and our government’s generosity are the most powerful guarantees of order and freedom that the Romans could want.” That same day, aboard the Bulldog at Civitavecchia, Captain Key sent the latest news to London. “The French,” he predicted, “will undoubtedly have possession of Rome either by treaty or assault before the end of this week.”6

			The Eternal City was a portrait of contrasts. Shops remained open, and life went on, but the city gates were shut and people could leave only with the military’s permission. The threat of foreign invasion had united the Romans, who were furious at the pope for trying to reestablish his rule by military conquest. Reports of the bombardment and fall of Bologna, the second city of the Roman Republic, had only made things worse.7

			
			On the afternoon of May 20, Ciceruacchio—who the previous year had led marches through Rome’s streets vowing loyalty to the pope—brought a hundred of his followers to Piazza del Popolo. There they tore down the papal crests that hung over the doors of the piazza’s four churches before entering the sanctuaries and ripping out their wooden confessionals, to be added to the city’s barricades. For the people of Rome, nothing symbolized the intrusion of the priestly gaze into their lives more than the confessionals, where they were pressured to reveal their illicit thoughts and deeds under threat of excommunication.8

			Ciceruacchio and his men then made their way down the Corso, pulling confessionals from other churches along the way. Piling some of these back in the middle of Piazza del Popolo, the men planned to hold a celebratory bonfire after dark.

			On learning of all this, Mazzini was dismayed. After ordering the National Guard to put a stop to it, he had a proclamation posted on the city walls the next day. “Romans,” it read, “yesterday, in a moment of thoughtlessness, produced by the imminence of new dangers, some of you removed several confessionals from churches in order to find new materials for the barricades.” Given the dangers they faced, their imprudent action could be forgiven, but, the triumvirs warned, “the enemies of our holy Republic are watching from all corners of Europe, looking for the chance to put our noble efforts in a bad light, and to accuse the people of irreverence and irreligion.” It was important, the notice concluded, “that you yourselves replace the confessionals in the churches from which you took them yesterday.”9

			

			—

			WHEN PIUS LEARNED THAT the French had sent a new envoy to negotiate with the men who ruled Rome, he was furious. Adding to his irritation were Harcourt and Rayneval’s incessant pleas for him to commit to keeping his reforms. No matter how many times he rebuffed them, they kept pressing. Although he had earlier felt a closer emotional bond with France, it was becoming ever clearer to him that it was on Austria that he must depend.

			
			“You can be sure,” Pius told Rayneval on May 18, “that Austria does not push me one way versus another….Austria is content to protect my independence and does not go beyond that.”10

			Rayneval found himself in an increasingly uncomfortable position. He had repeatedly told Drouyn that there was no way they could persuade the pope to embrace representative government in Rome, yet each letter of instructions from Paris carried the same refrain. Rayneval also resented his government’s decision to send Lesseps to Rome, undercutting his own authority. “The question, my dear count,” confided Rayneval to the Dutch ambassador in Gaeta, “is now so overloaded with complications that I admit that I no longer understand anything, and I leave the task of untangling it all to those more skilled than I, or to the natural course of events.”11

			Meeting in Cardinal Antonelli’s room on Sunday, May 20, for the latest session of the Gaeta conference, the two French envoys again found themselves under attack. Why had France sent an envoy to negotiate with the criminal band who had taken Rome? Their claim that Lesseps had come simply to negotiate the city’s surrender met unconcealed disbelief. As the meeting then turned to other recent developments, the Neapolitan ambassador had the unenviable task of explaining how Ferdinand’s army had been so ignominiously routed by Garibaldi’s irregulars. The debacle, Count Ludolf tried to convince his colleagues, was all the fault of the French. Not only had they refused to coordinate their actions with Ferdinand, but by negotiating with Mazzini, they had left Rome’s military free to move south.

			At least, remarked Ludolf, wherever Ferdinand had gone in the Papal States, he had raised the papal flag and immediately handed the local administration over to papal authorities. By contrast, wherever the French had gone, they had left the Roman Republic’s flag up alongside their own and refused to allow Pius’s emissaries to reestablish papal rule.

			The Austrian ambassador then took his turn lambasting the French, accusing them of undermining the four-power Catholic conference. Rather than coordinating their efforts with the others, the French had sent its army to Rome without any warning and were now preventing the other powers from intervening.

			
			Following the meeting, Rayneval went to see the pope, whom he found in a bleak mood. What, asked Pius, would now happen to all those who had rallied to his cause in the southern towns of the Papal States that Ferdinand had abandoned? They were now at Garibaldi’s mercy. That evening the Belgian ambassador tried to comfort him. “The Holy Father,” recalled the diplomat, “shed his tears and told me…‘My dear prince, one can endure anything for oneself, but when others are suffering because of you, that makes the pain all the more bitter.’ ” At that moment, bellicose military music from the street outside came through the pope’s window. “This contrast sickened him,” reported the ambassador, “and he raised his eyes to the heavens. One has to have been with Pius IX often,” observed the Belgian, “to know all the delicacies of his heart.”12

			

			—

			FROM HIS HOTEL ON ROME’S fashionable Via Condotti, Lesseps shuttled back and forth to French military headquarters to discuss the latest developments with General Oudinot. His first meeting with Mazzini could not have been more informal. The French envoy had made his way to the Palace of the Consulta, Mazzini’s quarters, arriving there at one a.m. and asking where he could find the Italian prophet. He was directed to the far side of the second floor. Taking off his shoes so that he would make no noise, he walked down the long hall, peeking into rooms until he came upon Mazzini’s modest quarters. There, on a simple iron bed, lay Mazzini, asleep. Pulling the room’s only chair aside the bed, Lesseps sat down. He spoke Mazzini’s name softly, but Europe’s great theorist of nationalism did not stir. The Frenchman kept repeating his name in ever increasing volume until the exhausted triumvir finally awoke.

			Mazzini, whose room was entirely unguarded, opened his eyes to the surprising sight of the French envoy sitting by his bed. Half awake, the Italian prophet asked the Frenchman if he had come to assassinate him.13

			
			In the negotiations that followed, Lesseps swung from admiration for the Italian’s integrity and courage to suspicions that Italy’s prophet of independence was a “modern Nero.” Mazzini, Lesseps complained in mid-May, “is nothing other than a vulgar man of ambition.” It was clear to Lesseps that the Romans despised “priestly” rule and were outraged that the pope had called foreign troops to invade their city. But, he thought, few outside the educated elite could be said to be republicans or cared much about what happened in far-off parts of the peninsula. For most Romans, Sicilians and Venetians were as foreign as the French or Spaniards. It was only, he thought, Mazzini and his small band of enthusiasts—mostly drawn from the middle classes, and many from outside the Papal States—who dreamed of a unified Italy.14

			Oudinot kept pushing for an immediate attack on Rome, his impatience growing with each report of the Austrian army’s victorious march in the northern provinces of the Papal States. He knew that the Austrians wanted the French to take Rome, so he was not worried that they would try to beat him to it. But the contrast between his own army’s inaction and the Austrian army’s relentless march was humiliating. Even Harcourt, despite his frustration with the pope, urged the general to attack. “We have not led an army of 20,000 men into Italy to put it at the mercy of Monsieur Mazzini and his colleagues,” he told Oudinot during a visit to the general’s headquarters on May 22. Later in the day Oudinot sent a message to Lesseps at his Rome hotel: “You are, Monsieur, very seductive, no one knows that better than I….But the status quo which you condemn us to is harmful and strikes a most serious blow against the dignity and the interests of France, no less than against our military honor.” The triumvirate had rejected the French proposal. This meant, said Oudinot, that the truce they had announced was over. It was time to attack.15

			That same day the Americans’ recently arrived chargé d’affaires, Lewis Cass, Jr., offered himself to Oudinot and Lesseps as an unofficial mediator between the French and the Roman Republic. Cass, whose father, a U.S. senator, had been the unsuccessful Democratic Party candidate for president in 1848, replaced the unfortunate Jacob Martin, who had died within weeks of his arrival the previous summer. Cass brought Oudinot a handwritten counteroffer from Rome, drafted by Charles Bonaparte, then acting as president of the Constituent Assembly. It contained three articles:

			
			
				The Roman Republic, accepting the French Assembly deliberations that authorized the sending of troops to Italy to prevent foreign intervention, will be grateful for the support that it will receive.

				The Roman people have the right to pronounce themselves freely on the form of their government, and the French Republic, which has never put this in doubt, will pledge to solemnly recognize it from the moment that the Constitution to be voted on by the National Assembly is approved by a popular vote.

				Rome will welcome the French soldiers as brothers. But the troops will enter Rome only at such time as, a threat being imminent, the Republic’s government asks them.16

			

			Although this counterproposal contained elements that Lesseps could not accept, it gave him hope that a peaceful solution to the crisis might be at hand. He doubted that Mazzini himself would bend but thought pressure could be put on the less ideologically driven members of the Roman government. On the twenty-sixth Lesseps wrote to Drouyn in Paris, begging him to prevent Oudinot from attacking before the negotiations had a chance to succeed. He realized, he said, that the French could not hold off long with the malaria season approaching, but he urged them to give him a few more days.17

			

			—

			WHILE THE FRENCH BICKERED at their military headquarters outside Rome, Austria’s ambassador in Gaeta had the pleasure of presenting the pope with the keys to Bologna. Pius, reported Esterházy, was visibly moved by the gesture and expressed his admiration for the efficiency with which the Austrian army had reestablished papal rule in the second city of his lands. “The rapid success of our action…compared to the scandalous attitude of France…under Rome’s walls,” reported Esterházy, “presents a contrast that cannot fail to impress and is much appreciated in Gaeta.”

			
			Eager as he was to encourage this unflattering comparison, the Austrian ambassador soon found himself in the odd position of trying to cool the pope’s anger at the French. Disturbed by the latest news about the ongoing negotiations in Rome, Pius told Esterházy that he planned to issue a public protest. The Austrian warned him against it. France was now, after all, a republic. If the pope pushed the French too far, he feared, they might be tempted to switch sides, and should the large, well-equipped French army come to the aid of its fellow republic in Rome, the results would be catastrophic.18

			Esterházy also found himself having to dampen Cardinal Antonelli’s increasingly belligerent attitude toward France. Angered by a recent memo from the two French ambassadors insisting that the pope declare his intention to retain his earlier reforms, Antonelli told the Austrian ambassador that he would demand that they formally retract it. Again, Esterházy cautioned against any hostile move. Instead, he offered to help Antonelli draft his reply to the Frenchmen, an offer Antonelli readily accepted.19

			While the Austrians were guiding Antonelli, the cardinal was guiding the pope. That Pius was not going to do anything that the cardinal did not approve was evident to all in Gaeta. “Without passing through him,” said the Sardinian envoy, “nothing gets done.”20

			“There was a time,” observed Schwarzenberg in late May, “when Pius IX declared that he would rather be locked up in Castel Sant’Angelo or retire to a monastery than see a single foreign soldier, and least of all an Austrian, tread upon the soil of his fatherland. How times have changed! Today it seems that the pope is falling into the other extreme since he would like to see his states swarming with foreign—and above all, Austrian—soldiers.”21

			The chancellor urged caution. “The pope’s cabinet,” Schwarzenberg told Esterházy, “seems to be of the opinion that the best way to counter the dreadful aspects of French action would be to concentrate the forces of the other intervening powers, Austria among them, around Rome.” That, he thought, would only make matters worse. Given French public opinion, the appearance of the Austrian army at Rome might well drive the French to take the Roman Republic’s side. The result would be a European-wide war.

			
			Indeed, the mood in France at the time was anything but calm. The victory of the right in the recent parliamentary elections had led large, angry crowds to gather in the streets of Paris every night. In a session of parliament on May 22, to the great embarrassment of the prime minister, a deputy of the left read a proclamation that the Austrian General Wimpfen had posted on the walls of newly conquered Bologna. It declared that the destruction of the Roman Republic had been decided upon by the “four great powers,” thus making clear the complicity of republican France with the Austrian, Spanish, and Neapolitan monarchies.22

			The pope and the Italian Peninsula were far from the only preoccupations of the Austrian government at the time, for the reverberations of the previous year’s uprisings were still being felt in other parts of the empire. For help in quelling the continuing revolt in Hungary, the Austrians had turned to the Russian tsar. As a result, thousands of Russian troops had recently battled a large Hungarian revolutionary army, resulting in the loss of thousands of Russian soldiers.23

			Despite these worries, the Austrian chancellor remained focused on the pope’s plight. Rome, he observed, repeating an old adage, was where the pope was. If France took Rome, but then demanded that the pope accept its conditions for returning, Pius would be better off moving somewhere else in the Papal States. There he would be in a stronger position than if he were residing in Rome as the “docile instrument of the agitators with whom the French general seems ready to reach an understanding.” And of course, most important, there the pope would remain firmly under Austrian influence, protected by Austrian troops. The French would have Rome, but the Austrians would have the pope.24

			Returning to Gaeta on the morning of May 28 from his latest trip to French military headquarters, Rayneval found the harbor filled with Spanish ships. Three weeks earlier a Spanish warship had docked at Fiumicino. Now, a larger contingent of forces had arrived, as thirty-five hundred Spanish troops pitched camp outside Gaeta’s walls.25
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			Rayneval went to bring Antonelli the latest news from Rome. He found the secretary of state in a foul mood. On his desk was a copy of a recent issue of Rome’s official newspaper, which had published the latest correspondence between Lesseps and the triumvirate.

			How, asked the cardinal, could Rayneval reconcile Lesseps’s “incredible” proposals with what the French ambassadors had said at the Gaeta conference? Rayneval assured the secretary of state that the new French envoy had acted on his own. They were all awaiting further instructions from their government, said Rayneval, and he, too, had grown exasperated with Lesseps.26

			In Rome, hopes mixed with fears, and rumors abounded. The new American chargé d’affaires found himself in the middle of the negotiations between the triumvirate and the French, although he denied this in his reports to Washington, rightly suspecting that his government would not be pleased. Having earlier expressed doubt that the Romans would oppose the French army, Cass had now come to a very different view. “The various factions,” he reported, “have coalesced into one attitude, that of defence of the republic; and expressions of patriotism and resolutions to suffer to the last extremity, is the only language heard in the streets.” Cass especially praised Rome’s women, who were donating their jewels—“some of which are reported to be of enormous value”—to the cause. “This city,” he added, “is the last foothold of thousands, who have been fighting for years, from Milan in the North to Palermo in the South, for independence and constitutional government.” He estimated that there were eighteen thousand of these political refugees from other parts of Italy. “Rome,” he observed, “has become their last rallying point, and may be their final resting place.”27

			
			The mood among Rome’s defenders was determined, although they were painfully aware of the swelling numbers of French troops massing outside the city’s walls. Camped out at the monastery of Porta San Pancrazio, atop Janiculum Hill, a young partisan, Leone Paladini, penned a letter to his parents in Milan. Alongside him were the three hundred other volunteers from Lombardy in a battalion composed of idealistic young men of noble and wealthy families. The monastery’s gardens were planted with artichokes, which formed the major part of the men’s diet, along with some bread, salami, and a little wine.

			With sunset, a welcome coolness descended, and the music began. “Our company counts two or three excellent opera singers,” Paladini told his parents. “As we are almost all students, in general we are good at modulating our voices, and we organize truly delightful choruses, alternating martial and patriotic arias with others that are more tender and melancholy.” As they sang, the young men’s thoughts turned to their families back home, bringing, he admitted, tears to their eyes. Many would soon lose their lives not far from where they now sang; others would lose an arm, a leg, an eye or two.28

			

			—

			FROM GAETA, HARCOURT WROTE a dramatic plea to Paris. The French forces had to take Rome immediately, peacefully if possible, by force if necessary. “Anything else would be a humiliation for us and will create impossible embarrassments.” Their attempts to get the pope to keep a constitutional system were getting nowhere. A new strategy was needed. They should first take Rome and then, proposed Harcourt, “impose very clear conditions on him, because, if one does not impose them they won’t do anything.”29

			Although time was fast running out for Lesseps in his efforts to avoid bloodshed, he was convinced that a deal could still be struck. “There exists in Rome,” he wrote to Paris on May 29, “a complete division between Mazzini and the Romans, who want an arrangement made with France.” Although Lesseps may have been exaggerating—the division was not “complete”—there is no doubt that many Romans saw the futility of a battle against the full force of the French army. The Austrians had taken Florence a few days earlier and were now marching through Umbria, to the north of Rome. That the French were coordinating their action with Austria in an effort to restore the pope could no longer be in doubt.

			
			The same day that he wrote to Paris, Lesseps sent the triumvirate a final ultimatum. The French could wait no longer. He proposed four terms for an agreement:

			1. The Romans ask for the protection of the French Republic.

			2. France does not contest the Romans’ right to freely decide on the form of their government.

			3. The Romans will welcome the French as a friendly army. The French army will position itself as it judges proper, both for the defense of the country and the welfare of its troops. It will stay out of the country’s administration.

			4. The French Republic guarantees the land occupied by its troops against all foreign attack.

			Lesseps ended with a warning: should these terms not be accepted, he would regard his mission as ended, and the French army would take immediate action.30

			Although Lesseps led Mazzini to believe that he was acting in concert with the French general, he was not. Over the past several days, Oudinot’s resentment of Lesseps’s interference had blossomed into open hostility. When, a few hours after Lesseps made this latest offer, the triumvirate sent yet another counteroffer, Oudinot exploded. Mazzini’s new proposal incorporated article five of the French constitution, whose language pledged France never to employ its force against the freedoms of another people. Mazzini also insisted that the stationing of French troops be decided on in consultation with the government of the Roman Republic.

			
			Oudinot ordered his senior officers to prepare the troops to attack. Lesseps pleaded for more time but found the French command united against him. “Wait!” cried one of the generals incredulously. “Wait for the season of heat and fever to arrive? Wait until our soldiers are decimated?” Lesseps suggested that the army move into the hills to the south and so escape the heat and disease while also preventing the Neapolitans and Spanish from approaching. Oudinot rejected the idea. Such a move would be seen as a humiliating retreat.31

			The next morning, as French troops moved into position outside Rome’s walls, Lesseps, in full diplomatic uniform, went to meet with the triumvirate in a final, desperate attempt to reach an agreement. After a day of intense negotiations, he succeeded in striking a deal. Under the threat of imminent attack, Mazzini agreed to drop both the reference to the Roman Republic and to article five of the French constitution.32

			Lesseps hurried back to French headquarters, bringing the new agreement to Oudinot to sign. He refused. “Ever since the seventeenth of this month”—the date of Lesseps’s arrival—the general told him, “you have paralyzed all the movements of the expeditionary corps under my command.” In a letter he hastily wrote to the triumvirate, Oudinot disavowed the accord and told them that Lesseps had exceeded his authority in signing it. “The instructions that I have received from my government,” wrote the general, “formally forbid me from associating myself with this latest act.”

			Irate, Lesseps said he would board the next ship for France and take the agreement to Paris, where he was sure he would be vindicated. He then sent a note to Rome’s triumvirate: “I have the honor of declaring to you that I stand by the agreement signed yesterday, and I am about to depart to Paris so that it can be ratified.”33

			Lesseps was packing his bags when a messenger rushed in with a telegram. Sent by Drouyn in Paris, it was brief, and brutally to the point: “The Government of the Republic has ended your mission. You will return to France as soon as you receive this message.” At the same time, another telegram from Paris instructed Oudinot to launch his attack on Rome: “All further delay would be harmful given the approach of the fever-filled season. The path of negotiations has been exhausted….Concentrate your troops. Enter Rome as soon as the attack is virtually assured of success.” Oudinot was told to summon Harcourt and Rayneval to his headquarters to better coordinate diplomatic and military action.34

			
			Lesseps had been ill used. The government had sent him as a sop to the members of the Assembly, whose denunciations had showered down on Barrot and company, but in the wake of the army’s humiliating defeat at the end of April, only a triumphal entry into Rome would serve Louis Napoleon’s ambitions. The election of the new, more conservative National Assembly in mid-May had sealed Lesseps’s fate.

			

			—

			ROME, THE BEACON OF CHRISTIANITY for so many centuries, had become remarkably hostile to the Roman Catholic Church. Father Faurs, confessor to Pius IX’s predecessor and as opposed as he could be to the Roman Republic, offered an alarming account of how low the church had sunk in the Romans’ eyes. Popular religion still flourished in the Eternal City, he observed. Indeed, it would be hard to find a door without a cross or a room or workshop without an image of the Madonna on its wall. But most Romans viewed government by the priests with repugnance, and as a result they had come to despise the clergy, and now even women, reported Father Faurs, rarely attended mass.35

			Despite the high state of alert in Rome, the republic’s leader remained shockingly exposed. A British visitor, who had dropped in unannounced on Mazzini several times, quipped, “I wonder no spirited Jesuit has yet looked in with a pistol.” With his latest counteroffer to the French rebuffed, the Austrian army gobbling up the northern portion of the Roman Republic, and thousands of Spanish troops landing to the south, bolstering King Ferdinand’s army, Mazzini felt painfully alone. “I found him haggard and worn in appearance,” reported another British visitor. “Like almost all Italians,” he added in a not entirely complimentary way, “he is a visionary.”36

			On June 2, as the overwhelming French force moved into position for its assault, Mazzini gave vent to his frustration in a letter to Garibaldi:

			
			
				I am going mad and I feel like ending the defense of the City and everything else, and going off to Fuligno* or to the home of the devil and finishing it all with a rifle in hand. In these crucial moments I thought I would find men in whom I could entrust the fate of the country….Instead I find diffidence, reaction, individualism.

			

			With the future of Rome and Italy itself resting on his shoulders, Mazzini found relief only when, alone in his room at the Palace of the Consulta, often well past midnight, he picked up his guitar. An accomplished musician, he sang in a soft voice as he played. His threat that he might abandon his post was an idle one. After years in exile, years of pleas, years of dreams, and thousands of pages of correspondence, his moment had come. But whether he would live to see the next month, or even the next week, remained very much in doubt.37

		

		
			*  A town in the Umbrian hills.
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			In one of the great ironies of European history, as French troops launched their attack on Rome, Louis Napoleon appointed the forty-four-year-old Alexis de Tocqueville to replace Édouard Drouyn as his foreign minister. Tocqueville, one of Europe’s most celebrated theorists of constitutional rights, suddenly found himself charged with crushing the Roman Republic and restoring priestly rule.

			Tocqueville came from an aristocratic family. His great-grandfather, grandfather, grandmother, aunt, and uncle had all been guillotined during the French Revolution, and his parents had been imprisoned until the end of the Terror in 1794. In the decades following Napoleon’s demise, Tocqueville’s father served as prefect for several French regions. In 1831–32, Tocqueville spent a year in the United States. The trip was designed to study America’s prison system, but along the way he filled his notebooks with observations about the young republic and accounts of his many conversations. Three years after his return to France, he published the first volume of his celebrated Democracy in America. Proclaiming himself a “liberal of a new kind,” he chronicled how democracy worked in practice, and he warned of the threats that majority rule posed to personal liberty. Elected to the French Constituent Assembly following the 1848 revolution, Tocqueville praised America as a model for the new French government. In May 1849 he was elected to the National Assembly, the product of the republican constitution that he had helped write. Although known for championing a new, more democratic age, he struck his compatriots as a perfect example of the gentilhomme de l’ancien régime, a gentleman of the old stripe. He dressed elegantly, a small, delicate man with soft and somewhat dreamy but brilliant dark eyes and long black hair.1
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			Tocqueville entered the government, he explained to a friend, despite himself. “They came to take me from my bed, where I lay sick, and they overcame my resistance by assuring me that they were acting to prevent an imminent crisis…and that my friends and I were in a better position than anyone else to avert the storm.” He accepted on one condition: he would not be expected to defend the government’s previous behavior toward Rome in the National Assembly. Odilon Barrot, who remained prime minister, agreed. “I do not know how long I will remain in power,” confessed Tocqueville in mid-June, then added, “Undoubtedly, not long.”2

			At the time of his appointment, Tocqueville barely knew Louis Napoleon. Over the next months, he would get to know him well, concluding that people underestimated the president. Most of the men who had pushed Napoleon’s candidacy, he thought, had done so not because they believed he was especially worthy but to the contrary, because of “his presumed mediocrity.” He was a man who appeared to have no firm principles of his own. They were confident they could bend him to their will.

			
			As a private person, thought Tocqueville, Louis Napoleon had much to recommend him. He was good-natured, a pleasant, even tender man. But one never knew what he was thinking, for after decades spent hatching plots in exile, he had learned to disguise his true thoughts. He spoke few words, and when he did speak, he said little of significance. His dull, opaque eyes offered no window into his mind. Heedless of danger, the great Napoleon’s nephew showed courage during times of crisis, yet at the same time he veered recklessly from one position to another. “His intelligence,” Tocqueville observed, “was incoherent, confused, filled with great thoughts poorly applied.” While he was capable of perceptive insights, he was “always ready to place a bizarre idea beside a good one.” What Louis Napoleon did have was a knack for political theater. He knew how to play his part.3

			On June 7, in one of its last acts before being replaced by the newly elected National Assembly, the French Constituent Assembly voted to forbid the government from attacking Rome. The deputies did not know that Louis Napoleon had already ordered Oudinot to do just that.4

			

			—

			AS THE MOMENT OF the French assault neared, Romans ricocheted from cockiness to despair. Hadn’t they already defeated the French? Hadn’t Garibaldi twice sent King Ferdinand and his Neapolitan army into humiliating retreat? But it was hard to ignore the Austrian army’s relentless recent march through the Papal States. Ferrara had fallen, Bologna had fallen, Perugia had fallen. The vise around Rome was tightening.5

			Mazzini had summoned all the republic’s remaining fighting forces to come to defend Rome. On June 1 Garibaldi and his legionnaires returned from their latest foray south. For Mazzini, the presence of the Hero of Two Worlds was a mixed blessing. “Here I cannot avail anything for the good of the Republic, save in two ways,” Garibaldi informed Mazzini that day, “as dictator with unlimited plenary powers, or as a simple soldier. Choose.” Mazzini was certainly not about to appoint him dictator, a certain disaster, but he recognized Garibaldi’s military genius and knew that he would stand his ground as the French army prepared to attack. His ultimatum rebuffed, Garibaldi fell in line, although his relations with Mazzini remained tense.6

			
			Among the others returning from battling King Ferdinand’s troops in the south were six hundred young men from Lombardy. They followed their twenty-four-year-old leader, Luciano Manara, who had won fame the previous year in the five glorious days of fighting that had briefly driven the Austrian army from Milan. From a wealthy milanese family, a handsome man of average height with a thick beard, he inspired fierce loyalty in his followers. “Every feature of his face exuded nobility,” observed one of his compatriots. “His every glance won people’s allegiance.” As the battle against the Austrians had moved out of Milan, Manara found himself at the head of a growing group of young volunteers who joined with the Sardinian king Charles Albert in an effort to drive the foreigners from Italy. Following the king’s defeat in March and the return of Lombardy to Austrian control, they had sailed south to join in Rome’s defense.7

			“It is impossible for me to describe how true, how great, how deep is the hatred that all these people have shown against the priests and also in part against Pius IX,” observed one of the moderate members of Rome’s Constituent Assembly as the French invasion loomed. Few Romans were committed followers of Mazzini, he remarked, but they were united with the republicans in one respect—their “hatred for the government of the priests.”

			In contrast to the tense resolve among Rome’s defenders, the mood of the pope’s supporters was bright. “Sadness changes to joy,” observed Father Vaure, Pope Gregory’s old confessor, describing the impact made by news of the French order to attack. “One thanks God for having delivered us from the abyss.”8

			Oudinot now had more than 30,000 well-armed men, many battle-hardened veterans of the French colonial war in Algeria, and sixty cannons. He also enjoyed a steady stream of new supplies from France. Against them stood 18,000 defenders, a patchwork of hastily assembled Roman forces, including Garibaldi’s 1,200 legionnaires, 600 Lombard volunteers, 700 carabinieri, a battalion of 350 Roman university students, and a smattering of other foreign recruits. They lacked an effective unified command and had few cannons, limited ammunition, and a supply route that the French could easily cut.9

			
			Oudinot’s high command finalized their plan. They would try to breach Rome’s massive twenty-five-foot wall at its highest point, on Janiculum Hill, at Porta San Pancrazio, on the west of the city, where they had been repelled on their first assault in late April. In some respects, this seemed an odd choice, for they were attacking where the wall was most imposing, but by breaking through there, they would enjoy a commanding position looking over Rome. In explaining this rationale to the French minister of war on June 2, the general who had designed the plan added another consideration. “It is on this side that we run the least risk of damaging the public monuments, a powerful consideration when it is a matter of using cannons to attack a city like Rome, on which the entire history of the world’s civilization is inscribed.”10

			At two-thirty a.m. on June 3, only some 650 feet outside Porta San Pancrazio, a French brigade raced into action, blasting its way through the thirteen-foot-high wall that surrounded the Villa Pamfili. After a fierce four-hour battle with its Roman defenders, they seized the villa and took two hundred prisoners. French troops also attacked Roman outposts at two other villas nearby, but there, after much bloodshed on both sides, they were beaten back.

			Garibaldi, unmistakable in his white poncho, red shirt, and ostrich-feathered cap, led his men in battle, his faithful, slave-born aide-de-camp, Andrea Aguyar, alongside him. Miraculously, amid all the hand-to-hand fighting, Garibaldi, who had taken a bullet to his stomach a month earlier, escaped further injury, but many of Rome’s defenders were killed or wounded in a space that was no more than six hundred paces long by three hundred wide.11

			That night, after an eighteen-hour battle, a seemingly endless line of stretchers snaked through Rome’s barricaded roads, carrying back the wounded and the dead. In a city that had seen so many raucous processions through those same streets, the silence was overpowering, as the tears of onlookers flowed freely. Only by watching the pitiful procession did many mothers first see the pallid faces and lifeless bodies of their sons. As the Romans considered how little chance they stood against the might of the French army, more bad news arrived. Neapolitan troops had retaken Velletri. Spanish troops, now nine thousand strong, were also moving north, planting the papal flag in towns along the coast.

			
			On the bridge that spanned the Tiber in the shadow of Castel Sant’Angelo, a gaggle of Rome’s defenders gathered around Ugo Bassi, Garibaldi’s Barnabite monk, as he stood precariously atop a pillar, leading them in prayer. At great cost they had held off the French attack, but the enemy was now digging into positions only 650 feet from the wall, and the battle had only begun.12

			

			—

			IF FOR THE ROMANS it was a day of death and misery, for France’s two ambassadors in Gaeta it was a good day. Harcourt and Rayneval had been anxiously awaiting word from Paris, worried that their government might reject their advice and embrace Lesseps’s negotiated settlement. Earlier that morning they had learned that Lesseps had been recalled and the order to attack given. Harcourt rushed to see the pope. Having won the battle with Lesseps, he now needed to show Paris that he had been right in arguing that, by occupying Rome, they would finally be able to extract concessions from the pontiff.13

			Harcourt began his report to Paris the next day by recounting the latest news of the Austrian, Neapolitan, and Spanish troops. “All these different movements,” he wrote, “are done less to help us in taking Rome than to neutralize our influence and our demands once we have taken it.” In this, he added, the three Catholic powers had the strong backing of the papal court.

			In his long conversation that day with the pope, Harcourt, feeling his position greatly strengthened, pressed the case for reform, but Pius gave little ground. He was willing to place more laymen in government administration, he said, and would bring back his Consultative Council. But as for allowing a constitution—“real rights,” as Harcourt put it—his rejection could not have been any clearer. He would grant no rights that he could not easily withdraw.

			In Gaeta, observed the French ambassador, “there is such a cardinal-heavy atmosphere of purely mundane interests, dissimulation, petty intrigues, and absence of any higher sentiments that one cannot hope that the pope can pierce it, even should he wish to.” Men such as the abbot Rosmini had been “swept aside, forced to leave Gaeta, powerless against this self-interested, corrupt, unenlightened entourage who surround the pope.” All that mattered to these high prelates, reported Harcourt, were “their worldly privileges and so, consequently, the only political program consists of trying to get people to believe that in attacking their privileges one is attacking the true interests of the church and of the religion that they themselves do so little to honor.”14

			
			If the French ambassador despaired over the cardinals’ baleful influence, he would certainly have to include the most influential of them all. On the day of the French invasion, before news of the long-delayed assault reached him, Antonelli wrote his nuncio in Madrid to express his gratitude for the thousands of troops sent by the Spanish queen. “Their arrival,” he wrote, “could not have come at a more opportune time, because, based on the French troops’ behavior up to now, the Holy Father’s retaking of his See, which could have already been accomplished, has been considerably delayed, and even now does not seem to be near.” Nor was Antonelli simply upset by the fact that the French were moving so slowly, for he had strong doubts as to whose side they were on. The cardinal suggested that it might be better to have the pope, when he finally did return to his states, avoid Rome altogether and go instead to one of the small towns that the more congenial Spanish had occupied.15

			Antonelli was doing all he could to keep the voices of compromise far from the pontiff. Months earlier the abbot Rosmini had left Gaeta, certain that Antonelli had poisoned Pius against him. On June 9, hoping that there might still be a chance to persuade the pope to find a peaceful means of returning to Rome, Rosmini came back to Gaeta. The abbot had barely greeted the pope when Pius warned him, “You now find me anti-constitutional.” Rosmini tried to change the pope’s mind. True, said the abbot, not all the people’s rights could be restored immediately, but it was crucial to give them some hope.

			Pius was unmoved. “Even if they were to cut me into pieces,” he replied, “I would never again give them a constitution.”

			The abbot was not easily discouraged. The rulers of virtually all the other civilized countries, he argued, had granted constitutions, even the Austrians. How could the Papal States alone maintain absolutist rule? To this, Pius replied that the Papal States were unlike any other land. A constitution, he had come to realize, was incompatible with government by the church. He had concluded as well, he said, that freedom of the press, freedom of association, and the like were all inherently evil. These were propositions that in the past popes had barely felt the need to express, for they were part of the air they breathed. The notion that government should be by the people was completely foreign to them. Pius now realized that in allowing himself to be swept along with the changing times, he had strayed from the basic tenets of the church. He vowed he would not make that mistake again.

			
			Although Rosmini was making little headway, Cardinal Antonelli, knowing how fond the pope was of the abbot, did not want to take any chances. On the evening of June 11, a Gaeta policeman came to Rosmini’s room and demanded to see his passport. After examining it, the officer told him he lacked a proper Neapolitan visa and would have to leave Gaeta immediately. Rosmini expressed surprise that there was anything out of order with his documents. He had come at the pope’s invitation, he insisted, and would not go unless asked by the pope himself. The officer left but then, near midnight, returned. Protesting that he was in his nightclothes and about to go to bed, Rosmini at first refused to open the door, but when the officer threatened to break it down, he relented. A ship, said the officer, would be waiting for him early in the morning. He would face dire consequences if he failed to board. Before leaving him, the officer let it be known that the orders had come from Cardinal Antonelli.16

			

			—

			FROM PARIS, TOCQUEVILLE FOLLOWED events in Rome with a mixture of desperation and dread. He was less worried about the French army’s ability to subdue the city than about what would happen once they conquered it. For the French government to be seen as reinstalling a medieval theocracy and assisting its archenemy, Austria, in doing so would be a disaster. He also had to consider his own reputation as a man who had often urged the importance of constitutional guarantees of personal liberty.

			On June 6 he wrote to his two ambassadors in Gaeta to inform them of his appointment as foreign minister and spell out the government’s aims. “I find France already engaged,” he wrote, “in a path that I would not myself have chosen.” They would have to make the best of it. They had four goals, he explained. France must exercise appropriate influence in Italy. The papacy had to regain its independence and ability to freely exercise its religious mission. They had to prevent the return of the old absolutist regime in the Papal States. Finally, they needed to support the majority of the people of the Papal States in putting an end to the abuses that plagued past papal governments.17

			
			All this came as no surprise to Harcourt and Rayneval, but what did take them aback was Tocqueville’s additional note: the new foreign minister informed them that he was sending his own personal envoy, Francisque de Corcelle, to work with Oudinot as the army entered Rome.18

			Corcelle, a close friend of Tocqueville, had spent several weeks in Italy the previous year, immediately after the pope fled Rome, in an unsuccessful mission to persuade Pius to come to France. Having only a few days earlier celebrated Lesseps’s recall, Harcourt and Rayneval again felt slighted, their own roles reduced. In choosing Corcelle, Tocqueville selected not only someone he could trust but someone strongly identified as a Catholic, which he thought would help persuade a skeptical pope, and an even more skeptical papal entourage, to do what the French so badly needed them to do.19

			To date, all France’s efforts to get the pope to embrace reform had, Tocqueville told his new envoy, been in vain. The answer they kept getting was that they should trust in the pope’s good nature. “But we also know,” Tocqueville wrote, “the force of the influences that can lead the papacy along truly deplorable paths.” The pope had to assure his subjects of his good intentions. “If the hatred that the anarchic regime inspires in the Roman people has not been expressed more actively up to now,” wrote Tocqueville, “it is above all because care has not been taken to reassure them against the possibility of the return of a past that is no less odious to them.” It was crucial for the pope to guarantee “seriously liberal institutions.” France otherwise risked disaster. “It is not possible,” observed the author of Democracy in America, “for us to accept, even in appearance, the role of restorers of an absolute power.”20

			With the full force of the French army aimed at the aged walls of the city, many thought that Rome could not hold out for more than a few days. Yet somehow it did. Initial French attempts to blast through the wall produced few results. With his accustomed theatrical flourish, Charles Bonaparte presented the Constituent Assembly with an unexploded bomb that had rolled to a stop on the city’s streets. He proposed that they place it in the city’s archive with a plaque: “In perpetual memory of a Pope who ordered the bombing of the Capital of his faithful subjects and children.”

			
			Bombs did explode in Trastevere, one of the city’s poorest neighborhoods, which stretched between Janiculum Hill and the Tiber River. On June 7 a plea was sent to church officials on behalf of the cloistered nuns of Trastevere’s Convent of Sant’Egidio, asking permission to move them to safety on the other side of the Tiber.21 Near the convent, the sight of children burned alive in homes set afire by exploding French bombs or buried beneath the rubble of roofs collapsed by French cannon fire further enraged the Romans. This was all, they said, the work of the priests.
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			“There goes another Pio Nono!” shouted those who could still keep some sense of humor, however sardonic, as they pointed to the incoming projectiles. In a similar attempt to buck up their spirits, the defenders atop the city walls had named their three cannons after a pope and two cardinals: Pio Nono, Antonelli, and Lambruschini. Women and children as young as eight years old rushed with pans of wet clay to extinguish the burning fuses of the unexploded bombs that fell to earth. On one defused bomb, someone had placed a piece of paper with a message written in simple block letters: “The Holy Father’s first little present to his beloved children in Trastevere.”22

			
			Mazzini ordered all able-bodied men in Rome to join military units to defend the city, calling on all others—both men and women—to work on the fortifications. The government requisitioned carts and wagons and ordered that the aristocrats’ palaces on the far side of the city be opened to refugees from the neighborhoods where bombs were falling. Women and men piled mattresses behind the city gates, from which the faces of sculpted angels poked out here and there. Men carrying muskets ran through the streets, some wearing uniforms, some not. On June 8, in a sign of how low the defenders’ munitions were, the republic’s minister of war sent out a plea to the Romans, offering to pay them, by the pound, for all cannonballs and unexploded bombs that had fallen on the city. “Oh Citizens,” the minister concluded, “these projectiles would remain useless in your hands, while we, on the other hand, with our cannons and artillery would send them back to the enemy!”23

			Meanwhile the casualties mounted. “Many of these young men, students from Pisa, Pavia, Padua and the Roman University,” wrote Margaret Fuller, who spent her days at their bedsides, “lie wounded in the hospitals, for naturally they rushed first in the combat. One kissed an arm which was cut off, another preserves pieces of bone which are being painfully extracted from his wound, as reliques of the best days of his life.” In a letter to Ralph Waldo Emerson, she explained:

			
				though I have suffered—for I had no idea before, how terrible gunshot-wounds and wound-fever are—yet I have taken pleasure, and great pleasure, in being with the men; there is scarcely one who is not moved by a noble spirit. Many, especially among the Lombards, are the flower of Italian youth. When they begin to get better, I carry them books, and flowers, they read, and we talk.24

			
For Mazzini, only one hope remained: news of the French attack, he thought, might trigger a popular revolt in Paris. He had reason to think that the assault on Rome had little public support in France. “Here,” reported Austria’s ambassador in Paris at the time, “the Catholic party is weak. The masses, the bourgeoisie of the towns, and above all, the National Guard in Paris are entirely indifferent in matters of religion or essentially hostile to what they refer to as the ‘regime of the priests.’ ” It follows, he concluded, that “the French expedition aimed at reestablishing the Pope is unpopular in France.”25

			The French government had concealed news of the assault from the Assembly as long as it could. On June 11, when the deputies finally learned what was happening, outrage exploded on the Assembly floor. With his enormous, hoarse voice, the forty-two-year-old leader of the left, Alexandre Ledru-Rollin, a tall, big, broad-shouldered man, led the attack. Over the past months, he had been corresponding with Mazzini, assuring him that his French allies would not let him down.26

			“Citizens,” boomed Ledru-Rollin, “there are supreme moments when speech becomes completely useless. I believe that we are in one of those times.” After the initial French assault, he observed, Rome’s walls remained intact, its courageous defenders having so far held their ground. “But,” he added as he gesticulated dramatically, his ruddy cheeks turning a shade of purple, “French blood and Roman blood have been flowing in torrents.

			
				It is certain that we promised Rome, as an Assembly, to protect its independence….It is certain that by our vote of May 7 the Constituent Assembly decided that the Italian expedition could no longer stray from the mission it had been assigned….Barrot and the other ministers have kept endlessly repeating the same thing: the goal of the expedition was not to put an end to the Roman Republic….Its goal was to protect Rome, to ensure its liberal institutions against the prospect that the Austrians would try to seize Rome and try to impose an absolutist government on it.

			
The time to act had come, concluded Ledru-Rollin. It was time to remove the president and his ministers, guilty of the most egregious crime—violation of the constitution.27

			When their motion of impeachment was defeated by the Assembly’s conservative majority, leaders of the left called for a public demonstration to protest the government’s treachery in sending France’s army against Rome. When Ledru-Rollin later led demonstrators in their march through Paris, policemen and soldiers on horseback emerged from the side streets and charged the crowd. Ledru-Rollin found refuge with some of his colleagues in the Palais National, where they nervously debated what to do. Outside, bloodied, enraged demonstrators regrouped, some calling for armed revolt. Amid the chaos, Prime Minister Barrot told the members of the National Assembly that a conspiracy to overthrow the republic was in progress. He read a message from Louis Napoleon calling on the deputies to authorize a state of siege. In the absence of most of the deputies of the left, the motion passed overwhelmingly. Meanwhile, a contingent of army troops had cornered Ledru-Rollin and his colleagues. The redoubtable leader of the left later described the scene:

			
				We saw death very close, my friends and I. Lined up against a wall…we were placed six paces from the muskets of a half-company which had already taken aim and awaited only the final command. The officer, drunk with passion and with wine…lifted his sword to give the death order when a superior officer galloped up and had barely time to order the guns to be lowered.28

			

			Summoned elsewhere, the soldiers left their prisoners, and Ledru-Rollin and his companions fled. After finding a safe hiding place to spend the night, the famed orator succeeded in escaping the city and making his way to London. There he would spend the next two decades in exile.29

			

			—

			NEWS OF THE EVENTS in Paris brought an abrupt end to Mazzini’s dreams of salvation from France. The Roman Republic, it seemed, now faced certain defeat, but still the Romans fought on. In increasingly desperate attempts to keep the heavy French artillery from the city gates, the defenders staged nighttime forays outside the wall. Demonstrating “more bravery than military skill,” in the words of Rome’s British consul, they were repeatedly beaten back, forced to retreat inside the wall. On the evening of June 12, General Oudinot had sent a message to the Romans. “We have not come to bring war to you,” he told them. “Our Government’s intentions are misunderstood.” Predicting “terrible calamities” if the gates of the city were not opened to his troops, he warned that he could restrain his forces no longer. “If you persist in resisting us,” he said, “you alone will bear the responsibility for the irreparable disasters.” He gave them twelve hours to surrender.30

			
			Rebuffed, the French had renewed their assault. The American chargé d’affaires painted a dramatic picture from his position inside the besieged city. The Romans’ initial success in repelling the French troops, he wrote, had led to ever-greater support for the republican cause:

			
				From dawn to the close of the day, the domes, cathedrals and parapets, are crowded with spectators, whose acclamation at every gallant action incites to deeds of most extraordinary daring….The roads leading from the gates are planted with iron spears, rendering the movements of cavalry impossible….The gates themselves are mined….Every house in the streets through which the enemy must pass, after having forced the outworks, is provided with oil and stones, the former of which is directed to be kept boiling hot, to be cast from the windows.

			

			Yet food was growing short, and the French had cut off the ancient Roman aqueducts, so fresh water had become scarce. Amid the deprivation and fear, many Romans were beginning to question their faith in the church, a faith that had nurtured Rome for so many centuries. “The contest,” observed the American diplomat,

			
				is no longer between one army and another…but it is a struggle that embraces a whole moral world of ideas, hopes and faith, that may have an echo in the most distant generations. The actual object of the intervention is shaking the edifice of the Catholic religion to its very foundations, crushing that faith in thousands of hearts….The consequence, naturally, is that many are now asking themselves whether he who represents a religion of peace has a right to reassert temporal power by force of arms; and…not a few begin to doubt of the truth of the Catholic religion, in consequence of the acts of its head. They cannot conceive how a religion…is now changed into a weapon intended to transform free men into slaves.31

			
Although faith in their cause may never have burned more brightly among Rome’s defenders, the inevitability of their defeat now seemed hard to deny. There was no one left to come to their aid, and the wall that stood between them and the powerful French army had not been built to withstand the endless pounding of large modern cannons. The only question that remained, it seemed, was whether their fall would come at the hands of the French alone or whether Austria, Naples, and Spain might join in. Despite it all, Mazzini would not hear of surrender. “There are defeats that bring honor,” he later observed, “and victories that bring shame.”

			In a final attempt to avoid further bloodshed, Oudinot summoned Enrico Cernuschi, the young head of Rome’s barricades, and urged him to allow the French troops to enter peacefully. “In Rome,” Cernuschi replied, “we produce tragedies, we do not produce comedies….If we cannot save Italy, we at least want to save the memory of Italy. Italy is not going to end as a vaudeville show.”32

			In mid-June, with French artillery raining down on Chancellery Palace, home of the Constituent Assembly, the deputies moved to the relative safety of city hall, atop Capitoline Hill. Each day hundreds of French cannon blasts sounded. Rushing through the streets amid men in arms, women handed out rocks and ammunition and carried messages and materials to build up the barricades. An eerie calm hung over the city center. In the evenings the Corso was still crowded with people escaping the heat of their homes, the streetlamps were lit, and stores were open, although counters normally piled high with vegetables and meats were largely bare, the few remaining chickens selling for astronomical prices. In the piazzas, musical bands still played, their festive dance tunes forming a strange counterpoint to the cannons’ distant rumble. But this attempt at normality could not hide the pall of dread. As a poor laundress headed to St. Peter’s to pray, making her way through a group of young soldiers, one of them touched her on the shoulder. “Mamma,” he said, “say three Ave Marias for me so that the Madonna sees that this all ends soon, because we can’t go on like this anymore.”

			
			One of the young Lombard volunteers, posted near the center of fighting at Porta San Pancrazio, recalled what these days were like:

			
				You get used to anything with time. So that now we see the transport of the wounded, immersed in blood, almost with indifference, and we eat bread and salami without being bothered by the stench of over twenty cadavers that for the past sixteen days lie in the garden of Villa Corsini, unburied and unbandaged, as black as coal, and swollen as if they had been drowned.33

			

			The vise around Rome continued to tighten. On June 19, after weeks of bombardment by land and sea, the Adriatic port city of Ancona surrendered to the Austrians. As in Bologna and the other cities the Austrians had seized, they immediately turned local administration over to a monsignor sent by the pope to restore his rule.34

			By June 20, the French had positioned their large siege cannons within 350 yards of the wall. Under constant bombardment by a dozen twenty-four-pound cannons, it quickly began to crumble, opening up three breaches that would soon be wide enough for the final assault.35
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			In Paris, Tocqueville viewed the prospect of a bloodbath in the Eternal City with dread. The French had cast themselves as champions of freedom. “We attach the highest price,” Tocqueville told General Oudinot, “to having the pope’s banner hoisted up by Roman hands following a local demonstration. That is necessary to preserve for our expedition the character that the National Assembly gave it and the government wants to maintain.” That same day he wrote to his personal envoy, Corcelle, expressing his unhappiness on learning that no moderate party could be found in Rome, only supporters of the republican government on the one side and a small band of reactionaries favoring the return of the old ecclesiastical order on the other. The French, Tocqueville insisted, had to enter Rome to the cheers of demonstrators clamoring for the pope’s return. “If we can’t have the reality,” he advised Corcelle, “it is absolutely necessary, at least, to produce the appearance.”36

			Near midnight on June 21, the French intensified their assault. “The bombardment and the cannon fire,” recalled one of the defenders, “could not have been more terrible than it was that night.” As bombs fell on some of the city’s most famous piazzas, French troops climbed through a breach in the wall and began digging in. Mazzini urged Garibaldi to organize a counterattack, but unwilling to be ordered around by someone who knew nothing of military matters, the Hero of Two Worlds held back. Furious, Mazzini dashed off a letter to Luciano Manara, head of the Lombard volunteers, venting his anger:

			
				The assault had to be launched this past night, half an hour after they climbed through the breach….Tomorrow the attack will be impossible, the enemy artillery will be in place. The system is now entirely changed; let me say it, ruined….I consider Rome as fallen. God willing the enemy will dare to attack us soon, while the people will mount a good defense at the barricades. Everyone will take part. Later, we will not even have that.

			
“The sole satisfaction that remains for me,” concluded the beleaguered prophet of Italian independence, “is not putting my name to the act of surrender that I predict is soon to come. But what importance is it to me?” he asked. “It matters for Rome and for Italy.”37
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			The cardinals were now in a better mood, increasingly confident that the Roman Republic’s blasphemous reign was nearing its end. Most, shunning the modest accommodations available near Gaeta, had set up households in Naples. There they nursed their grievances, blaming their reduced circumstances on Pio Nono’s ill-advised quest to curry popular favor and unhappy that he rarely sought their advice.

			In late June, aware of the cardinals’ murmurings, Pius wrote to their most influential member, his predecessor’s notoriously hard-line secretary of state, Luigi Lambruschini. “From the news that reaches me from Naples,” began the pontiff, “I hear, to my great displeasure, that some cardinals are complaining that they have been abandoned by Gaeta and left in the dark….These complaints,” warned Pius, “might prove prejudicial to those who repeat them.”

			The pope told Lambruschini that he was working on a plan for what to do when Rome was retaken, which he promised to discuss with the cardinals. He outlined the principles that would guide him. “Constitutional Government,” he wrote, “NO.” Here he used capital letters for emphasis, aware that this would come as a great relief to the cardinals. “But,” he added, “it is indispensable to do something because…the people are in such a state of agitation that to deny them entirely is impossible.”1

			While the pope was writing to Lambruschini in Naples, Esterházy was preparing his latest report to Vienna. The Austrian chancellor had recently written to Esterházy to tell him how pleased he was to hear that the pope was holding out against French entreaties to embrace reform. “The firmness which Pius IX has had the wisdom to deploy in the face of the French pressures,” wrote Schwarzenberg, “already seems to have borne its fruits.”2

			
			“Up to now,” replied Esterházy, “all my efforts are aimed at encouraging and helping the Roman court in its legitimate resistance to France’s arrogant demands.” He had found a receptive audience.

			Antonelli needed little encouragement to do all he could to thwart the French. In a circular to his nuncios in early July, he again criticized Oudinot for being too eager to avoid bloodshed. “This pernicious slowness,” he wrote, “makes an all the more sinister impression if one considers the speed with which the Austrian army…has occupied much of the state, overcoming the strong resistance that it encountered in Bologna and in Ancona.”3

			The pope was of the same view. Why, Pius asked, were the French not raising the papal flag in the towns they occupied? Harcourt, who was shuttling back and forth between Gaeta and the French base outside Rome, offered a reply that could not have endeared him to the pontiff. They had very much wanted to raise the papal flag, he explained, but “we have made it a policy up to now not to impose anything on the population. We have been waiting for some demonstration in support of the pope so we can act, and we even have tried to provoke one in every way possible.” Despite all their attempts, said Harcourt, they had been unable to spark even the most modest popular demonstration in favor of restoring papal rule.4

			Outside Rome, the new French envoy was growing impatient with the army’s plodding pace. “Imagine my surprise,” Corcelle told Tocqueville on June 25, when, at a war council called by General Oudinot, “I learned that this council estimated that it would probably take another fifteen or twenty days to take possession of the right bank of the Tiber.” There was no reason, thought Corcelle, why they should not break through immediately.5

			Tocqueville was more cautious, urging that the city be bombarded only if absolutely necessary. The kind of all-out attack that might permit the speedy conquest of Rome risked producing a level of destruction to its buildings and monuments that would horrify the civilized world. “You can be sure,” warned the French foreign minister, “that the noise of our bombs will be heard in all of Europe and that nothing will be more harmful for our expedition’s honor than the explosion of these projectiles in Rome.” Rome, he added, “is not like any other city.”6

			
			Tocqueville was also nervous about what would happen after the city was taken. They must, he told Corcelle, get the Holy Father to announce his intention to install “an enlightened, liberal government.” How else could France justify to its own people, and to the rest of the world, what its army was doing in Rome?7

			The French foreign minister had another concern as well. Radetzky, commander of Austria’s troops in Italy, had recently announced that the pope intended to move to Austrian-held Bologna before returning to Rome. “I do not have to tell you,” wrote Tocqueville, “how such a trip would be harmful, what a blow it would be to the Holy Father in the opinion of liberal Europe, and I must say, what a disaster it would be for us, making us look ridiculous.”8

			The French kept up their bombardment as they fortified their newly won position inside Rome’s wall. “Bombs kept falling on the city all night long,” wrote the Roman diarist Nicola Roncalli. “In just a quarter of an hour seventeen were launched. In all, it is estimated that over a hundred and fifty fell…for the most part on a line leading to Capitoline Hill.”9

			In an effort to save Rome from further destruction, a group of Rome’s foreign diplomats gathered at the home of the British consul, John Freeborn, and drafted a protest addressed to General Oudinot. Signed by ten men—including the American consul, Nicholas Brown, as well as the Prussian, Dutch, Danish, and Swiss consuls—it expressed “their deep regret at his having subjected the Eternal City to a bombardment lasting several days and nights.” The assault, they charged, “puts the lives and property not only of neutral and pacific residents in danger, but also those of innocent women and children.” They added that bombs had already destroyed many priceless works of art. “We place our confidence in you,” urged the consuls, “that in the name of humanity and of the civilized nations, you will want to desist from further bombardment, to spare from further destruction the monumental city, which is considered to be under the moral protection of all the civilized countries of the world.”10

			
			Oudinot’s reply came quickly. “The bombardment of Rome,” he acknowledged, “will cause the shedding of innocent blood and will destroy monuments that ought to be eternal.” He reminded them that he had said as much in his June 12 ultimatum to the Roman government. “The longer the surrender of the town is delayed,” warned the general, “the greater will be the calamity that you so justly fear. But the fault for such disasters will not lie with the French. History will absolve us from any such charge.”11

			Knowing how unhappy Tocqueville would be to learn of the consuls’ protest, Corcelle hastened to offer his own gloss on the episode. If Oudinot had decided not to deny the foreign diplomats’ accusation that he was destroying Rome, it was not because the charge had any validity. In the entire time of the siege, claimed Corcelle, “not a single bomb has been aimed at the city.” All the French artillery had been directed at the wall, even if, he acknowledged, some might have overshot its mark and inadvertently hit homes in the neighborhood below. “One even speaks of a projectile falling on the Constituent Assembly,” he added, “but that is the exception. Rome has not been bombed.”

			Why, then, did Oudinot appear to accept the charge? It was, argued the French envoy, a ploy aimed at instilling fear in the Romans. If he promised not to bomb them, he would only encourage further resistance and so cause more useless bloodshed.12

			Notwithstanding Corcelle’s denials, bombs continued to fall on Rome. The makeshift hospitals overflowed with the wounded and the dying, as the constant cannon fire gradually began to penetrate the city’s thick walls.

			“Nothing would be more welcome for me,” said Ugo Bassi, “than to die for Garibaldi.” It looked like the bearded monk would get his wish, for he was constantly in the midst of the fighting on Janiculum Hill, assisting the wounded and the dying. He rode a white horse, a red shirt over his black priestly tunic, his long dark hair flowing beneath his distinctive broad-brimmed black hat, armed only with the cross around his neck. “Italy,” Bassi told the men, “needs martyrs, many martyrs, before it can be free and great.”13

			
			On June 26 Garibaldi was surprised to see his twenty-seven-year-old South American wife, Anita, appear in the doorway of his headquarters. Although he had told her not to come, she had left safety in Nice to join him. By the next day, although both Garibaldi and Anita somehow escaped unharmed, cannon fire had reduced Garibaldi’s headquarters to rubble.

			With the situation seemingly hopeless, the Hero of Two Worlds proposed a new plan. The Roman Republic’s political leadership and military, he thought, should abandon Rome and continue their battle in the nearby mountains. Mazzini rejected the idea. It was in Rome, he insisted, that they needed to make their last stand. Their martyrdom would serve as a testament to the nobility of their cause, an inspiration to those who would follow them in fighting for freedom.

			Angered by the rebuff, Garibaldi ordered his legionnaires to leave Janiculum Hill and follow him across the Tiber to the eastern side of the city. Those left behind to face the French assault alone were horror-struck. It took the pleading of Luciano Manara, the young head of the Lombard volunteers, to persuade Garibaldi to return to the front line the next day.14

			June 29 honored Rome’s two patron saints, Peter and Paul, and nothing, it seemed, could stop the Romans from celebrating. At eight p.m. a huge storm erupted, the thunder initially indistinguishable from the cannon blasts. But the torrential rains soon ended, and the festa got under way. Above St. Peter’s Basilica, fireworks in Italy’s three colors illuminated the massive dome. Torches were then lit atop the cupola. Throughout the city, Romans placed candles at their windows. In the piazzas, military bands played, although few others ventured into the streets.15

			Romans grasped at any rumor that suggested help might be on the way. According to one, a joint British-American flotilla had arrived at Civitavecchia, aimed at blocking the French supply route. Another reported that a cholera epidemic had broken out among the French troops and that even General Oudinot had been stricken. But for the men on Janiculum Hill, there was little solace. Constant nighttime bombardments made sleep impossible. One comrade after another crumpled to the ground, hit by bullets or shrapnel. Wagons creaked by carrying the latest mutilated bodies. The overwhelming French superiority in arms and in fresh men became clearer by the day, as did their own lack of ammunition, food, and water.16

			
			At two a.m. on the night following Rome’s patron saints’ day, the French finally poured through the breaches in the wall. With bayonets fixed and muskets firing, they charged at Rome’s weary defenders. In the darkness, amid the mud and the smoke-filled air, it was hard to tell friend from foe. Garibaldi led his men, brandishing his heavy saber, soon dripping with blood. French troops surrounded Villa Spada, the command post of the young Lombard volunteers. As the encircled men stood at the windows shooting their rifles, many were struck by incoming fire. Others were crushed as the masonry above them collapsed, shattered by French cannon blasts. The previous day the idealistic leader of the Lombard legion, Luciano Manara, had sent a letter to a friend. “They will win,” he wrote, “because materially forty large guns aimed at a single point demolish and destroy. But every bit of rubble will be defended. Every ruin that covers the cadavers of our men is mounted by others who die rather than surrender.” He concluded, “Rome is great at this moment, as are its memories, great as the monuments that adorn it and that the barbarian is bombarding.” In a second letter that he was somehow able to send off amid the slaughter, he wrote, “We must die to bring ’48 to a serious conclusion. For our example to be effective, we must die!”17

			On June 30, as the bearded Manara stood peering at enemy positions through his telescope, a bullet opened a hole in his chest. “I am a dead man,” he muttered as he fell to the ground.

			Garibaldi led one last desperate charge of his legionnaires into the French lines and somehow again escaped unscathed, but the man who had so long stood at his side was not so lucky. Fragments of an exploding bomb punctured the left side of Andrea Aguyar’s head. Garibaldi’s black bodyguard and companion would die within hours, his body placed alongside Manara’s in one of Rome’s overcrowded hospitals. The next morning a truce was declared, allowing both sides to gather up their dead and wounded.18

			

			—

			
			ATOP CAPITOLINE HILL, THE men of the Constituent Assembly watched as Mazzini came to the lectern. In title, Mazzini bore no greater authority than his two fellow members of the triumvirate, yet as all knew, it was Mazzini alone who had guided the republic’s course. In the president’s chair sat Charles Napoleon, cousin of the man whose armies were poised to conquer Rome. Although Mazzini’s face was unusually pallid, he betrayed no other sign of tension. The heroism of Rome’s defenders, he told the men, had won the world’s admiration, but, he admitted, they could not hold the French off much longer.

			They had a fateful decision to make, Mazzini said, for only three choices remained. The first, he told them, was surrender, a prospect he dismissed as too shameful to contemplate. The second was to stay and fight. After all, they had spent weeks building the barricades for just such an eventuality. In Rome’s narrow streets, the French could not use their artillery and would have to fight house to house against an armed population. This offered one honorable alternative. The other, and the one, he told the Assembly, he hoped they would adopt, was a version of the path that Garibaldi had urged a few days earlier. The Assembly, along with the government and its military, could regroup in the provinces. There they would enlist the support of the local population and continue the battle for freedom.

			Murmurs of unease and unhappiness greeted the prophet’s remarks. Someone suggested that Garibaldi be summoned to tell them what he thought, and so a messenger was sent to get him. Before long the Hero of Two Worlds strode in to excited shouts and prolonged applause, his mud-encrusted clothes torn, his poncho soaked with blood, his face covered in dirt congealed with sweat. “He shook his thick blond hair,” recalled one observer, “like a lion who senses he has been wounded….His expression was, rather than sad, fierce.” Asked how they could fight on, Garibaldi replied that they would have to evacuate Trastevere, the neighborhood on the French side of the river, and blow up all the bridges. That this would only delay the inevitable was clear to all. Asked about the possibility of continuing the fight through the barricaded streets of the city, Garibaldi replied that the plan would never work. The French would not risk street-to-street combat but would simply set up their cannons closer and closer to the city center, wreaking ever-greater carnage until the city capitulated. Romans, said Garibaldi, had already done all that a heroic people could do. He added his support for Mazzini’s proposal: the government and the army should take to the hills.19

			
			Mazzini’s influence over the Assembly had dramatically weakened. His reputation as someone all too willing to sacrifice other people’s lives to his grandiose theories was now again much on people’s minds. To take to the hills—and who knew exactly where?—with four enemy armies on their trail, with a dispirited and depleted military, with few munitions, little food, and no money, expecting to be supported by impoverished peasants, seemed foolhardy, if not suicidal.

			Twenty-eight-year-old Enrico Cernuschi, son of a wealthy Piedmontese family, a member of the Assembly and the man in charge of the barricade defense, rose to speak. “You are well aware,” he began, “how devoted I have been to defending this unhappy land, this people. But now”—here his voice began to break as he struggled to keep composed—“I am the one to declare that the French now have their path clear, and that Rome, this good people…after all its efforts, must resign itself to being occupied.” As tears flowed from Cernuschi’s eyes, many of the deputies began to weep with him. “For several minutes,” recalled one of the men there that day, “nothing could be heard in that hall but stifled sobbing.”20

			The resolution approved by the Constituent Assembly and posted throughout the city was brief:

			
				In the name of God and the People

				The Roman Constituent Assembly ends a defense that has become impossible, and remains at its post. The Triumvirate is charged with the execution of the present Decree.21

			

			The Romans would not surrender, but they would no longer fight. Within hours another notice appeared on Rome’s walls, announcing the triumvirate’s resignation. After praising the Romans for their courage in fighting for freedom, their new message to the Romans concluded with a typically Mazzinian plea:

			
			
				A cloud rises over you today. It will not last long. Keep constantly in mind your rights and the faith for which so many of the best among you, armed apostles, have died. God, who has gathered up their blood, is your guarantor. God wants Rome to be free and to be great; and it will be. Yours is not defeat. It is the victory of the martyrs for whom burial is the stairway to heaven.22

			

			

			—

			THE NUMBER OF THOSE who died defending Rome from the French attack would never be known. Perhaps it was a thousand, although the figure cited by the French general in charge of the assault was 1,700 to 1,800. Many more were injured. The French, eager to minimize their own losses, officially counted 162 dead and 842 wounded.23

			With Mazzini having resigned, the task of notifying Oudinot of the Assembly’s decision to end all resistance fell to General Roselli, head of the Roman Republic’s army. Roselli sent Oudinot a brief note, along with a copy of the Assembly’s resolution. “I will immediately stop all hostilities,” wrote Roselli, “as I hope you too, General, will do as well.” He added that representatives from the city government would come to French headquarters that evening to discuss arrangements.24

			The four-member delegation arrived at French headquarters outside the wall after midnight. Oudinot complimented them on the valor with which the Romans had fought, and he expressed regret at the damage and loss of life that had resulted. His demands, he said, were simple: The French army must be free to enter the city peacefully and to occupy those positions it judged useful. The delegates replied by saying they would consult with the city council and return the next evening.25

			The next day, still harboring some hope that the French might content themselves with ensuring that the Austrians and other armies were kept out of Rome, the city council came up with its own additional terms of surrender. The Romans would be allowed to retain some of their armed forces, and these would work in concert with the French in ensuring public order. The National Guard would also be allowed to remain. In addition, the French would guarantee “individual freedom and property for all” and not involve itself in the city’s “internal administration.”26

			
			That evening, when the delegation presented its proposal, Oudinot replied that he would need to consult with his colleagues and asked them to return the next morning. When, later that night, Corcelle arrived at the military headquarters, he found Oudinot preparing to sign the terms the Roman city council had proposed. Corcelle was dumbfounded. How could Oudinot countenance having the men who had deposed the pope retain any influence, much less permit a separate army created by the republic to continue to exist? The Roman Assembly had already declared all further resistance impossible. Why bargain with the Romans at all? After some hesitation, Oudinot agreed.

			On the morning of July 2, with the French poised to enter the vanquished city, a haunting scene played out on Rome’s streets. Women and men sank to their knees as the funeral cortege for Luciano Manara, twenty-four-year-old leader of the Lombard volunteers, passed through the flower-strewn street. Those of his comrades who had survived, their uniforms ripped and filthy from their uninterrupted weeks at the front, their faces burned by the sun and still covered in dust, marched behind the funeral bier, some limping on crutches, many with bandages wrapped around their heads. Manara’s bloodstained tunic had been laid atop the coffin, but when it reached its destination, at the Church of San Lorenzo in Lucina, just off the Corso in the center of the city, the cover was removed, revealing Manara in his uniform, his sword still in his hand. “It was one of those scenes,” recalled one of those present, “which leaves a life-long impression and cannot be recalled without a thrill of horror.”27

			With the French army poised to march into Rome at any time, Lewis Cass, the American chargé d’affaires, sought out Garibaldi and told him that the United States was putting a ship at his disposal at Civitavecchia. He, and those of his men who were most in danger with the arrival of the French, could escape. Garibaldi was not tempted. He summoned the republic’s remaining armed forces to St. Peter’s Square. There, on his white horse, amid a crowd of thousands in which military men were mixed in with women, the young, and the old, the Hero of Two Worlds made his way with difficulty to the obelisk at the center of the square, where he raised his hands, silencing the crowd. “To those who follow me,” he shouted, so as to be heard in the vast square, “I demand great love for the fatherland….I can promise no pay but only hardship, hunger, thirst, and all the dangers of war.” In response, the grizzled men raised their rifles. “We’ll all come! You are Italy! Long live Garibaldi!” they shouted. Where exactly he was headed, none of them knew; nor, it seemed, did he.28

			
			By eight p.m. that evening, four thousand men had gathered in the piazza in front of St. John Lateran Basilica, on the eastern side of the city, ready to follow Garibaldi. For his own red-shirted legionnaires, it was not a difficult decision, but many others had agonized over what to do. They feared that once they were in the mountains, chased by enemy armies, and taking food from local peasants, they would be viewed as little more than brigands. But if they remained in Rome, they wondered, what would happen to them once the French army arrived?29

			Among those in the crowd that evening was Margaret Fuller, who described the scene:

			
				Never have I seen a sight so beautiful, so romantic, and so sad….The sun was setting, the crescent moon rising, the flower of the Italian youth were marshalling in that solemn place. They had been driven from every other spot where they had offered their hearts as bulwarks of Italian independence….They must now go or remain prisoners and slaves….I saw the wounded, all that could go, laden upon their baggage cars….I saw many youths, born to rich inheritance, carrying in a handkerchief all their worldly goods.

			

			Her image of Garibaldi remained as heroic as ever: “The wife of Garibaldi followed him on horseback. He himself was distinguished by the white tunic; his look was entirely that of a hero of the Middle Ages….There is no fatigue upon his brow or cheek.”

			The caravan set out, thirty-seven mules carrying their modest provisions. Ciceruacchio, the hero of Rome’s popolani, accompanied by his two young sons, helped guide them out of the city. The sight of Garibaldi’s South American wife, Anita, dark-complexioned and slight of build, caught many eyes as she rode on horseback, her gaze one of steely resolve. When Garibaldi reached the gate, he paused, got off his horse, and embraced the members of the Constituent Assembly who had come to salute him, recognizable by the tricolored sash they wore across their chests. “Hard was the heart, stony and seared the eye,” observed Margaret Fuller, “that had no tear for that moment.”30

			

			—

			
			ROME’S CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY HAD little time left, but there was one thing its members were eager to do before the French troops flooded into the city. For several weeks, a committee had been working on a new, republican constitution, one that would spell out the rights of a free people, to serve as a model for all Italy. Its final details had been decided on only a few days earlier.

			At noon on July 3, with the French army expected to arrive at any moment, the deputies gathered in the piazza designed by Michelangelo atop Capitoline Hill. As a few hundred supporters looked on, the Assembly president read the new constitution aloud. It felt like a sacred moment, and people reached up to remove their hats from their heads.

			“The democratic government,” he read, “has as its basic rule equality, freedom, and fraternity. It does not recognize titles of nobility, nor privileges of birth or of caste.” The text went on to proclaim all equal before the law, regardless of religion. The pope would enjoy “all the guarantees necessary for the independent exercise of his spiritual power.” Capital punishment was abolished, freedom of speech and association assured, and privacy protected. An Assembly elected by universal male suffrage would make the laws.31

			As the constitution was being read on Capitoline Hill, the first French troops moved into Piazza del Popolo. The main march into Rome began a few hours later when General Oudinot, followed by his senior officers and a division of French cavalry, led his men down the Corso. The shops were closed, the city in mourning. A French military marching band began to play, but unnerved by the hostile crowd, they soon gave up. The calls rang out: “Long live the Roman Republic!” “Death to Pius IX!” “Soldiers of the pope!” As the general rode by on horseback, he was showered with abuse: “Cardinal Oudinot!” “Liar!” “Butcher of Rome!” A handful of papal loyalists who imprudently greeted the French troops with shouts of welcome ended up dead, victims of the people’s wrath. Among them was at least one man of the cloth.32

			
			That evening Oudinot had a message to the Romans pasted on the city walls, in both Italian and French. “The Army that the French Republic has sent to your land,” it began, “has as its goal the reestablishment of the order desired by the will of the people. A sectarian, or corrupt, minority has forced us to attack your walls. We now control the city and intend to accomplish our mission.” The Constituent Assembly was dissolved, clubs were banned, the barricades were being dismantled, and the flags of the Roman Republic torn down. Nothing could be published without prior permission of the military authorities.33
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			Although Garibaldi had led his men out of the city the previous day, more than ten thousand republican military veterans remained in Rome, and they were still armed. With no official surrender but instructed not to resist, the men who had until a few days earlier been battling the French now waited in their barracks, many in the massive Castel Sant’Angelo. That first night, while Rome’s soldiers slept in their barracks, the French were forced to sleep outside.

			
			Reporting all this to Tocqueville on July 5, Corcelle did not conceal his anger. It was now several days since they had conquered Rome, yet large numbers of armed men remained in the city, and according to the Frenchman, they had already assassinated twenty people whose only crime was voicing their support for the pope. Tricolored flags kept appearing on the streets. “The surrender,” wrote Corcelle, “has been a veritable defeat for us after the victory.” He lashed into Oudinot. It would have been easy, he said, if, at the moment the French entered the city, they had simply surrounded the Roman forces and disarmed them, but the general had wanted to avoid a bloody confrontation.34

			For Mazzini, the defeat was bitter. “Rome has given up,” he wrote to his mother the day the French troops entered the city. “Its position, from a military point of view, was bad, yet it could have mounted a defense at the barricades that would have astonished the world. But the Assembly did not want to, and in a moment of fear, all was lost.” He recounted how he had urged the Assembly to go with the army to continue the fight elsewhere, but this too it had opposed. “And so for now,” concluded Mazzini, “the magnificent drama ends in the saddest way.”

			Margaret Fuller, who went to visit the defeated leader, was struck by how much he had changed. “In two short months he had grown old. All the vital juices seemed exhausted. His eyes were all blood-shot; his skin orange; flesh he had none.” Yet the man whom Fuller idolized remained. “Sweet and calm, but full of a more fiery purpose than ever, in him I revered the hero and owned myself not of that mold.”35

			

			—

			ON JULY 4, THE DAY after the French entered Rome, Oudinot sent his personal envoy, Adolphe Niel, colonel of the French engineering corps, to Gaeta, bearing the keys to the gates through which the French troops had entered the city. “Pius IX’s face is very pleasing,” reported Niel, recounting his visit in a letter to his brother in France. “You can read the most touching goodness on it. His voice is sweet, his manner simple yet marked by great dignity.” Expressing his gratitude, Pius penned a letter to the French general. He wanted to congratulate Oudinot, he wrote, “not for the blood that has been shed, which is abhorrent to me, but for the triumph of order over anarchy, and for the restoration of freedom to the honest, Christian people.” He concluded, “The triumph of the French army came against the enemies of human society and for this reason ought to earn feelings of gratitude from all honest men in Europe.”36

			
			At the same time as Pius received the keys to Rome, he got a letter from Cardinal Lambruschini, the Curia’s preeminent hard-liner, a response to the pope’s own letter of a week earlier. Praising Pius for rejecting the pleas of those who urged him to retain his reforms, Lambruschini expressed special pleasure with the pope’s decision not to grant a constitution, which he dismissed as “entirely incompatible with the political condition of the Holy See.” The cardinal also urged the pope to reject the demands that he replace clergy with laymen in the government and courts. To give ground, he warned, was to guarantee a repetition of their recent disaster. “The people must be treated with a brake,” he advised. “The brake can be somewhat gentle, but it must be a brake….The people must be made to know the enormous crime they have committed, and in some way they should be made to atone for it.”37

			No one better appreciated the pressure the cardinals were putting on the pope than Harcourt, who had spent months in Gaeta urging Pius to spurn their advice. Writing from French military headquarters in Rome on the day the city was taken, he sent Tocqueville an urgent report. The French would obtain nothing, he told the foreign minister, by dealing benevolently with the Holy Father. Pio Nono would merely keep offering vague expressions of his goodwill. He would say everything except the one thing they actually needed, assurances that he would grant the people “real rights.” He and Rayneval had tried every possible argument to convince him but to no avail. When pressed, the pope simply repeated that his conscience would not permit him to act as the French wished. Pius even threatened that he might not return to Rome at all but could go elsewhere, “even to America,” reported Harcourt, “if we sought to do violence to his conscience.”

			
			Harcourt had lost all patience. There were only two ways, he believed, that the French could avoid catastrophe. Both meant issuing an ultimatum. If it were possible to persuade Austria to join with them, France and Austria could together demand that the pope publicly state his intention to retain a constitutional government. Should he refuse, they would withdraw their armies “and abandon him to his own forces, washing their hands of all responsibility for the future.” If, as seemed more likely, Austria would not agree to this plan, only one path remained. France would have to act alone and tell the pope that should he not “reestablish the institutions that he himself had previously given, including the constitution,” they would not allow him to return to his capital.38

			The French army now occupied Rome but had yet to hoist the papal flag over the city. Pius remained in his modest room in Gaeta. A war of nerves was about to begin, pitting the celebrated author of Democracy in America against the exiled pope-king. It was not at all clear who would win.
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			Lacking any commitment from the pope to retain his reforms, the French seemed in no hurry to restore papal government. “So far,” observed the Austrian ambassador, “all I see is the occupation of Rome by the French,” the third, he noted, in the past half century. In 1798 Napoleon had seized Rome and driven Pope Pius VI into exile. A decade later his armies returned and forced his successor, Pius VII, to abandon the city. Now the French army had again taken Rome, and again the fate of a Pope Pius rested in their hands. Austrian troops meanwhile patrolled the streets of Bologna, Ancona, Ferrara, and the many other towns they had recently restored to pontifical rule.1

			Two days after French troops entered Rome, the French appointed General Louis de Rostolan, a hard-bitten and not terribly well-lettered veteran of the French war in Algeria, to serve as governor of the city. He immediately announced that all gatherings were forbidden and no one would be allowed on the streets after nine-thirty p.m. Any violence or insult aimed at French soldiers would be punished severely. “Inhabitants of Rome!” warned Rostolan. “You want order. I know how to guarantee it. Those who dream of prolonging your oppression will find in me inflexible severity.”2

			Among the new restrictions, it was the curfew that Romans most resented. By evening, the heat of the summer sun turned the windowless homes of the popolani into insufferable ovens. Outside, in the cooler evening air, twenty-three thousand French soldiers set up camp in the squares and marketplaces, hundreds of their horses tied up along the streets.3

			
			Upset by his lack of official diplomatic standing, Corcelle, Tocqueville’s personal envoy, demanded that his status as France’s primary representative in Rome be made clear. In a letter to the foreign minister, Corcelle took aim at the three men who stood in his way. On Oudinot, he had been heaping abuse since his first reports in June. “I told you,” he advised Tocqueville, “that General Oudinot was capable of every possible kind of mistake and even some that are impossible. In administration, as in war, you will find him always uncertain, equivocating, lacking any sense of proportion, vague, passionate for the details, ingenious in complicating everything, a veritable font of false ideas expressed in a most refined way.” To allow Oudinot to remain at his post, he warned, would bring disaster.4

			So much for the general in charge. As for Harcourt, Corcelle devoted few words to him, for bowing to Corcelle’s earlier pleas, Tocqueville had already let the ambassador to the Holy See know that he was soon to be recalled. And so, wrote Corcelle, the foreign minister had to choose: was it to be “Rayneval or me”?

			Admittedly, wrote Corcelle, Rayneval, unlike him, spoke Italian, knew many of the key people in Italy, and was expert in Italian affairs. No one could deny that he was an able man with good judgment. But, Corcelle charged, there was a problem. Having been outside France the previous year when the monarchy was overthrown and the republic proclaimed, Rayneval had little understanding of the new order in his homeland. “His education,” observed Corcelle, “was formed at the court where ideas of freedom were not in favor.” While Corcelle had portrayed Harcourt as ineffective because he lacked the necessary finesse—the pope found his pushiness grating—he criticized Rayneval for not pressing the Holy Father hard enough.5

			“No one is more convinced than I am of General Oudinot’s inadequacy,” replied Tocqueville in mid-July. “In my view, it was a crime to have confided such an affair to such a man, and from the second day since my entry into the cabinet, I have demanded he be replaced.” This would soon be done. “As for the multiplicity of negotiators,” the foreign minister assured his friend, “I have begun to put things in order by recalling Harcourt. It will not surprise you that my principal aim in doing so was to leave you in charge in Rome.”

			
			Rayneval, observed the foreign minister, had to be handled more carefully, for he was clearly a man of great merit. If they were to remove him from Italy, they would first need to find a major post for him elsewhere in Europe. “I believe, as you do,” concluded Tocqueville, “that the best thing would be for you to remain alone. Harcourt’s departure already greatly simplifies matters.”6

			

			—

			THE MOOD IN ROME was sullen, the future unclear. On July 11 a man hired by the French to paint over the tricolored decorations on Rome’s roofs was hit on the head with a cobblestone and killed. His would not be the last of the violent deaths in the city that month. Periodically a French soldier or a priest guilty of being too loud in his praise of the French occupation would also be attacked. But the French were living up to their word. The guilty parties were seized, stood up against a wall, and shot.7

			Rayneval’s reports to Paris offered some encouragement. In the last few days, he wrote on July 9, the French had dissolved Rome’s National Guard, confiscated arms, and arrested or expelled many of the men who were trying to turn the population against the new order. They were also returning the palaces of the French, Austrian, and Spanish embassies to their rightful owners. Increasingly, priests and monks who had previously remained indoors, or ventured outside only in disguise, were now willing to risk appearing in their clerical garb on Rome’s streets. The great majority of the Romans with whom he had spoken, he reported, had no sympathy for the fanatics who had so recently ruled Rome, but they were wary about the pope’s return. “At base,” Rayneval recounted, “the revolution was made to chase the priests from power. That is the key idea, the popular idea, the idea that everyone understands. The particular form that institutions take matters much less.”8

			The Italian patriots who had converged on Rome to join in the intoxicating days of the republic now found themselves with nowhere to go. Nicholas Brown, the American consul, and John Freeborn, his British counterpart, handed out hundreds of visas to help them flee, some bound northward in Europe, some to the Americas, and some to North Africa. Both men acted against their governments’ wishes. “These unhappy people,” Freeborn told London in trying to justify the five hundred passports he had given out, “have implored this protection even on their knees.” Lord Palmerston, the British foreign minister, reprimanded him for disobeying clear instructions. Washington, even less pleased by its consul’s embrace of the Roman Republic, dismissed him from his post.9

			
			Nicholas Brown set sail on July 9 aboard a ship bound for Genoa, accompanied by the notorious Pietro Sterbini, leader of the Popular Club and the accused mastermind of the assassination of Pellegrino Rossi. Traveling with them were many other republican veterans bearing passports that the American consul had given them.10

			Mazzini was still in Rome but knew that he could not stay long. Having gotten an American passport—under the alias “George Moore”—from the U.S. chargé d’affaires, he asked his good friend, Margaret Fuller, for help. Did she know of any American or British family traveling to Switzerland that would be willing to take him with them? “Under a little disguise and with my American passport,” he told her, he could “patiently await and keep myself concealed till the day of their departure.” As Fuller could find no such family, Mazzini took another route, sailing incognito to Marseilles on July 12. From there he made his way, unrecognized, to Geneva, hiding from the Swiss police before making his way to London to continue his life in exile, dreaming up new plots for Italian independence.11

			

			—

			AFTER ALL FRANCE HAD done for him, Pius might have been more grateful. When the Tuscan ambassador, having heard that the French had presented the pope with the keys to Rome, came to congratulate him, he was surprised at the pontiff’s reaction. Rather than express appreciation, Pius complained that the French were being too indulgent in dealing with those who had driven him out. How had they allowed Garibaldi and his men to escape? How could they have permitted Mazzini to show his face in public unmolested? Why was only the French flag flying over the city?12

			
			Cardinal Antonelli was displeased as well. “Every Power that has occupied the other parts of the Papal States,” he wrote to his nuncios, “has had the merit of raising the Pontifical flag and declaring that its occupation was aimed at restoring the Government of His Holiness.” The French had acted very differently. “Up until now, in the many acts that they have published, not a word has been said about the Holy Father, nor about his Government, nor has his flag been raised.” The demagogues, Antonelli complained, including those who had served on Rome’s city council, continued to walk freely down the city’s streets, while priests remained fearful of appearing in public in their clerical robes.13

			The French had imagined that papal rule would return only after Pius announced his intention to retain constitutional rights. Now that their troops occupied Rome and the pontiff had still not made any such pledge, the French found themselves in an awkward position. After all the blood they had shed, how could they admit that the Romans did not want papal rule brought back? Their only alternative, it seemed, was to create a government of their own, but this would not only be a direct challenge to papal authority over Christendom’s capital, it would antagonize the Austrians. It would also open up a drain on French finances without any end in sight.14

			Bowing to the inevitable, on July 15 French troops hoisted the papal flag over Castel Sant’Angelo as a hundred cannon blasts sounded. Accompanied by his senior officers, General Oudinot then rode through thousands of his troops to St. Peter’s Square. There he dismounted and climbed the stairs up into the basilica, where three cardinals awaited him. Following a holy mass paying tribute to the French for their conquest of the city, Cardinal Antonio Tosti climbed to the podium. “You will pass on to posterity,” said the cardinal, looking straight at Oudinot,

			
				the title of the liberator of Rome….You have freed us from the oppression of monsters who dishonor mankind….The good people still mourn for the small amount of French blood that was shed, but this blood, together with that of the innocent priests and upright citizens barbarously slaughtered by these monsters, will bring heaven’s blessings to France, to you, and to your valiant soldiers.

			
As General Oudinot walked back through the cavernous basilica, the Romans who had come to celebrate shouted cries of gratitude and joy and rushed forward to kiss his hands. Many were employees of the Holy See and had lived through trying months. Carried away by the emotion of the moment, some went into the nearby streets of Trastevere, where they called on the residents to join them in shouting Viva Pio Nono! They did not get the reaction they hoped for. “The women of Trastevere,” noted the Roman diarist Roncalli, “opposed them with nasty gestures and instead hurled abuse at Pius IX himself.”15

			Corcelle went directly from the ceremonies in Rome to Fiumicino to board a ship bound for Gaeta.16 Pius greeted him with great warmth. “I will never forget this moment,” reported Corcelle. The contrast between the new French envoy’s warm attitude toward the pope and Harcourt’s poor opinion of the pontiff could scarcely have been greater. “Those who have experienced the grace of his paternal tenderness,” wrote Corcelle, “know how difficult it is not to respond with emotion.” That Tocqueville had replaced Harcourt with Corcelle says much about Tocqueville. Corcelle was part of a small group of his close friends who had worked together on journalistic and political projects for a decade. Tocqueville thought him well adapted for the post both because of his interest in the church and because he had briefly been the French government’s special envoy to the pope immediately after Pius fled Rome. But Corcelle had a very different attitude toward the pope and would, in the end, do much to undermine Tocqueville’s efforts to prevent a return of the old theocracy.17

			In Corcelle’s first two-hour conversation with Pius in Gaeta, and a second of equal length the next day, he followed Tocqueville’s instructions, warning Pius of the danger of continuing to follow a reactionary path. Although the pope offered no indication that he agreed with the French advice, Corcelle defended the pope. “I am convinced,” he wrote Tocqueville, “that Pope Pius IX has remained what he was in 1847.”

			In marked contrast with Harcourt, who had shown little compunction in badgering the pontiff, Corcelle clearly remained under the pope’s spell. When Corcelle urged the pope to appoint laymen along with priests to his government, Pius replied playfully, “Do you want to be my minister of finance?” He reminded the Frenchman that he had once appointed one of his compatriots, Pellegrino Rossi, to help him put things in order. “He was the only statesman that I could find capable of overseeing an entirely new political approach,” remarked Pius, before adding, “and they killed him!”

			
			Corcelle followed up each of his conversations with the pope by going to see Cardinal Antonelli. The French envoy tried to impress on him the importance of getting the pope to return to Rome immediately. Otherwise, he argued, what little enthusiasm the French had been able to drum up for the pontiff through their ceremonies of July 15 would soon wane. Yet Antonelli was unmoved. He was clearly in no hurry to have the pope return.

			At the same time, he informed the new French envoy that Pius was preparing a proclamation addressed to his subjects. They would be the pope’s first words to them since Rome had been retaken. It was crucial, replied Corcelle, that the pontiff strike the right tone.

			Antonelli handed him a copy of the text, which he read with mounting dismay. The pope spoke of the need to reestablish his rule but said nothing about granting freedom to his subjects. Told that the message had already been sent to General Oudinot to place on Rome’s walls, Corcelle rushed to Rome in an effort to intercept it. Should it be published as it was, without any mention of the pope’s intention to keep his reforms, thought the French envoy, it would be a disaster.18

			On his arrival in Rome on July 21, Corcelle found Oudinot uncooperative. Hadn’t they, only a few days earlier, made a much-ballyhooed announcement of the restoration of the pope’s authority? How could they now prevent publication of the pope’s address to his people?

			As it turned out, the question was moot, for copies of the pope’s proclamation were already appearing on walls throughout Rome:19

			
			
				Pope Pius IX

				To his most beloved subjects

				God hath lifted his arm on high and hath commanded the stormy sea of anarchy and impiety to cease. He hath guided the Catholic arms to sustain the rights of humanity trodden under foot….

				My beloved subjects! If in the whirl of frightful events our heart has been overwhelmed with grief in reflecting on the many ills suffered by the Church, by religion, and by you, it has not failed in the love which it always had for you, and still bears you. Our prayers hasten the day that shall bring us again among you….

				In the meantime, in order to reorganize public affairs, we are about to name a Commission, which, being provided with full powers and aided by a Minister, shall regulate the government of the State.

				That blessing of the Lord which we have always implored…we now implore with greater fervor, that it may descend in full measure upon you, and it is a great comfort…to hope that all those who were resolved to become incapable of enjoying the fruits thereof by their errors, may be made worthy of it by a sincere and constant repentance.20

			

			In the days since the French seized Rome, the people had been anxiously awaiting some sign of what path the pope would take in returning to the city. They hoped that the old, benevolent, liberal-minded pope would return, but they feared that a now vengeful pontiff, spurred on by his evil advisers, would try to restore the despised government of the priests. This first papal declaration of purpose did nothing to allay their fears.

			“What is most notable in this city is heartbreaking,” observed the Tuscan ambassador that day. “I don’t speak of the material damage, though it is certainly visible, but of something more important. The discontent is painted on people’s faces…unwilling to submit themselves to a government that wants to push the Restoration back to times that are inconceivable today.” Or as the London Times reporter in Rome put it, “The dread of the restoration of Church government…pervades all classes, except those immediately connected with the families of the Cardinals.”21

			If the Romans were discouraged, the French troops in Rome were unhappy as well. Resented by the locals, living in cramped temporary quarters in the sweltering summer heat, their mission unclear, they had heard all too often of the ravages that the malaria season brought to the Eternal City. “The summer is very unpleasant,” wrote the French colonel Adolphe Niel to his brother in late July. It was Niel who had brought the pope the keys to Rome earlier in the month: “Matters are very muddled. The pope does not dare to return.” In the evenings, he reported, with the curfew eased, the long, narrow, dust-filled Corso was jammed with carriages and pedestrians as the Romans tried to escape the heat. The piles of warm horse manure made the streets treacherous. “The cobblestones are so slippery for the horses,” Niel observed, “that despite wearing spiked horseshoes, they often fall down.”22

			
			Rome’s Jews nervously waited to see what the pope’s restoration would mean for them. The constitution that the Roman Republic had announced the day of its demise granted them equal rights, but now nothing was clear. When a Jew tried to open a store in the town of Velletri, south of Rome, local merchants complained. In response, Cardinal Antonelli, writing from Gaeta, advised them that with the return of papal authority, Jews no longer had the right to open stores outside the ghettos and would soon be closed back within their walls.23

			Duke Harcourt, the French ambassador to the Holy See, having been recalled by Tocqueville, left Rome on July 21. Two months later he would resign from the diplomatic corps.24

			In Gaeta, Rayneval, unhappy that the pope’s first address to the Romans after retaking the city made no mention of any plans to keep his reforms, went to talk to him.

			“Do you want me to forget my dignity?” replied Pius. “Should I condemn myself to appear to be bowing to French pressure?…If I do something good,” he asked the French ambassador, “shouldn’t my acts be spontaneous and, above all, have the appearance of being so?”

			As long as Pius had needed the French to get Rome back, he had left them some hope that he would meet them halfway. Although he was neither politically astute nor calculating, his natural desire to please, and his long-standing emotional preference for the French over the Austrians, had led him to humor them. Now that Rome had been retaken, he would not budge.

			
			“You do not know my intentions,” the pontiff told Rayneval. “You will not find them reassuring. I do not want any Constitution because a Constitution would be the end of the Papacy. But as for the reforms that you speak to me about so often, haven’t I taken the initiative?” Here the pope spoke of his willingness to establish representative town and provincial councils and even an advisory state council. And, he added, he was well aware of various abuses that had long plagued the Papal States. “Do I not know,” he asked, “that the judicial system leaves much to be desired? Do I not know that improvements are needed in finances and administration?

			“Why doubt my intentions?” asked the pope. “Haven’t I given great proof of my goodwill?”25

			Rayneval then went to see Antonelli, who gave him more discouraging news. The pope had indicated that he was about to name three men to oversee the new papal government in Rome. He had initially spoken of appointing one cardinal and two laymen, but now Antonelli insisted that only cardinals could properly represent the pope. This, thought Rayneval, would send exactly the wrong message. Antonelli also told the French ambassador that he would soon be announcing the reestablishment of the old ecclesiastical tribunals. Rayneval was horrified.

			The next day Rayneval again went to talk to the pope. “Pius IX,” he observed, “has a sweet, conciliatory disposition that easily calms even the most agitated feelings. Unfortunately,” the diplomat added, “he lacks firmness, and he doesn’t know whom to believe.” That same apparent lack of firmness, which the French had earlier seen as a weakness, now became the one thin reed on which their hopes rested. Rayneval tried to turn the pope’s attention to the need to grant the broadest possible amnesty in returning to power. The alternative, to launch a repressive roundup of those associated in any way with the Roman Republic, would only further inflame public opinion against his return.

			Pius was unmoved. “Do not forget who I am,” said the pope. “It is certainly necessary for the worst to be punished. For the rest, the important thing is that they leave.”

			Rayneval then turned to the importance of appointing laymen to the government. All the men the pope had recently chosen to restore papal government in the various cities of the Papal States were clerics. “Your Holiness,” said the ambassador, anticipating the pope’s response, “undoubtedly wishes to tell me that the duties of these prelates are temporary—”

			
			“And that’s a fact,” interjected the pope.

			“Well, that’s good, but this important fact is completely unknown….Would it not be a good moment to make it public?”

			Pius said he would give the matter some thought.26

			

			—

			WHILE RAYNEVAL PLEADED WITH Pius in Gaeta, Romans nervously waited to learn the pope’s choices for the new three-member governing commission. “The people’s fears,” reported the French chargé d’affaires in Rome, “are greater than their hopes.” Their views of the prelates around the pontiff were less than flattering. “Pio Nono,” reported the London Times correspondent in Rome, “is surrounded by persons…who have no other remedy to offer than the old ones—the dungeon and banishment.”27

			The Romans’ fears would prove justified when the names of the members of the governing commission were announced. Cardinal Gabriele Della Genga, the best known of the three, had been appointed a cardinal in 1836 at age thirty-four, seven years after the death of his uncle, Pope Leo XII. In the first two years of his papacy, Pius IX had viewed the reactionary Della Genga as an adversary and removed him from his post as head of the papal government in Ferrara, where he was deeply unpopular. The cardinal was rigid, ambitious, and vindictive. He had not forgotten the humiliation he suffered the previous year in Rome when he was forced from his carriage by the angry mob following the pope’s rejection of war with Austria. The Austrians were delighted to learn of the appointment. He would be the soul of the commission that was taking shape.28

			The other two cardinals were less well known—Rayneval initially dismissed both as “nonentities.” Luigi Vannicelli, forty-eight years old and a cardinal for the past seven, had been a favorite of Gregory XVI. Known for his reactionary zeal while serving as papal legate in Bologna, he had spent four years in charge of the papal police in Rome. He, too, was a welcome choice for the Austrians. “He is one of the favorites of Cardinal Lambruschini,” recalled the Austrian ambassador, “and he remains today, just as his colleague Della Genga, among the most intimate and devoted friends of the former secretary of state. His political tendencies and his feelings in our favor are, I believe, beyond any doubt.”

			
			The third member of the commission, forty-four-year-old cardinal Prince Lodovico Altieri, came from an old, aristocratic Roman family. Appointed archbishop at age thirty, he had served as papal nuncio to Vienna before, at thirty-five, becoming a cardinal. More easygoing than Della Genga, and more open to change, he was viewed warily by the Austrians. “Cardinal Altieri,” Esterházy told Schwarzenberg after singing the praises of the other two members of the new commission, “most assuredly represents the other side of the coin. I greatly regretted his nomination, as did Cardinal Antonelli and all those of good sense.” But they need not worry, remarked the Austrian ambassador. Altieri would have no influence, given the firm hand of Cardinal Della Genga, who knew what needed to be done and who would have the support of Cardinal Vannicelli.29

			If Esterházy was pleased, Rayneval was not. On learning of the appointments, he went to complain to the pope. Curiously, rather than defend his choices, Pius blamed them on the lack of any good men for the job. In any case, he added, what had been done was done. “I did not insist,” Rayneval recounted to Tocqueville. “Besides, I sympathized with all his embarrassments and with all the uncertainties that weighed on this upright and well-intentioned but vacillating and weak soul.”30

			“You French,” said the pope, “you are always in such a hurry. You want to move too quickly. We Romans are different. We take our time, and sometimes, I admit, we take a great deal of time. But this shouldn’t frighten you. Be patient.”31

			In Paris, Tocqueville read the reports from Italy with mounting anger. “It is clear,” he complained to Corcelle, “that they are playing with you and they are laughing at us. The Roman court is making a fool of us with its promises, as if we were children, while by faits accomplis it resumes all its old abuses. The pope himself, believe me, is not being sincere.” Perhaps, acknowledged Tocqueville, Pius thought that what he was doing was for the good. “But toward us,” the foreign minister concluded, “he has that variety of insincerity that men who are good but weak have to compensate for—and to use their amiable appearances as much as possible to cover up for—the damage their actions have caused.”

			
			Tocqueville had finally had enough. The French could abide no further humiliation. If, after all they had done for him, the pope continued to refuse French requests, he vowed, he would publicly denounce the pontiff to all of Europe and to the whole Catholic world. “Voilà,” he told his old friend Corcelle, “for my part this is what I would do—alone from the tribune as minister or as a simple deputy—rather than suffer the shame and the ridicule that they are preparing for us.”32
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				THE GOVERNING COMMISSION OF THE STATE

				IN THE NAME OF HIS HOLINESS

				HAPPILY REIGNING

				TO ALL THE SUBJECTS OF HIS TEMPORAL DOMINION

				Divine Providence, through the unvanquished, glorious Catholic armies, has rescued the peoples of all the Papal States, and especially those of the City of Rome, seat and center of our most holy Religion, from the stormy vortex of the blindest and darkest passions. Thus, faithful to the promise announced in His venerated Motu proprio, dated from Gaeta the 17th of this past month, the HOLY FATHER now sends us among you with full powers in order to repair, in the best manner, and as quickly as possible, the grave damage wrought by the anarchy and the despotism of a few.

			

			The proclamation, dated August 1, 1849, from the Quirinal Palace, signed by the three recently appointed cardinals, announced the return of papal government to Rome. Within hours, virtually all the copies posted along the Corso had been ripped from its walls, a fact the cardinals blamed on “the bile of the democrats.”

			
			Romans dubbed the cardinals’ commission the “red triumvirate,” a reference not only to the color of their robes but to their presumed thirst for the blood of those who would oppose them. People had hoped that there would be at least one layman among them. Instead, as many saw it, the pope had sent a group of retrograde clerics bent on bringing back the Inquisition. For their first public act on August 1, the cardinals had intended to go in solemn procession to St. Peter’s Basilica, but both French army officials and the city’s highest-ranking clergymen advised against it. Rome, they told the cardinals, had not yet been sufficiently “purged.”1

			The next day the commission announced its first decisions, nullifying all government measures put into effect since Rossi’s assassination. It brought back the ecclesiastical tribunals, the courts presided over by priests that were so dreaded by the Romans. All government employees hired since November 15 were dismissed. All who had refused to serve the Roman Republic were welcomed back to work. A special council would determine which, if any, of those who had remained on the job during the republic would be allowed to stay. A day later the cardinals announced that the currency used by the Roman Republic would be recognized at only a fraction of its face value.2

			Although the repressive powers of the church are most closely identified with the Inquisition, what most alarmed the Romans was the decision to bring back the cardinal vicar’s tribunal. The Inquisition dealt mainly with disciplining the clergy. The vicariate tribunal dealt in good part with the people of Rome. With the power of the papal police behind it, and aided by the watchful eye of the lower clergy, the tribunal struck deep into people’s private lives.3

			Fearful that the new cardinals’ commission would trigger disorder, on August 3 the French army made a great show of force. The city again took on a warlike appearance, with cavalry and infantry encamped overnight in the main squares, horses saddled, and guns loaded. The French wheeled three large pieces of artillery into the Piazza del Popolo, positioning them so that they aimed down the main streets that radiated out into the city. All this, observed the newly arrived Austrian consul, “did nothing to improve public attitudes.” Nor did the cardinals’ first meeting with the French generals go well. The Frenchmen knew no Italian and were surprised at the cardinals’ lack of fluency in French. For their part, the cardinals, offended by the generals’ failure to kiss their rings, thought them boorish.4

			
			“If the Quirinal was not guarded by French soldiers,” reported Rome’s London Times correspondent, “it would not be safe for one hour. That unpopularity will be increased a hundredfold for all that may emanate from Gaeta, when it is seen that nothing in the shape of a benevolent promise can be extracted from the Pope.” The British correspondent noted a change in local attitudes toward the French military. Before the cardinals’ arrival, the Romans had viewed the French force as an extension of the pope’s. Now they realized that only the French army stood “between them and the vengeance of the Cardinals.”5

			Tension between the French and the new papal government kept growing. The cardinals were eager to round up those they held responsible for the Roman Republic. This, Tocqueville was convinced, would be disastrous. If political trials were conducted under the protection of French troops, he warned Corcelle, “we would be dishonored before the entire world.” He ordered Corcelle and Oudinot to make sure that no such trials were held.

			But the persecutions soon began. On the night of August 8, two papal policemen barged into the home of Pietro Ripari, the doctor in charge of medical services for one of the military divisions of the republic. Imprisoned, he demanded to know what the charges were against him. They were based, he was told, on his correspondence with Mazzini, dating to the time they were both in Switzerland in 1848, and on his writings critical of the pope. Moved from prison to prison and subjected to a series of trials, the doctor was finally sentenced, two years later, to twenty years in jail for “illicit epistolary correspondence.” The pope’s dungeons were full of such unfortunate souls.6

			Tocqueville was furious. The pope’s refusal to agree to even modest reforms “is causing me,” he confessed to Corcelle, “an irritation so great that I am unable to overcome it….We have sacrificed money and soldiers for him. We have placed our worldwide reputation for liberalism in jeopardy. We have exposed ourselves to a revolution in which we could have all perished and, after all that, they are refusing us, can that be?”

			France, he reminded his envoy, had had three goals in intervening in Rome. They had accomplished the first two: ensuring that France exercised its proper influence in Italy, and ensuring the pope’s independence. But they could not leave Rome without accomplishing their third: the people of the Papal States had to be governed by “serious liberal institutions.” France’s honor, insisted Tocqueville, demanded it. “It would have been a thousand times better never to have undertaken this enterprise,” he declared, “than to abandon it without having obtained the necessary result.”7

			
			As the first reports of repression came in, Tocqueville wrote General Oudinot, upbraiding him for failing to prevent it. “All the news I am receiving here from Italy,” wrote the French foreign minister,

			
				convinces me more and more that you have not understood…your role since the restoration of papal authority in Rome. You seem to believe that there now remains nothing more to do than be a passive spectator to the acts of the Pontifical government….I see from the newspaper and from correspondence that with your concurrence or at least under your eyes the institutions that have been denounced by all Europe, such as the Inquisition and the detestable jurisdiction of the tribunal of the cardinal vicar, have been reestablished.8

			

			What Tocqueville did not tell Oudinot was that on the same day he wrote his letter, he had finally succeeded in getting Louis Napoleon to have him dismissed. “Every single day for the past month,” he informed Corcelle, “I have demanded General Oudinot’s recall, and only the force of inertia has kept him despite me. Today I declared that I would refuse to conduct this affair any longer if he were not recalled. They have finally agreed.”9

			Early that same morning, August 4, Oudinot, not yet knowing of his dismissal and feeling the time had come to finally meet Pius, arrived in Gaeta aboard a French ship. With a benevolent smile, the pope embraced the general and praised him for all he had done for the papacy and for the church.10

			The next day Oudinot had a long conversation with the pontiff. Had the pope had a decent army in the first place, the general told him, his prime minister would never have been assassinated and the whole sad subsequent series of events would never have taken place. Oudinot offered his own services, and those of his senior staff, to advise the pope on how to put together a modern military. At the same time, he urged him to return quickly to Rome.

			
			Pius demurred. The public mood there, he feared, remained too agitated for him to go back anytime soon. Again he bemoaned the Romans’ ingratitude. Perhaps, he suggested, he would first move to Castel Gandolfo, the castle nestled in the hills outside Rome where the popes had long had a summer residence.11

			

			—

			IN PARIS, REPORTS OF the repression in Rome sparked anger in the National Assembly. In response to the deputies’ demand for assurances that the goal of the French expedition was going to be met and that a medieval theocracy was not being restored, Tocqueville reluctantly got up to reply. Throughout his remarks, deputies of the left constantly interrupted him.

			The French, said the foreign minister, were at that very moment in the midst of negotiations with the pope, aimed at ensuring that he retain the liberal institutions that he had earlier created. In light of their delicacy, he told the deputies, it would be inappropriate to discuss them publicly. Loud ironic laughter greeted these remarks from the left, while voices of approval rose from the right.

			“I am authorized not only to believe, but to say in the most formal possible manner,” concluded the foreign minister, rattled perhaps less by the jeers from the left than by his own discomfort at so brazenly lying to them, “that these are the firm intentions of the Holy Father. What Catholic, what man of good will could doubt the word of Pius IX? Based both on his firm will and on ours, we can affirm that our expedition in Italy will not lead to a blind and implacable restoration.”12

			

			—

			DEEP IN THE APENNINE MOUNTAINS, it looked like the end might be near for Garibaldi and his men. Abandoning his earlier plan of establishing a base to the north of Rome, Garibaldi had fixed his sights on Venice, the last part of Italy still holding out against the Austrians. As the weeks passed, his army had dwindled. The sick, the injured, the hungry, and the discouraged stayed behind or drifted away.

			
			In late July, Garibaldi had led his men to the tiny mountain principality of San Marino, cutting his own trail through thick woods and rushing waters, with Austrian soldiers close behind. There he released the men from their vow to fight to the death with him. “Remember,” Garibaldi told them, “that it is better to die than to live as slaves to the foreigner.” Leaving most of the men behind, he then set out with his pregnant wife and three hundred of his followers, still hoping to reach Venice. Through the mediation of the San Marino authorities, the Austrian army, camped nearby, offered to allow the remaining men to go home if they would throw down their arms. Nine hundred of them agreed to do so. They would soon come to regret the faith they had placed in Austrian honor.

			When they reached the Adriatic coast, Garibaldi and his followers overpowered an Austrian outpost, seized thirteen fishing boats, and set sail for Venice. Having begun life as a sailor, Garibaldi felt at home on the sea, but before long the speedier Austrian warships caught up with them, guns firing. Most of the boats were seized, and the men were sent in chains to a nearby Austrian fort. Miraculously, Garibaldi, his wife Anita, the monk Ugo Bassi, and Ciceruacchio and his two sons escaped.

			Making land in a desolate part of the coast north of Ferrara, Garibaldi decided it best if they broke into smaller groups. He and Anita headed toward Ravenna, hoping to find help there. On the third day of their flight, with the Austrians on their heels, Anita, seven months pregnant, could go no farther. Weakened by the frenzied flight through the mountains, she had grown feverish. A day later she died, in her womb their fourth child, never to be born. Distraught, Garibaldi pushed on. With the aid of sympathizers along the way, he made his way across the peninsula to the Tuscan coast and from there to safety in Genoa.13
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			As Garibaldi was making his escape, the men who had laid down their arms in San Marino were marched in chains into Bologna. A local diarist recorded the sight: “At noon today, the sixth, in the midst of a troop of infantry and cavalry, the unfortunates who were part of Garibaldi’s militia began to arrive….The poor men are all torn up, shoeless and reduced to such a state as to move even the most unfeeling to compassion….No one knows what their fate will be.”14

			Ugo Bassi had succeeded in reaching the town of Comacchio, along the coast east of Ferrara. There a local informer reported the monk to the police, who handed him over to the local Austrian commander.15
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			For the Austrian general in Bologna, the famed preacher, reputed to be Garibaldi’s chaplain, was a prize catch. Frustrated that Garibaldi had eluded him, the general was determined to take his revenge. Using the bogus charge that the Barnabite monk had been found carrying arms, and without according him the benefit of a trial, the Austrian sentenced him to death. On August 8 soldiers hoisted the manacled Bassi onto a military wagon, and the procession began. A priest walked on either side of him, as a drummer pounded out a funereal beat. When they reached the site of the execution, Bassi got down on his knees to pray. A soldier came to put a blindfold over his eyes, but the monk asked that a priest put it on him instead, so it would be a priest’s touch that the monk would last feel. The officer in charge raised his sword high. Bassi’s voice could be heard, in prayer, as the Austrian lowered his arm. It was a moment that the patriotic monk from Bologna, who had braved French bullets to care for the wounded and bring God’s words to Rome’s weary defenders, had long envisioned. He crumpled to the ground as bullets pierced his body.16

			
			Ciceruacchio, Rome’s popular hero, met an even crueler fate. Together with his two sons, he was captured on August 9. With them were five other garibaldini, including a young priest who had, along with Ugo Bassi, ministered to the wounded and the dying. The next night the Austrian soldiers marched their eight prisoners, in four pairs, hands bound to each other, to the place of their execution. The Austrians made no pretense of a trial. Ciceruacchio, who was tied to his younger son, Lorenzo, begged the Croatian officer in charge to spare the boy—he was only thirteen years old. With an ironic smile, the officer instead ordered his men to shoot the child first. Only then did they aim their bullets at Ciceruacchio and his older son, Luigi.17

			

			—

			IN GAETA, IN YET another effort to persuade the pope to embrace a path of reform, Rayneval brought Pio Nono a letter that Tocqueville had recently sent his ambassador, and read it aloud to him. It was unsparing in describing France’s frustrations with the pope and warned of dire consequences should he fail to follow French advice.

			“You don’t trust me,” said the agitated pontiff, interrupting Rayneval, “and it is not fair. My language has not changed. What I have promised, I will do. Why suppose that I would fail to honor my commitments?”

			
			“France,” replied Rayneval, “has waited a long time and has yet to see any result….The old laws are being reestablished without any indication that they will soon be revised. Is it any surprise that the unhappiness and disappointment in Paris are so great?”

			Spain, Austria, and Naples, the pope responded, were all pleased with the course he had taken. Why, he asked, should France alone find fault?

			“France,” said the ambassador, “risked its government’s existence to save your Holiness.” The French government had to answer to its people. “To whom,” asked Rayneval, “do the King of Naples or the Emperor of Austria have to answer?”

			“All in good time,” said the pope.

			Rayneval would not let the matter rest. “I don’t see it that way,” he countered. “Where I come from, when a new power is organized, there is nothing more pressing than announcing what it plans to do. We believe that uncertainty is the worst condition to be in when one wants to calm people’s spirits, and we have quite a bit of experience in this regard. So we have been waiting for Your Holiness to lay this out from the very first day.”

			“There, where you say, Monsieur, that we should change our attitude,” replied the pope. “Voilà! Your threats, your intimidation. Just because you have thirty thousand men behind you, do you think you can impose your will on me?”

			“Your Holiness is mistaken,” replied Rayneval, trying to cool the pope’s temper. “We had begun by asking you for a constitution—”

			“And if you had persisted,” interjected the pope, “I would never return to Rome.”

			“We did not persist, but we came to content ourselves with what Your Holiness himself suggested to us. Is it possible to be any more moderate than that?”

			Rayneval was growing ever more discouraged, as his report back to Paris made clear. “The history of these past years,” he observed,

			
				shows us many examples of the complete uselessness of employing violent means with the pope. The pope, in these cases, displays the quintessential attitude of a priest. In saying nothing, he says everything. One exhausts oneself in vain. He remains unmoved and, in the end, one is forced to compromise. We have no hold on him. Any other sovereign, once outside of his states, would no longer be anything. But this one loses little if he remains in exile. Our only means of action is persuasion. We can tell him of the dangers, and urge him to avoid them, but from the moment when we seem to want to impose on him, we can regard our cause as lost.18

			

			

			—

			
			WHILE THE FRENCH AMBASSADOR sparred with the pope in Gaeta, and as the executions were running their grisly course in the northern provinces of the Papal States, a change was under way in Rome. Oudinot was replaced by the fifty-nine-year-old general Louis de Rostolan. It was Rostolan who, the previous month, as head of the city’s military government, had tried to quell the violence there. He was, an unenthusiastic Tocqueville told Corcelle, “a man of little consequence, it is true, but precise, punctual, and honest. Lacking anyone better, that will suffice, I hope.”19

			Tocqueville instructed the new army head to follow Corcelle’s advice in all political matters, but this would not be easy to do, for Corcelle was bedridden. “My bowels have hardly any blood in them anymore,” Corcelle reported to Tocqueville with some satisfaction in mid-August. He wrote to advise the French foreign minister that, following his doctor’s advice, he was planning to move from Mola di Gaeta south to convalesce in Castellamare, on a point of the gulf of Naples where the heat was less oppressive. There he would be nursed by his wife, granddaughter of General Lafayette, French hero of the American Revolution.

			Pius received a rather different account of Corcelle’s indisposition. Although the French envoy was said to be suffering from inflammatory dysentery and cerebral fever, someone in the French legation informed the pope that the envoy’s sudden departure was in fact caused by a mental, not a physical breakdown. It was not the first time, it was said, that this had happened to him.20

			
			In mid-August, when Gaeta’s four-power conference reconvened, Rayneval found himself fighting a lonely battle. Having abandoned the earlier French demand for a constitution, the ambassador urged that the pope at least create a lay council with authority to set taxes. Antonelli rejected the idea out of hand. Such a council, he explained, risked triggering “all the excesses and all the dangers that had led to the exile in Gaeta.” Esterházy voiced strong support for Antonelli, as did Martínez, Spain’s ambassador. Martínez was one of Spain’s most prominent men of letters and had earlier been considered a political progressive. But for the Spaniard, the Roman question was unique, to be viewed in purely religious terms. A pope could not govern as a constitutional monarch. It was the church that properly ruled in the Papal States, and so laymen could never play more than a minor, supporting role. The combination of Martínez’s geniality, literary sensibility, and clear devotion to the papal cause had made him one of Pius’s favorites, and his support helped stiffen the pope’s resolve.21

			Rayneval was distraught. He had assured Tocqueville that, in compensating the French for his refusal to retain a constitution in Rome, the pope would allow this one fig leaf, the tax-setting council. Now this, too, was being rebuffed.

			“The game is up,” lamented Rayneval. “If they leave us some time to complain, it is only a courtesy.”22

			

			—

			IN ROME, ALL THE REPRESSIVE elements of the old papal theocracy were being brought back. In mid-August the cardinals announced the creation of a council to investigate all employees of the government, police, courts, and public administration to determine who among them merited punishment due to their participation in the “past political upheavals.” It would also investigate all those on public pensions to determine whose payments should be stopped. Similar councils were established throughout the Papal States. The cardinals also reintroduced tight censorship, aimed at “preventing the damage that the periodical press, guided by a partisan spirit or infused with democratic passions, could cause to the public morality of these people, and to public safety.”23

			New government ministers were also being appointed. Of these the most important, and the only one with real power, was the man named minister of internal affairs, in charge of the police. For this the pope had brought back the infamous “Monsignor Bulldog,” Domenico Savelli, the widely despised former police head. “A hard man, mean, vindictive,” as one unsympathetic chronicler put it, the bulldog immediately came into conflict with the French. “An unfortunate choice,” commented Rayneval. Within days of his appointment, Savelli was trying to get the French army’s help in hunting down the former members of the Constituent Assembly.24

			
			On August 23 the cardinals made a new public announcement. The crimes committed against the Catholic religion, its priests, and its august head in the recent rebellion, they told the Romans, had remained unpunished too long. They were creating a special commission to oversee the trials of all those charged, under the supervision of Monsignor Savelli.25 The mood in Rome was gloomy, as Colonel Niel observed in a letter to his brother back in France:

			
				Political affairs are going poorly. The streets of Rome are paved with Capuchins, Dominicans, of priests in all kinds of outfits, whose haughty manners grate on the army. They are in every public place and are far from having the decent attitude of our priests in France. These are for the most part political men. They are clamoring for their old positions. On the other hand…the immense majority of the lay population is strongly opposed to the government of the priests and views the return of their political influence with disgust.26

			

			Convinced that the pope and his entourage were taking them for fools, and in danger of appearing to the world—and to their own people—as allies of the Austrians in restoring autocracy to Rome, the French cabinet could hold back no longer. At a mid-August meeting, the French prime minister, who had long had doubts about the wisdom of their military mission in Rome, reviewed the latest outrages. The pope had promised that Rome’s governing commission would be primarily composed of laymen. Instead, he had appointed three cardinals. On first receiving the French general and his senior staff in Rome, the cardinals had not even bothered to put on their formal scarlet robes, and they had made Oudinot and his men wait an unconscionable amount of time outside their door before allowing them in. When the French officers finally were admitted, the cardinals had greeted them coldly. The cardinals had then begun issuing their orders without consulting Oudinot, as the French had demanded. And then, in one of its first acts, the newly restored papal government announced it was bringing back the Inquisition. French honor, said Barrot, demanded that they suffer such abuse no longer.

			
			Following the prime minister’s tirade, Tocqueville read the cabinet a letter he had recently received from Lord Palmerston. The British foreign minister expressed doubts about whether the two governments could continue to collaborate, if the word of the French government—which had claimed it sent its army to Rome to defend freedom—meant so little. The Roman expedition, already a huge embarrassment, now threatened France’s alliance with Britain, the centerpiece of French foreign policy. The French had shed much blood and spent an enormous amount of money to restore the pope to Rome, said Barrot, but rather than show his gratitude, Pius had treated them abysmally. The time had come to end the charade.27

			Alarmed, Alfred de Falloux, French minister of education and religion and fervent papal defender, urged his colleagues not to take any precipitous action. When the meeting adjourned, postponing a final decision, Falloux rushed to see the papal nuncio. If he had not attended the cabinet meeting that day, he told the horrified nuncio, the decision to withdraw the French army from Rome would certainly have been made. As it was, he added, the president’s good sense alone had saved them. Only Louis Napoleon, and to a lesser extent Tocqueville, he said, had any understanding of Roman affairs. As for the rest of the ministers, they knew neither “what the Pope is or what Religion is.” He could not hold them off much longer. Falloux told the nuncio:

			
				For the good of the church, I beg you to write to Antonelli to have him show at least some deference to France’s envoys and, even more importantly, to indicate what political paths the Holy Father wants to follow. Whatever then happens will happen, but for heaven’s sake, have him say it publicly and soon. If not, the government will feel obliged to take a measure that will be most grievous for every Catholic heart, and ruinous for the Holy Father’s temporal government.28

			

			

			—

			
			WITH CORCELLE STILL CONVALESCING, Rayneval continued to meet with the pope but had little to show for it. Typical was Pius’s response to the ambassador’s complaint about the large number of arrests of the pope’s political opponents. “In Rome, they think that [the arrests] are so numerous,” said Pius, “but it’s just the opposite, and I myself complain that there haven’t been more.” Far from excessive rigor, the problem was overindulgence. “The course of justice,” complained the pope, “is at a standstill. Crimes remain unpunished. The men who have acted most openly against me walk freely through the streets of Rome….What really should alarm us is the complete absence of repression and ensuring impunity for all crimes. In a situation like this,” asked the pontiff, “can I offer an amnesty? Can I dream of returning to Rome?”

			“The pope,” recalled Rayneval, “was animated, and I recognized…clear signs of the feelings of bitterness that were beginning to get the better of him. He is getting tired of our demands. Our complaints are irritating him. He is no longer on the path that leads to concessions, but rather to resistance….He has gone so far as to let it be known that as long as the French do not change their attitude, the pope would not return to Rome.” Yet, wrote Rayneval, with the cardinals eager for revenge and the other foreign diplomats lining up behind Austria, “the pope is our only support. Besides him we have no one on whom we can count. He was always, deep in his heart, more French than Austrian. Soon,” predicted the French ambassador, “it will be the reverse.”29
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			As Rayneval left the pope’s quarters and made his way back to Rome, a French colonel was also headed there. He carried with him an ultimatum from Louis Napoleon.

			Falloux had persuaded the French president to delay the army’s withdrawal from Rome, but neither Louis Napoleon nor his prime minister was willing to leave matters as they were. It was the only time, recalled Barrot, that he had ever seen the normally placid Napoleon so emotional, angry at the pope for embarrassing him. Following that dramatic cabinet meeting, the president decided to deliver an ultimatum in the form of a letter addressed to his aide-de-camp, Colonel Edgar Ney, to be brought to General Rostolan in Rome.

			
				The French Republic did not send an army to Rome to extinguish Italian freedom but, on the contrary, to regulate it in order to preserve it from its excesses, and to give it a solid basis in returning to the pontifical throne the prince who first boldly placed himself at the head of all useful reforms….It pains me to learn that the benevolent intentions of the Holy Father, as well as our own action, have been thwarted by the presence of hostile passions and influences of those who would instead like to make banishment and tyranny the basis for his return….Make clear to the general [Rostolan] on my behalf that in no case can he allow any act to take place under the shadow of our flag that can alter the character of our intervention. I would have the pope’s temporal power resume in this way: general amnesty, secularization of the administration, and a liberal government.

			
The president also used his letter to complain of the poor way that the three cardinals in Rome were treating French officers and their lack of appreciation for the great sacrifices made by French soldiers. Ever conscious that his own greatest strength lay in the power of his family name, Louis Napoleon cast himself in his uncle’s image:

			
				When our armies made their way through Europe, they left everywhere, in their wake, the destruction of the abuses of feudalism and the seeds of freedom. It will not be said that, in 1849, a French army could act in a different direction and lead to different results.1

			

			At a cabinet meeting the morning after Ney left Paris with the letter, the prime minister passed a copy to Falloux. Realizing the enormous storm it would provoke if it were made public, the Catholic minister asked who in Rome would get to see it. The letter, Louis Napoleon assured him, was meant for General Rostolan alone.

			“Well, then, Monsieur le Président,” asked Falloux, “you promise that it will never be published?”

			“Oh! No! Never!” replied Louis Napoleon, who had already given Ney instructions to do exactly that.2

			Tocqueville himself only learned of the letter at that same meeting. He wrote to alert Corcelle: “For several days all the news from Italy has been disastrous….They tell of the people’s extreme discontent with the papal government and of a perhaps even greater anger against us.” The result, reported the foreign minister, had been two cabinet meetings where he had found himself trying to keep his colleagues from acting precipitously. “They spoke of nothing less,” Tocqueville recounted, “than refusing to recognize the papal authorities in Rome and in the provinces that we occupy.”3

			On his arrival in Rome on August 27, Colonel Ney showed the letter to Rayneval—himself having just returned to Rome from Gaeta that day—and informed him that the president wanted it published in Rome’s official newspaper. The ambassador immediately recognized its importance. “It will produce a profound impression,” Rayneval advised Paris, adding, “It is difficult to predict all the consequences this publication will have.”4

			
			The letter did not appear in the newspaper the next day, for General Rostolan refused to permit it. Given the tense state of public opinion, as well as the widespread discontent among his own troops, the general worried, it would be too dangerous to have the letter published.5

			Rebuffed by the general, Colonel Ney made copies on his own, so that by the next day the letter was circulating throughout the city. No one, it seemed, was talking of anything else. Having gotten a copy themselves, the cardinals of the governing commission summoned Rayneval and told him that the letter not only offended the pope’s dignity but risked stirring unrest among the people of the Papal States. If the French went ahead and published it anyway, they threatened, they would leave Rome and move the papal government to a part of the Papal States where the flag of a friendlier power flew.6

			By the next day, as more illicit copies of the letter spread through Rome, papal police raided the city’s cafés, destroying the copies they found, and searched for the clandestine printer. With the French president’s rejection of the pope’s plans now made public, reported the French newspaper Débats, a break between the pope and France seemed unavoidable. The correspondent speculated that instead of returning to Rome, the pope would likely move to one of the cities of his realm under Austrian control, perhaps Bologna or Ancona.7

			Rayneval returned to Gaeta. His first report back to Paris struck a dark note:

			
				Experience has counted for nothing. The real needs of society have counted for nothing. France’s advice has counted for nothing….The men the cardinals surround themselves with would render the most perfect institutions fruitless….In Rome, where prominent, well-educated, distinguished lawyers are to be found in large numbers, they went and found a perfect unknown to be Minister of Justice. For Minister of Public Works they chose a contractor who had built a bridge, for Minister of Finance an accountant. This is what they have in mind by putting laymen in government.

			
It was now Esterházy who had the pope’s ear. The Austrians had further strengthened their position a week earlier, when Venice, the last holdout against the Austrian army, finally surrendered, succumbing to prolonged bombardment, famine, and cholera. “Repression,” Rayneval reported, “that is the key word for the Roman policy….They are persuaded here that everything is going badly because they have not executed enough people, nor imprisoned enough, nor punished enough.”8

			Rayneval again went to see the pope, warning him that the number of his supporters in Rome was shrinking daily, and even the most moderate men there were despairing of the future. Only by leaving immediately for his capital, announcing a generous amnesty, and stating his intention to form an enlightened system of government could he avert disaster. How, asked Rayneval, would it look for the Supreme Pontiff to rule his people only by force of foreign arms? If the pope continued on such an ill-conceived path, the ambassador warned, he should not count on French arms to support him.9

			The cardinals did not share the French ambassador’s concerns. “We don’t see people devoted to His Holiness’s government,” acknowledged Cardinal Della Genga, leader of the three-member governing commission, speaking to the Austrian consul in Rome in early September. “I have no illusions,” he added, “and I see that the number of those desiring the government of the priests is very limited.” The problem, he thought, lay not with ecclesiastical rule but with the heretical ideas that, thanks to the rabble-rousers, had spread among the unlettered population. The pope and the prelates ruled over the Papal States because it was what God intended. The disaster they had endured, charged Della Genga, was the pope’s fault, for it was his “excessive leniency” that had undermined the people’s affection for their rightful rulers.10

			

			—

			RATHER THAN RETURN TO his capital, as the French were urging, the pope decided to move farther away from it, finding more comfortable quarters near Naples. After spending nine months, nine days, and nine hours in Gaeta—or so a fawning Neapolitan chronicler calculated it—on the morning of Tuesday, September 4, Pius IX, in the company of the king and queen, became the first pope ever to travel on a steamship.

			
			As they sailed down the coast, Ferdinand pointed out each landmark and noted the cloud of smoke wafting from Mount Vesuvius as it prepared for a new eruption. Their destination, a large royal palace that Ferdinand had reserved for the pope, was in Portici, a few miles past Naples. How long the pope would remain there, no one knew.11

			

			—

			IN ROME, DEBRIS FROM what remained of the barricades and rubble from the bombed-out buildings still littered the streets. At night, those nostalgic for the days of the Roman Republic gathered in local trattorie, where they held seditious banquets and distributed contraband written accounts of those heady days. Four of Rome’s theaters had reopened, although French authorities briefly shut one down when patrons hurled abuse at French officers in the audience.

			Virtually all who had served in the Constituent Assembly were now gone. The French authorities had lured the last away on ships bound for Marseilles by leading them to believe they would be granted asylum in France. The French were eager to have them leave the Papal States rather than face the embarrassment of their imprisonment or execution at the hands of the restored papal government, but Louis Napoleon was not eager to have them settle in France. When their ships docked at French ports, they were kept aboard, to be sent on to America.12

			In Rome, the mood remained fearful among the pope’s partisans and sullen among the rest. “This swarm of idle priests that one runs into at every step, and who exploit the country, is an evil that is difficult to destroy,” wrote Colonel Niel in a letter to his brother. “This is a population of sycophants and mendicants, who lack the habit of supporting themselves by their own work.” What the Romans most needed, thought the French officer, was an efficient lay government. “But,” he asked, “how could all this be reconciled with the authority of a pope who tends increasingly to give everything to the priests?”13

			In Paris, Louis Napoleon was furious that his letter had still not been published, yet Rostolan threatened to resign rather than allow its publication, convinced that it would both undermine his troops’ morale and encourage popular resistance to the new papal government.14

			
			Rostolan was not alone in opposing the request. Corcelle vowed that if the French government continued to insist on having Napoleon’s letter published, he, too, would resign. At the same time, Rayneval added a warning of his own. “Publishing it against the formal wishes of the papal government,” he advised, “would put the government under our feet. The humiliation would be cruel.”15

			Among the reasons the French envoys gave for their reluctance to publish the letter was their wish that nothing happen to delay the pope’s long-awaited address to his subjects on his plans for his new government. For weeks they had been telling the pope how important it was that he let his subjects know that he planned a broad amnesty for those who had participated in the revolt against him, that he would staff his government with laymen rather than priests, and that he would keep many of the liberal reforms he had earlier embraced. Now they nervously waited to see if he would heed their advice.

			Shortly after arriving in Portici, the pope convened the cardinals to ask their opinion. Hostility toward the French ran deep. Promising concessions to his subjects, the cardinals argued, would give the appearance of weakness. People would see an embattled pope bowing to French pressure. Were he to bring back the Consultative Council, as the French were urging, Cardinal Lambruschini warned, all would be lost. That had been the first step on the road to revolution. The cardinals were no more enthusiastic about having the pope move to a city under French control. It would be better for him to go to one of the Austrian-occupied towns of the Papal States, for there he could do as he liked.

			The pope seemed no longer the same man he was before. His subjects’ rejection had stung him deeply. He never wanted to repeat that terrifying sense of helplessness he had felt amid the chaos in Rome in the days following Rossi’s murder. He now clung to the one path in which he could comfortably place his faith, that of the eternal verities that his predecessors on St. Peter’s throne had followed. Listening to those who told him he had to adapt to modern times had produced only heartache for him and disaster for the church he loved. Parliamentary government and individual freedoms, thought Pius, were not only incompatible with the divinely ordained nature of his own states but inherently evil. It was a belief that he would hold for the rest of his life.16

			
			On September 17 the text of Pio Nono’s long-awaited address to his subjects finally appeared on Rome’s walls. Following a preface praising the “valorous armies of the Catholic Powers” for saving Rome from “tyranny” and restoring him to the plenitude of his powers, the pope described the features he intended to give the new papal government. There would be an advisory state council, whose membership and responsibilities he would announce at a later date. He would institute a financial council, whose members he would select. It would review state finances and offer its recommendations on taxes. He would also institute provincial councils, choosing their members from among names put forth by the town councils. Members of the town councils would be elected from local property owners. As for the judiciary, he would choose its heads and also appoint a commission to consider reforms.17

			The last matter the pope addressed was the question of amnesty, stating simply that its terms would soon be published. The three cardinals announced the details the next day. Far from the broad, generous amnesty urged by the French, this one was limited at best. Among those excluded were the members of the republican government, the members of the Constituent Assembly, the heads of the various military units, and all those political prisoners and exiles who had previously been pardoned in the amnesty the pope had issued shortly after assuming the papacy in 1846.18

			“In the whole history of amnesties,” remarked Luigi Carlo Farini, a physician who had been in charge of public health in Pellegrino Rossi’s government, and who had fled Rome during the republic, “one does not find a document like this, which can only jokingly be called by that name. Consider its terms, and you will see no one is amnestied.”19

			Writing to his nuncio in Vienna about the pope’s amnesty, Cardinal Antonelli lashed out at the French, whom he knew would be displeased. The limits the pope placed on it, explained the secretary of state, were those demanded by justice and by the requirements of both morality and religion. He would have hoped, he told his nuncio, that now that the pope had announced his planned course for the restored government, the French would put an end to their constant demands. But, he added, “I cannot…hide from Your Reverence that each day such demands take on the nature of a violation of the rights of the temporal sovereignty of the Holy Father guaranteed by the Catholic Powers.”20

			
			In the battle of wills pitting Tocqueville and Louis Napoleon against the pope, the French had their army and their national pride at stake, but the pope had, in Antonelli, a man who well understood the political power of the church. Italy’s more perceptive observers had little doubt who would prevail. Massimo d’Azeglio, the liberal Bolognese aristocrat whom the pope had originally wanted to head his government following Rossi’s assassination, and who since May had become prime minister of the Kingdom of Sardinia, was among those who saw a bleak future ahead. “I continue to doubt,” he confided in a letter to a friend, “that French influence will prove a match against priestly cunning.”21
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			The pope’s long-awaited address and amnesty served only to further fuel what the Dutch ambassador called the “sentiment of aversion against the ecclesiastical government that exists here so generally.” Grumbling among the French troops about serving as the wardens of the restored theocracy was growing as well.1

			In reporting the pope’s decree to Paris, Rayneval tried to give it the best face he could. The French had long ago abandoned their demands for a constitution. Even their modest request for a lay council to set tax policy had been rejected. But there were some positive elements, especially in municipal government, and the French could take credit for them, as they were due to French pressure alone. Modest as they were, the reforms upset the cardinals, who, the ambassador reported, “claim to see in them the germs of new misfortunes, the gateway to yet another exile. They regard (I do not exaggerate) the old Gregorian system as the only reasonable one.

			“In the eyes of the Sacred College,” the ambassador added, “Pius IX is a blind man who is bringing the temporal power to its ruin.” The cardinals had employed every means they could—“intrigues, obsessions, expressions of bitterness, even threats”—to achieve their ends. “Who knows,” asked Rayneval, “if, weak of character as he is, shaken beyond measure by the cruel experience that he has had, the Holy Father would not have yielded without the fear that France’s attitude inspired in him? What he has done, he has done above all to please us. What he gives us costs him an enormous price, there is no doubt of it.”

			
			Aware that Tocqueville and his cabinet colleagues would be dismayed at how little ground the pope had given, Rayneval cautioned against any hasty action. “If we show that we are too unhappy,” warned the French ambassador, “we would offend beyond measure the prodigiously sensitive nature of Pius IX, and it is in him alone that we can place any hope.”2

			Meanwhile in Paris, a new report had Tocqueville fuming. British and French newspapers were carrying a disturbing accusation made by the exiled Mazzini. “Rome’s prisons,” the Italian prophet charged,

			
				are packed full with people who, for the most part, are guilty of nothing more than having obeyed the existing government and having been singled out by some spies for the priests’ vengeance. More than fifty ecclesiastics are imprisoned in Castle Sant’Angelo, guilty only of having offered their services to the hospitals of the Republic. Nor have the junior officers of the police been spared, and they have the cruelty to condemn them to life in prison.

			

			“This would be very serious,” Tocqueville told Corcelle, “if it is true, even in part.” He asked him to determine how many people had been jailed for political crimes since the French had entered Rome, and how many were still being held. France, he declared, could not permit such imprisonments. If the cardinals complained that the French were encroaching on the pope’s sovereignty, said the French foreign minister, “So be it.” Tocqueville told his envoy,

			
				The only consolation that remains for us, the only excuse that we can present to the world amidst the ruin of the hopes for freedom that our expedition had aroused, is at least having saved some people. On these grounds we win universal sympathy. I repeat. Rather than let them defeat us, break off relations. This is not a suggestion. It is an order.3

			

			It was while he was writing these words that the French foreign minister finally received a copy of the pope’s message to his people on the form of government he was planning. Tocqueville had already resigned himself to the fact that the pope would not embrace the constitutional guarantees the French had been pressing on him, but now he was newly angered. Compared with the vindictive pope, he fumed, the Austrian emperor and the Neapolitan king were fonts of mercy. “I have said that France could not allow its expedition to bring about a blind, implacable restoration. It is even more blind than I had thought, and more implacable than I would have dared to imagine.” The author of Democracy in America could take the embarrassment no longer. “I will have to reflect,” he told Corcelle, “on whether I can, even in the interest of my country, remain in my position when the program that I have given to our policy has been so poorly fulfilled.”4

			

			—

			
			AT THE POPE’S MAGNIFICENT new quarters in Portici, Rayneval told him how disappointed his government was with his recent address.

			“Perhaps in France one can find some people who will take my defense, who recognize the innumerable difficulties that surround me,” replied the pope. “I know very well that politically the institutions that I have given are very incomplete. The sovereign power remains intact. It is not shared. But I could not do anything more. Nor,” he added, “is one convinced by many examples that Italy is made for, or at least is now ready for, democracy.”

			Pursuing this last point, Pius asked Rayneval how many of all the constitutions recently granted in Italy were still in effect. The king of Naples had jettisoned his, as had the grand duke of Tuscany. Only the Kingdom of Sardinia had kept its constitution, and it had proven disastrous for the monarchy, said the pope. In the past year and a half, the king had gone through eight different prime ministers. “If the purely temporal sovereigns have to suffer so much pain, given the difficulties of a regime that allows free speech in Italy,” he asked, “how do you think the pope, who has so many interests to look after, could overcome it?”

			As a proud Italian, Pius had once shared the dream of an Italy free of foreign rule, but he had never thought very deeply about how this might happen, much less pondered its implications for the papacy and the church. If he had, he would have realized that his beliefs in the prerogatives of the papacy clashed with the liberal ideals fueling the move for Italian independence. In his first encyclical, in 1846, he had spoken of the divine right of Europe’s monarchs. “We hope,” he had said in Qui pluribus, “that Our political leaders will keep in mind in accordance with their piety and religion, that ‘the kingly power has been conferred on them not only for ruling the world but especially for the protection of the Church.’ ” It was God who had entrusted the kings with the right to rule and, in granting them this great power, demanded that they protect the rights of the church and its pope-king. This was the world that Pius knew, the world that God had willed, and the only one in which the church would be safe. Should the forces propelling an independent Italy prevail, he now realized, the Papal States would not long survive.5 Pius told Rayneval:

			
			
				Don’t fool yourselves. The Italian liberals, the advanced liberals, those who would most quickly come to power, have only one idea in their heads: unification. An impractical idea, an idea that will lead only to heartbreak here and perhaps in the end to foreign domination. Just because France succeeded in establishing its unity, should it be assumed that Italy can do the same? Is it in its nature? Is it something it needs?…You French, you have your faults, most certainly, but you have a prodigious instinct for nationality. You are always ready to sacrifice yourselves for your country. Have you seen anything similar in Italy? Unification is a wild dream, but a dream that the advanced party pursues relentlessly….And the sovereigns among whom Italy is divided are obstacles that they must remove….But among these obstacles the greatest of all is the Pope. Putting an end to the Pope’s sovereignty is, for them, to accomplish three-quarters of their goal.6

			

			As he often did after visiting with the pope, Rayneval went to see Antonelli. Again, Rayneval tried to persuade the cardinal not to delay the pope’s return to Rome. Now that those whom the pope had been so worried about were in exile or in prison, what reason could there be to wait any longer?

			The problem, the cardinal replied, was that their treasury was bare. The pope could not return empty-handed. He had to be able to pay government employees, fund rebuilding projects, and distribute charity. In short, he needed a large loan. During Gregory’s papacy, the Holy See had taken out several such loans, most from the Rothschild banking family, lenders to governments throughout Europe. Antonelli had again turned to the Rothschilds, and until those talks were concluded, he said, Pius could not return. So it was that, in another of history’s ironies, at the same time that he was forcing the Jews back into the ghetto, the pope was counting on Europe’s most prominent Jews to come to his rescue.7

			
			In late September, General Rostolan renewed his request to Paris to accept his resignation. At the same time, Corcelle told Tocqueville that he wanted to resign as well, saying that he no longer had confidence in the course that the foreign minister was asking him to pursue. “Replace me,” he wrote his old friend on October 2, “as soon as possible.” In two weeks, he said, he could tie up loose ends and be ready to leave. “I write you with this firm decision with much calm and without the least bitterness. We have not had the same opinion on this immense and difficult affair. That is all. It will not in the least harm our good friendship.”8

			As Corcelle waited for a response, he continued to pepper the foreign minister with his complaints. “I still find in your personal letters very little goodwill toward the Church,” he wrote. “How could you compare the Church to a Turkish camp on the banks of the Bosporus? That is not worthy of you. I no longer understand anything of your witticisms on this question….To deal with the Church, the first requirement is to know the Church, and I should even add…to love it….What a shame that you are Protestant!”9

			On receiving Corcelle’s letter of resignation, Tocqueville, who, while not a very observant Catholic, was hardly a Protestant, hurriedly penned a reply. He could only hope, he wrote, that Corcelle’s decision was not irrevocable. Everyone knew that he was Tocqueville’s close friend. To have him so publicly repudiate Tocqueville’s policies would be deeply harmful.10

			Tocqueville’s letter had the desired effect. After vowing that he would never do anything to hurt his friend, Corcelle agreed to stay. But the tension between the two remained.11

			

			—

			
			IN ROME, MONSIGNOR SAVELLI, the bulldog, had been wasting no time putting the pope’s plan into action. On September 24 he sent a new order to Rome’s police:

			
				By force of that Notification issued by His Holiness’s express wish, all individuals who are excluded from the pardon that has been conceded, either because they had taken part in the provisional government, or taken part in the deliberations of the Constituent Assembly, or been members of the republican Triumvirate, or heads of military units, or those who, having given their word after the earlier amnesty, got involved in the recent political unrest…must be immediately arrested and subjected to the justice of the competent Criminal Tribunal.12

			

			Two weeks later a new body, a board of censors, was created. It was to identify all those teachers and professors who had taken part in the recent “political turmoil” and judge whether they should be allowed to continue to occupy their positions.13

			Among the problems facing papal authorities was reining in the city’s youths, many of whom had been enthusiastic participants in the battle against the priests. In mid-October, Rome’s cardinal vicar received an anonymous complaint about Rome’s night schools for children, established by the republican government but still in operation after its fall.

			
				It was as beautiful for a Republican as it was painful for a true Catholic to see bands of these young people prancing through the streets loudly shouting songs against Religion, against the Holy Father, and against all of the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy….After the entry of the French, and the restoration of the Papal Government, they had the temerity in one of the night schools to shout Papal Pig! Long Live the Roman Republic.

			
That the schools were still allowed to operate, complained the informer, was a scandal.14

			A religious revolution was under way, Rome’s police prefect confided to the French colonel Niel. Disgusted with the papal regime, many Romans now, he thought, wanted to become Protestant. Niel, in relating this conversation to his brother, said it brought to mind the story about the Jew who came to Rome. The man was so struck by the amount of corruption among the priests there that he decided to be baptized on the spot. This must be the true religion, he explained, if it could have survived for so long with such horrendous ministers.15

			“The greatest discontent prevails at Rome,” reported a British envoy in early October, as each new action of the cardinals’ commission generated greater hostility. “Every act of theirs has shown the strongest tendency to retrograde principles and to the adoption of the abuses of the old priestly rule….The Pope is now undoubtedly swayed by entirely opposite principles to those formerly entertained by him.”16

			Nor was the pope’s popularity in Rome being helped by his recent move into the Neapolitan king’s magnificent palace outside Naples. “His continuous excursions, his sumptuous visits,” observed the Austrian consul, “while Rome’s ruins still smolder…are interpreted in a way that is most harmful to the affection and respect that these people were accustomed to show the heads of the Church.” Why, the Romans asked, did the pope not do as Pius VII, driven into exile by Napoleon, had done and live simply, spending his days praying to God to protect his people? “Pio Nono,” observed a British journalist of the time, “has taken a fancy to the Neapolitan soil, as well as, I fear, an aversion to his own, and he seems too happy in the quiet and security of the one to be in any hurry to engage in the turmoils of the other.” There was some truth to this picture, for the pope did view the prospect of returning to his restive capital with great trepidation. Although he was not entirely comfortable living in Ferdinand’s palace, he basked in the flattery and the attention the royal family showered on him there.17

			Others were coming to the same conclusion: the pope’s embrace of King Ferdinand was taking a toll. “I am again the witness of horrors,” observed the British naval captain Key in Naples on October 6. “This ill-advised King of Naples is arresting everyone who took part, or is supposed to have wished to take part, in any of the disturbances which have taken place since January ’48. A reign of terror exists. No one on going to bed feels sure that he will not be in prison before morning.” The French ambassador was of the same view: “The terror is always at a fever pitch. Everyone feels threatened, pursued. They are living in a state of siege, war councils, and bloody executions.” The police and courts, Rayneval reported, “display the most uncontrollable zeal and strike…at the most honorable of men.” In the pope’s frequent trips into Naples to visit the city’s convents, he observed, “one is always struck by how little enthusiasm, how little sign of veneration one finds along the way.”18

			

			—

			
			IN MID-OCTOBER, LOUIS NAPOLEON’S need to get a new round of funding for the Roman expedition led to another lengthy debate in the French Assembly. Among those speaking in opposition to the request was Victor Hugo. Gesturing dramatically, the famed author spoke warmly of the letter the president had sent to Rome, contrasting it with the pope’s response, in the form of his recent motu proprio outlining his plan for restored papal government.

			
				A huge distance separates them. The one says yes, the other says no! It is impossible to escape the dilemma posed by these things. You absolutely have to say that one of them is wrong. If you approve the letter, you disapprove the motu proprio. If you accept the motu proprio, you disavow the letter. You have, on one side, the president of the Republic, calling for freedom for the Roman people, in the name of a great nation that, for three centuries has brought enlightenment…to the civilized world. On the other side, you have Cardinal Antonelli, refusing, in the name of the clerical government. Choose!19

			

			“Pope Pius IX,” wrote Hugo some time later, “is simple, sweet, timid, fearful, slow in his movements, negligent about his person…one would say a country priest.” He added, “Beside him, Antonelli, in his red stockings, with his look of a diplomat and the eyebrows of a spy, resembles nothing so much as an unsavory bodyguard.”20

			
			After three days of debate, Tocqueville—not known for his skills as an orator—got up to speak. He had dreaded this moment. He certainly could not tell the truth. How could he tell the deputies that the pope was committed to a return to the old theocracy and that the French government had, against the express wishes of the Assembly, used the nation’s military might to destroy a republic, end constitutional rule, and restore a government widely viewed as a vestige of medieval times? How could he admit that far from acting to thwart the ambitions of Austria, France’s bitter rival, the government had done exactly what the Austrians wanted it to do?

			The French government, Tocqueville told the members of the National Assembly, had made a series of demands. The basic principles contained in Rome’s 1848 constitution had to be retained, most important those protecting individual freedoms. The courts had to guarantee people’s basic rights. Municipal and provincial assemblies, composed of members elected by the people, had to be created. Laypeople must replace priests in the government.

			Tocqueville then went on to say that, while negotiations were still in progress, the pope—despite all appearances—had made known his intention to embrace the path of reform. At that point, the voices of derision from the left became too loud for the foreign minister to continue.

			“Can you, messieurs, doubt the word of the Holy Father?” Tocqueville asked when he could once again be heard. On saying these words, pronounced in the purest bad faith, Tocqueville became overcome with emotion, or perhaps simply by a guilty conscience. He struggled to regain his composure.

			Because he had faith in Pius IX, said Tocqueville when he was able to continue, he was confident that the French mission would succeed. “I believe it,” he told the deputies, “because in answering our prayers, he will only be persevering in this grand design…of reconciling freedom with faith and continuing to play the great role that he has so gloriously begun.” Here again Tocqueville had to stop amid the laughter from the benches on the left. Only repeated calls to order by the Assembly president allowed the foreign minister to complete his remarks.

			Two days later, following hours of raucous debate, the deputies cast their votes. Although the voices from the left had been loud, their numbers were far too few to carry the day. The motion to continue funding the Rome mission was approved.21

			

			—

			
			ON THE MORNING OF October 28, Rayneval, in Naples, having received word of the French Assembly vote, rushed to Portici, where he found the pope with King Ferdinand. Both were pleased to hear the news, the pope especially effusive. “It is very clear,” said Pius, “that God is protecting us.”22

			Rayneval had new worries. He had recently heard rumors that the pope, his fears fanned by Cardinal Antonelli, had decided not to return to Rome until he could find a way to get other, more congenial military forces to replace the French troops there.

			The ambassador sought out the secretary of state. “Waiting for the French to cede their position to others,” he warned Antonelli, “is to count on the impossible. We will withdraw when the pope is in a position to rule by himself and when the other armies have also left. How,” he asked, “could we imagine leaving the Papal States as long as the Austrian army continues to occupy it?” The pope needed to get back to Rome and, with French help, organize his own papal army so that all the foreign forces could go. “What then are the difficulties?” asked Rayneval. “Show us the obstacles, and we will make them disappear.”

			Finding the cardinal inscrutable, the ambassador went to see the pope. “Don’t worry,” said the pontiff, trying to calm him down. “I will return to Rome, and I will return there soon. I am not talking about January or February. That would be much too late. The time has come.” This, however, did not mean that he no longer had any concerns, for, he told Rayneval, he had recently learned of “sinister” plots aimed against him in Rome. “Not that I fear for my own person,” Pius quickly added. “I am in God’s hands. But it is necessary to prevent new misfortunes.”23

			Despite all the unhappiness in Rome, the pope did have some reason to believe that people would be glad to have him back. Many Romans’ livelihoods depended on having the papacy in Rome, for the city’s role as the worldwide center of Roman Catholicism was its lifeblood. The Austrian consul in Rome explained:

			
			
				I am convinced that the Holy Father will be received with all the dignity and demonstrations of respect that are due to him, for it is an indisputable fact that the people are all more or less “papal.” Their interests are too tied to the presence of the head of the Church. They are too frustrated by his absence, and the habits, the way of life, even their customs are too linked to the specialty of ecclesiastical government to be able to give it up all at once. Moreover, today the Romans are everywhere eager to return to the old state of tranquility which promises them the advantages of a comfortable life. This desire can only be realized by the presence of the pope in Rome. Today everyone understands this truth, and though the government is doing little to end the abuses of the previous administration—something in truth not easy to do—and while the organization of the different branches of the judiciary and of finance are regulated on the most intolerable basis, he will find sympathy everywhere.24

			

			

			—

			AMONG ROME’S MOST ANXIOUS inhabitants, the city’s four thousand Jews, now crowded back into their insalubrious ghetto, waited to learn their fate. The freedom that Pius IX had once granted them to leave the ghetto without getting a special license had been revoked. Once again, in order to travel they needed to get a special permit from the Holy Office of the Inquisition to be shown to the authorities at every town they passed through. For the Jews, it was a source of mortification. The Roman Republic’s proclamation of freedom for all was now only a memory.25

			The raid on the ghetto began early one morning when it was still dark. At four a.m. on October 25, French troops took up positions at the ghetto’s gates, preventing anyone from entering or leaving. Along the Tiber, which bordered the ghetto on one side, several police boats docked. The papal officers stepped out of their boats and entered the ghetto’s narrow, labyrinthine streets. There they barged into homes, ransacking them in search of goods that had been taken from church property and from aristocrats’ palaces during the recent months of republican rule.26

			
			Identifying the Jews with the forces that had overthrown the pope’s rule offered the papal government a means of winning back the support of Rome’s popolani. The Giornale di Roma, the city’s official paper, gave prominence to the story. “It being notorious that many objects stolen in the days of the past anarchy were sold to the Jews,” reported the paper, “in the night preceding the 25th the police surrounded the Ghetto and proceeded to search the homes.”

			The searches lasted two full days. In homes where police found suspicious objects, they arrested the Jewish family head and marched him to jail. Protests that the items were their own availed the Jews little. Church officials were eager to publicize all the treasures said to have been discovered in the ghetto. The list was long although rather modest: cardinals’ red skullcaps, linens from church altars, lace surplices of priests, copper dishes, and many silver vases, sugar bowls, forks, spoons, and knives.27

			Curiously, the police report on the raid justified it not by any evidence that stolen goods had been found in the ghetto but by anger at the Jews for having embraced the recent republican government. “The Jews in general nourished an indescribable hatred for the Pontifical Government,” charged the police report, “and a true pleasure for the Anarchic Government, not showing any shame in being in the first ranks of the Demagogues, in the city government, in the clubs, and in other places where the sects meet.” It could not have escaped the notice of papal authorities that two Jews had been elected to the Constituent Assembly, and three others had served on Rome’s city council.28

			Aware that Tocqueville would be newly outraged by this news, Corcelle—perhaps sharing in the popular prejudices against the Jews but in any case eager to keep Tocqueville’s unhappiness with the pope from growing even greater—wrote to assure him that the searches had been prompted by reasonable suspicions and were in full compliance with the law. The ghetto raid, the French envoy added, was met by “the great applause of the entire population, who were beginning to think that [the Jews] were being treated as a privileged class.”29

			

			—

			
			BY THE TIME CORCELLE’S note arrived in Paris, his old friend was in fact no longer foreign minister. In a move that would prove to be the first step on a course that would soon lead to the French Republic’s demise, Louis Napoleon announced that he wanted a ministry that better reflected his own views. His existing cabinet was composed in good part of the men he had appointed shortly after becoming president, when, as a little known newcomer, he needed the support of notables from some of the most influential groups in the Assembly. Now that he felt more secure, he was eager to free himself from men who had their own political followings and their own agendas. His new cabinet would be composed of men of little political weight, many drawn from the military, accountable to him alone. Odilon Barrot, the defenestrated prime minister, expressed alarm at what he referred to as Napoleon’s “coup d’état.” But while many members of the French Assembly were shocked by the move, they made little effort to oppose it.30

			Louis Napoleon also decided to dismiss Corcelle, whom he viewed as too close to Tocqueville, and to recall General Rostolan from Rome as well. The roles of head of the expeditionary army and ambassador to the Holy See were to be combined and placed in the hands of a career military officer. For this, the president chose a man of the monarchist right, fifty-four-year-old General Achille Baraguey d’Hilliers.

			Surprisingly, Napoleon announced his intention to replace Tocqueville, his foreign minister, not with a military man or with someone known to be close to him but rather with the French ambassador in Naples, Alphonse de Rayneval.
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			Rayneval was in bed in Naples with a painful case of gout when he received the unexpected news. The honor of an appointment to be foreign minister was great, the confidence shown by the president flattering. But the uncertainties over what path Louis Napoleon planned to follow, the risks of casting himself as the architect of a foreign policy whose outlines he did not know, and the fact that he personally knew none of the military men who would be his cabinet colleagues all made him uneasy. The courier returned to Paris not with Rayneval but with the ambassador’s note explaining why he could not accept the appointment. He gave as his excuse his lack of parliamentary experience and his unfamiliarity with the political situation in France, having been abroad for so long. Spurned by Rayneval, Louis Napoleon would turn to yet another general to replace Tocqueville. A new era was about to begin.31
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			The men around the pope continued to warn him against returning to Rome, reluctant to move to a city seething with hostility to the clergy and under French control. In November they had told him that Mazzini had dispatched twenty-four assassins to Rome from his hideout in Switzerland. That same month Roman police arrested eleven people planning a banquet to celebrate the first anniversary of Rossi’s assassination. “The return to Rome,” observed Rayneval, “is the object of great repugnance and great terror.”1

			General Baraguey, the new French ambassador, had arrived in mid-November and moved into the imposing Colonna Palace in the center of Rome. He was eager to present his credentials to the pope but was delayed by a quarantine in effect in Naples, aimed at preventing the spread of France’s cholera epidemic. As he waited for clearance for his visit, he sent his first impressions to Paris. They were not encouraging:

			
				The Holy Father ought not to ignore the fact…that people’s misery and disaffection are growing every day, not only in Rome but also in the provinces….The prolongation of the absence of the head of the state reinforces the opinion that has already spread among many people that his presence is not indispensable for the conduct of public affairs. The numerous arrests are everywhere making him enemies, because the three cardinals justify their actions as based on his orders. It seems that everything is being done to alienate people.2

			
Winning a reduction of quarantine to ten days, Baraguey was allowed to disembark at Naples on November 29. The next morning he met the pope for the first time. “I was well received, if a bit coolly,” he reported. Baraguey was a general, not a diplomat. What he lacked in tact, he made up for by a highly developed sense of French national honor. His failure to show deference either to cardinals or to aristocrats would lead both to regard him warily.

			As Baraguey entered, the pope held in his hand a recent letter from Louis Napoleon. It made clear that Napoleon would no longer be pressing his earlier list of demands and so, in effect, repudiated his August letter. The French president had jettisoned Barrot, his prime minister, a longtime opponent of the temporal power of the papacy, and Tocqueville, his foreign minister, who had been so embarrassed to find himself overseeing the restoration of the papal theocracy. Given his own efforts to reduce the power of France’s National Assembly, Louis Napoleon no longer had much interest in trying to limit the pope’s authority over his subjects. Instead, his letter simply called on the pope to show mercy.

			“The President urges me to show leniency,” said the pope, annoyed. “But he also speaks of justice.” Justice, Pius told Baraguey, required that those guilty of rebelling against him be punished.

			“The pope now fears the Roman people,” concluded the general. He had tried to reassure the pontiff that the French had matters firmly in hand and that no harm would befall him should he return to his capital. But, reported the new French ambassador, rather than showing gratitude for all that the French had done for him, the pope—and Cardinal Antonelli with him—had only complaints.3

			Returning two days later, Baraguey pressed the pontiff to set a date for his return. Again Pius gave voice to his fears. “He tells me of the stilettos, the daggers, of the large number of malicious subjects in the city, of the need to disarm them….In vain I tried to reassure him, saying ‘I accept all responsibility.’ ” Baraguey told the pope he would take “the most severe measures” to guarantee his safety, but, the general reported, “my pleas were useless. He is surrounded by bad advisors who take advantage of his terrors.”4

			

			—

			
			IF THERE REMAINED ANY doubts that Pius was now committed to a path of reaction, he dispelled them early in December with his first encyclical since regaining control of Rome. Addressed to all Italy’s archbishops and bishops, its language could hardly have been harsher. His first sentences offer something of its flavor:

			
				You know as We do, venerable brothers, the recent wrongdoing which has strengthened some wretched enemies of all truth, justice, and honor, who strive both openly and deceitfully with plots of every sort to spread their disorders everywhere among the faithful people of Italy. These disorders include the unbridled license of thinking, speaking and hearing every impious matter. They spread these like the foaming waves of a savage sea, and they exert themselves not only to shake the Catholic religion in Italy itself but if possible to utterly destroy it.

			

			While, thanks to “God’s mercy and the arms of Catholic nations,” Rome and the Papal States had been restored, said the pope:

			
				Nonetheless, those wicked enemies of God and men still continue their lawless work, if not by open force, at least in other deceitful ways….We cannot restrain Our tears, when We see that some Italians now are so wicked and so wretchedly deceived that they admire the vile teachings of impious men. In fact, they are not afraid to plot with them for this great destruction of Italy.

			

			The pope’s embrace of a medieval vision of society could not have been clearer. Quoting the New Testament (Romans 13:1–2), he told Italy’s bishops: “There is no authority except from God….Therefore he who resists authority resists what God has appointed, and those who resist will incur their own condemnation.” He turned as well to Saint Augustine, reminding the bishops of Augustine’s admonition that the Catholic Church

			
			
				teaches slaves to remain true to their masters, not as much from the compulsion of their state as from delight in duty, and makes masters kind to their slaves by the thought that the supreme God is their common Lord….It teaches kings to take care of their people, and people to submit to their kings.5

			

			Although the pope mentioned men many times in his encyclical, he made only one reference to women, and that in his opening paragraph. “In their wicked recklessness,” said the pope, the rebels in Rome had pushed aside the loyal clergy. “Consequently, when some of their own number fell sick and struggled with death, they were deprived of all the help of religion and compelled to breathe their last in the arms of a wanton prostitute.” The pope appeared to refer here to the women who had served as nurses to the wounded and dying in Rome. In the lands ruled by the popes, nuns served as nurses but only for female patients. Those few orders that allowed their nuns to minister to sick men did so only when they could act through a male intermediary.6

			The following month, the former head of the Roman Republic’s nursing corps, Princess Cristina Belgiojoso, stung by the pope’s words, responded in a letter. “Holy Father,” she wrote:

			
				I read in a French newspaper part of Your Holiness’s encyclical to the bishops of Italy in which…Your Holiness adds that those victims were forced to die in the arms of prostitutes. As the introduction of women into Rome’s hospitals was my work…I believe it my duty to respond to Your Holiness’s accusations….The hospitals were all always provided with priests, and…not one of the many victims, so rightly lamented by Your Holiness, died without the assistance of a priest and the comfort of the sacraments. If Your Holiness is unaware of this fact, your representatives certainly are not because, no sooner had the Cardinals assumed the powers that Your Holiness conferred on them, than all the priests who had exercised their sacred ministry in the hospitals were thrown into the prisons of the Holy Office of the Inquisition.7

			
The arrests and imprisonments continued. “The accounts I receive from Rome,” reported the British ambassador to Turin, “are deplorable. ‘La vendetta Pretina’ [the priests’ revenge] is in full operation, and the French are there, tranquil spectators of all that occurs. I hear nothing about the Pope’s return and indeed, how can he shew his face at Rome, when such excesses are committed with his sanction, and such an insane course of policy is followed by those acting in his name.”
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			For his part, Cardinal Antonelli, mastermind of the repression, was frustrated by the continuing interference of French authorities. When Baraguey attempted to prevent the arrest of papal army officers compromised by their participation in the Roman Republic, Antonelli complained to Rayneval. Had French officers acted as these men had, he told the ambassador, you “would have simply taken them out to be shot.”8

			

			—

			THE POPE DECIDED TO spend the Christmas holidays with King Ferdinand in his palace at Caserta, twenty-two miles north of Naples. As Pius prepared to leave on December 24, he met with Rayneval, who again asked when he would return to Rome. Again the pope cited the need for the loan from the Rothschilds, but it was something else that most worried him. “The hatred of the priests,” confided the pope, “is still very much alive.”9 The cardinal deacon of the Sacred College had himself recently cautioned Pius against returning. Rome, warned the cardinal, was still filled with many

			
				demagogues and not a few individuals capable of committing any crime, with the police not free to do their work. People speak publicly in the cafés against the pope, against the cardinals, and against the clergy, and the revolutionaries are still bold and threatening. I know that they want Your Holiness’s prompt return to Rome to remedy so many evils. But will You have the means to put an end to so much discord, and to reestablish good religious, moral and political order, lacking the material force sufficient to ensure that You are obeyed?10

			

			In their efforts to prevent the pope from returning to Rome, the cardinals got strong support from King Ferdinand, eager to continue to benefit from his status as the pope’s royal protector. “There is a powerful party, with the King as its head,” reported Rayneval on the last day of 1849, “that is trying to keep the Pope far from his States.” They were using all sorts of pretexts, but, the French ambassador observed, their true motivation was one they would not admit. “They do not trust the Pope, his instincts, his tendencies….They fear, in a word, that he may pass from one camp to the other.”11

			

			—

			
			TO MARK NEW YEAR’S Eve, Rome’s new city government ordered the Corso festively decorated and papal banners hung. But people were not in a festive mood, and well-aimed rocks smashed the lanterns bearing the papal coat of arms that the pope’s supporters had placed in their windows.

			Having returned to Portici, Pius hosted the members of the diplomatic corps on New Year’s Day, as was his custom. His tone was uncharacteristically chastened. “We must have confidence in Providence,” he said, “but it is wise not to have any illusions….Many difficulties and many dangers remain.”12

			As 1850 began, Luigi Carlo Farini—medical doctor, historian of Italian unification, and, in the early 1860s, one of the Kingdom of Italy’s first prime ministers—captured the sense of repression felt in the newly restored Papal States:

			
				Both education and charity governed and administered by the clergy. Clerical police and French police in Rome, clerical police and Austrian police in the provinces. Censorship of the press administered…not by any law, but by the whim of the Holy Office of the Inquisition, the bishops, the police….All the old civil, communal, ecclesiastical, mixed, and exceptional tribunals restored….All the old immunities and privileges of the clergy restored….The Jesuits resurgent and more powerful….The prisons full.13

			

			If the pope worried about his subjects’ hostility to papal rule as the New Year dawned, he also remained nervous about his financial situation. Discussions with the Rothschilds had begun almost a year earlier and had continued in Paris, where James Rothschild, head of the banking family in France, met frequently with the papal nuncio.14

			“It seems more and more clear to us,” the new French foreign minister, General Jean-Ernest de la Hitte, wrote to Baraguey on the first of the year, “that the question of the Holy Father’s return to his states is tied to the conclusion of a loan. So we continue to do all that we can to facilitate it and speed it.” A few days later he sent an update from Paris: “I have just learned that Monsieur Rothschild is motivated by the best intentions for the conclusion of the loan negotiated with the Holy See. He has received a very favorable impression of the news that he received about the Pope’s intentions with regard to his fellow Jews.”15

			
			The pope, who had ordered the Jews of the Papal States back into their ghettos, now depended on the goodwill of Europe’s most prominent Jews to be able to return to his capital. The Rothschilds, for their part, found themselves under great pressure from their coreligionists. It was not a new position for them. Ever since the Rothschilds had become bankers to the popes, Jewish communities of the Papal States had begged them to use their influence to relieve their suffering. In the first year of Pius’s reign, the officers of Rome’s Jewish community had sent the pope a petition asking for modest improvement in the condition of the ghetto. Having gotten no reply, they had sent a copy of the petition to Salomon Rothschild, director of the bank in Vienna, pleading for his aid. In response, Rothschild met with the papal nuncio and urged him to persuade the pontiff to help Rome’s Jews. Perhaps it was this request that prompted the pope to take the modest actions he did in the first two years of his reign, allowing some Jews to leave the ghetto and tearing down the ghetto gates.16

			“The pope’s return to Rome is decidedly dependent on the conclusion of the loan,” wrote the French foreign minister to Rayneval on January 10, 1849. “The discussions [in Paris] with Monsieur [James] Rothschild continue. His pretentions are a little much. Cardinal Antonelli has urged me to see him and convince him to be more moderate.” Rothschild’s “pretentions” were aimed at the pope’s treatment of the Jews. Before making the loan, he wanted Pius to agree to abolish Rome’s ghetto and allow Jews to own real estate, practice commerce freely, and attend the university.17

			In trying to get Rothschild to drop these demands, the papal nuncio in Paris, acting as an intermediary in the negotiations, rehearsed arguments long used by the Holy See to justify its treatment of the Jews. The popes, the nuncio argued, were acting only in the Jews’ own best interests. If the popes closed the Jews in the ghetto, it was only to protect them from the hostility of their Christian neighbors.18

			

			—

			
			AS A MAN FOR WHOM French pride loomed larger than Catholic devotion, General Baraguey was quickly becoming disenchanted with the pope. The papal court, he thought, was using the loan negotiations merely as a pretext to keep Pius from Rome. The French had expected him to return to his capital as soon as they reestablished papal rule there. It was a great embarrassment that he seemed so reluctant to leave the embrace of the king of Naples, a disinclination that could only be seen as a vote of no confidence in the French. Now, months after Harcourt had argued that they could persuade the pontiff to do what was needed only by giving him an ultimatum, Baraguey reached the same conclusion: “The only means to get [the pope] to follow a policy in keeping with our dignity and our interests would be, I believe,…to set a date beyond which our troops would be withdrawn to Civitavecchia. At the same time we would warn the courts of Vienna and Portici of our firm intention not to allow any foreign force to replace us here.”

			On issuing such a declaration, Baraguey realized, France would have to be prepared to wage war should the other powers not heed their warning. He acknowledged that France might well not want to take this risk but argued that there was no honorable alternative.

			There was another reason, suggested Baraguey, why France should follow this course. The pope and a number of the foreign ambassadors had made clear their desire to have some combination of the armed forces of Austria, Naples, and Spain replace the French in safeguarding papal rule in Rome. The offense to French national honor of withdrawing from Rome, only to see their rivals’ armies occupy the city, would certainly be too great to bear.

			“Naples,” added Baraguey, “seems to me to have become a center of evil designs against us. They work to spread rumors of the instability of the French government. Each day they spread word of a new revolution, and everyone is united in urging the Holy Father to put off his return.” He concluded his letter to the French foreign minister, a fellow general, with a rousing call to arms:

			
			
				If France does not take a vigorous stance, if, despite the fact that it is able to, it does not speak loudly and firmly, if it does not say that it is ready to support its will by the force of arms, but instead goes from one concession to another, I do not know where it will all lead us.

				You ask me to have patience and perseverance. I believe, thank God, I possess both these qualities. But when this patience takes on the appearance of self-deception, I do not believe in giving it new opportunities, because in this case, patience and forbearance greatly resemble weakness.19

			

			“It is a heart-rending spectacle,” observed Rayneval in early February, “to see the Holy Father’s never-ending uncertainties….To see such great matters entrusted to a person so unsure of himself, so influenced by the least incidents, one feels that doubts and fears for the future are all too well founded.” Having heard from Antonelli that the Rothschild loan now seemed likely, he had held two long meetings with the pope, trying to get him to commit to a date to return to Rome.

			Before entering Pius’s room for the second of these meetings, Rayneval saw a delegation of Roman Jews leaving. What, asked the ambassador, had they wanted? The Jews, replied the pontiff, had come to complain about the police incursions into the ghetto and to ask for “privileges.” As he spoke, Pius became ever more animated. The Jews had believed—or at least hoped—that the pope’s dependence on the Rothschilds for a loan put them in a position to make demands on him. In fact, although it is not clear if either the pope or Rayneval knew it, before visiting the pope the Jewish delegation had first gone to Naples to meet with Charles Rothschild, head of the local family bank branch. They had begged the Rothschilds not to make the loan unless the pope first agreed to significant concessions.

			“I urged these men,” Pius told the French ambassador, “not to get too excited by Mr. Rothschild. I swear to you that if there is the least bit of a question of concessions to make to the Jews as a condition of the loan, three things would result: I would do nothing for the Jews; I would not take the loan; I would not return to Rome.”

			The pope added that even if he were inclined to grant the Jews any new rights, the anger that such a move would provoke among his Christian subjects would give him pause. When, in the early months of his papacy, he had authorized a few Jewish families to reside outside the ghetto, he recalled, “the complaints from the tenants in the buildings where the Jews lived were incessant. The same thing happened where they were allowed into public schools.” Nor could the pope imagine allowing the Jews to own property, for soon, he feared, they would buy up much of the land in the Papal States, and that was unthinkable.20

			
			With no other source in sight for his loan, a great deal depended on whether either side would back down. In the end, it was the Paris-based James Rothschild, the most influential of the brothers, who did. Under pressure from both the French and Austrian governments, and eager to keep both indebted to him, Rothschild agreed to settle for a generic papal promise. It came not directly from the pope or Antonelli but through French intermediaries. The pope, they said, could not be seen to condition a matter of theological importance—the treatment of the perfidious Jews—on receiving money from a Jewish family. But once he had the loan, he would, they assured Rothschild, relieve some of the restrictions on his Jewish subjects.21

			Those who met with the pope in these weeks were struck by how changed he seemed. A monsignor from one of the offices of the Curia in Rome, having come to visit the pontiff, was surprised to find the formerly benevolent pope so sour. The first thing the pope asked him was whether he had purged his office of all the miserable men who had continued to work there during the republic.22

			Pius dreaded the prospect of returning to his capital. The contrast between the early days of his papacy, when he was the object of popular adulation, and the sullen population he knew he would face on his return upset him. He nursed a strong sense of outrage at how poorly the people had repaid him for all he had done for them and embarrassed by how few of his subjects had spoken up for him, how readily they had abandoned him. At the same time, he was surrounded by cardinals who faulted him for his earlier concessions and his weakness. One of the few of their number sympathetic to Pius’s plight tried to defend him to the French: “What do you want the poor pope to do? He is a prisoner, surrounded by his enemies who only let those who are hostile to him or who can redouble his fears get near him.” So battered was the pope, recalled the cardinal, that when he last went to see him, he found him weeping in his oratory. How, the pope had asked him, could he ever return to a city that was full of his enemies?23

			
			Pius seized on one excuse after another to delay his return. “Every day,” lamented the pope’s nephew, who had been pushing his uncle to move back to Rome, “another mushroom sprouts up.”24

			

			—

			CARNIVAL, NORMALLY A TIME for joyous abandon, was fast approaching, but as the repression ground on, Rome was not in a festive mood. Antonelli had ordered the mail addressed to those of questionable sympathies opened and anything interesting sent to him in Portici. On their arrival in Rome, all foreign newspapers were read by censors before—if deemed inoffensive—they were sent on to their subscribers. The French placed warnings on the walls that anyone found with a gun or a knife would be summarily executed, but the notices were ripped down as quickly as they could be put up. In mid-February a man from Trastevere was placed in front of a firing squad in Piazza del Popolo, charged with having killed a French soldier. The next week, in another piazza, a large crowd gathered to watch the execution of a forty-year-old man caught the night before carrying arms.25

			While the French were having difficulty keeping their notices affixed to Rome’s walls, the papal authorities were having trouble taking down all the subversive messages that were pasted up each night under cover of darkness. On the first anniversary of the proclamation of the Roman Republic, a message from Mazzini appeared:

			
			
				Romans

				You were great in your uprising, and you remain great in this time of disaster. Europe admired you as combatants for your freedom and for Italy’s honor….It admires you today for suffering with dignity without having any cowardly dealings with the internal enemy, and without dishonorable contact with the foreign armed forces that alone govern you….Freedom shines forever and, sooner than others think, will wash away the tyrannical filth that now weighs you down….

				God blesses you o Romans! Your exiles today feel joined together with you in spirit on this first anniversary of the Republic. They will celebrate the second with you in the exhilaration of the common victory of the Campidoglio.

				Long Live the Republic!26

			

			Eager to show that life in Rome was back to normal, papal authorities saw the traditional eight days of Carnival celebrations as an important test. The past year’s festivities, shortly after the proclamation of the republic, had been an especially joyous affair, embarrassing to the official papal narrative of a people suffering under the yoke of a small band of cutthroat foreign fanatics. Now, hearing mutterings of a planned boycott of the first celebration following the return of papal rule, the government ordered all residents of the Corso—the main parade route—to cover their homes with decorations. Parish priests, who in previous years had warned their flock against the evils of Carnival celebration—traditionally a time of license and debauchery—now urged them to take part.

			Despite all these efforts, the festival was an embarrassing failure. Few people decorated their homes, and in place of the endless parade of richly adorned carriages, the Corso seemed eerily empty. Those who might have been inclined to take part were warned off by clandestine flyers. In desperation, the police offered to pay some of the popolani to put on Carnival masks and hop into the carriages they provided, but the effect was more sordid than uplifting.27

			Foolishly, a young aristocrat decided to brave the jeering crowd, climbing into his luxurious carriage and telling the driver to pass down the Corso. Alongside him sat his sixteen-year-old sister. As the horses pulled the carriage along, a large bouquet of flowers landed at the prince’s feet. Picking it up to hand it to his sister, he noticed that it felt strangely heavy, for buried in the bouquet was a glass-covered bomb. It exploded, sending shrapnel into the prince’s face, hand, and thigh and slicing through his sister’s leg.28
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			On Monday, March 11, 1850, Cardinal Antonelli summoned the ambassadors of the four powers for the long-awaited announcement. Pius, he told them, would leave for Rome in early April, the week after Easter.1

			Following the meeting, Rayneval went to see the pope, who clearly had mixed feelings about returning to his capital. “I cannot hide the fact,” said Pius, “that I tread into dangers, or at least into embarrassments and countless difficulties. There is no worse task,” he added, “than governing people as demoralized as the people are at the moment. Between the republicans, the constitutionalists, and the absolutists, each more extreme, more passionate than the other, my road ahead will be hard to travel.” This time, it seemed, there would be no turning back. “The ordeal is inevitable,” said the pope. “If I don’t face it today I will have to face it tomorrow. There is no way to postpone it further, and with God’s help, I will go at the announced time to take this heavy burden up once more.”2

			Declining the ship the French had offered for the voyage, Pius decided to travel by land. He felt confident that the rural people of the southernmost Papal States would greet him affectionately, offering proof that his subjects were eager to have him back. He was less confident about the reception that would greet him in Rome.

			Antonelli threw himself into the work of ensuring the trip’s success, bombarding the cardinals of Rome’s governing commission with instructions. “News received by the police in Naples,” wrote Antonelli in one of his memos, “express the certainty that, on the Holy Father’s reentry into his dominion, the Roman demagogues plan to greet him with festive demonstrations of affection, thus gathering a large crowd, and then start shouting ‘Long live the Constitution and the National Guard!’ ” The police, instructed Antonelli, had to find a way to thwart “their perverse plan.”3

			
			On April 3, the day before the pope’s departure, Rayneval again went to see him, telling him how pleased France was that, despite all those who kept trying to frighten him, he was finally returning to Rome.

			The pope remained nervous. “They have even told me,” said the pontiff, “that France would return to its old demands, that it would impose a constitution and all that follows from it on me.”

			Rayneval reassured him. The French had long ago abandoned their demand that he reign as a constitutional monarch.4

			

			—

			THE DAY OF THE POPE’S departure from Portici finally arrived. He first set out for the king’s palace outside Naples to thank him for sheltering him for his many months in exile. On Pius’s arrival, Ferdinand bowed and kissed the pope’s foot and his hand. Pius remained with the royal family that night.5

			The next morning the pontiff stepped onto the external balcony of Ferdinand’s palace to offer his blessing to the small crowd that had gathered outside. He then walked down the grand marble staircase, pausing to let the members of the royal family, on their knees, kiss his foot. According to the official Neapolitan chroniclers, the princesses all had tears in their eyes. With royal troops lining its path, the richly adorned carriage carrying the pope and the king led a procession of seven carriages, each pulled by six horses. A long phalanx of Neapolitan cavalry rode in front and behind them. As the pope’s carriage passed through the fields north of Naples, peasants took their hats into their hands, dropped to a knee, and bowed their heads.6

			Ferdinand made the most of his final hours with the pope. Naples’s official newspaper published a rapturous account of their parting at the northern border of the Neapolitan kingdom on April 6:

			
			
				His Holiness, the king, and the duke…had barely gotten out of the carriage, when the king and the duke threw themselves at the Holy Father’s feet, which they devoutly embraced. Then the king, still on his knees, asked for the sacred blessing. “Yes,” said the Holy Father, “I bless you, I bless your family, I bless your kingdom, I bless your people. I cannot properly express to you my gratitude for the hospitality you have given me.” “I only did my duty as a Christian,” the king replied. “Yes,” responded the pontiff, his voice heavy with emotion, “your filial affection was great and sincere.” He then made the king rise….He embraced him effusively and got back into his carriage, where the king, the royal prince and their entourage all kissed him on the foot.7

			

			As Pius then made his way through the southernmost towns of his states, he passed through hastily erected triumphal arches, choirs singing odes of praise to him, and official delegations from nearby towns who came to pay their respects. Bishops and local elites jostled one another in efforts to greet him.

			At Velletri, a town nestled in the Alban Hills thirty miles southeast of Rome, General Baraguey and his entourage met the pope to escort him the rest of the way to his capital. The general was eager, as he put it, “to completely banish the terrors that [the pope] has not stopped having.”8

			It was at Velletri, a year earlier, that Garibaldi had dealt King Ferdinand such an embarrassing blow. The scene now was very much changed. People’s excitement that the pope would be coming to their town was great, the preparations frenetic. Local would-be sculptors fashioned faux classical figures, fastening them onto a hurriedly constructed triumphal arch. Over the doors of the city hall, half a dozen painters were inscribing paeans to Pius IX. One, in his enthusiasm, simply wrote, “Pio Nono. Immortal! Immortal! Immortal!” Others painted allegories of the pope, in one of which, oddly, he appeared in the shape of a female angel with her foot on a demon bearing the label “rebellion.” A huge effigy of the pope, made of numerous sheets attached to wooden planks, hung atop the triumphal arch, fluttering perilously in the hill town’s afternoon wind. A half-dozen town dignitaries milled about in evening dress, looking out of place among the roughly dressed peasants and artisans.

			
			At last, in late afternoon, following a line of cavalry, the pope’s carriage rolled into town. As Pius passed by, the troops presented arms, and the people knelt. The pontiff stopped in front of the town hall, but the awestruck local dignitaries were too tongue-tied to deliver the speeches of welcome they had so carefully prepared. The carriage door opened, and the pope put out his foot, as people elbowed their way to get close enough to kiss it. After a brief mass of thanksgiving in the cathedral, Pio Nono made his way to the palace perched at the crest of the town, in front of which thousands of people from Velletri and its hinterland had converged. Cannons blasted and music blared. Surrounded by priests holding torches aloft, Pius emerged on the balcony. As the people quieted, the pontiff stretched out his arms to bless them.9

			There was reason to doubt that the pope would receive such a warm welcome when he reached his capital. “The people’s mood is not favorable to any demonstrations of joy,” reported the Tuscan ambassador in Rome. He explained:

			
				The remnants of the destruction and the disasters they have suffered are largely still there. Rome’s appearance saddens any who see it again, even in these moments preceding the pope’s return. The population, decimated by the war, by the banishments, by the jailings, and by the voluntary emigrations, makes the city seem empty….Sadness and discouragement reign.10

			

			The French were on high alert, as signs of trouble ahead abounded. Roman women, police were told, were planning a protest to embarrass the pontiff on his arrival. Leaflets containing Mazzini’s calls for resistance had mysteriously appeared on city walls, and police interrupted three men as they piled pieces of wood against the door of the pope’s Quirinal Palace, preparing to set it ablaze.11

			At midafternoon on Friday, April 12, Pius finally appeared at the city’s western gate. The last time he passed through one of Rome’s gates, seventeen months earlier, he had been disguised as a country priest. Now on his triumphal return, the pealing of Rome’s church bells greeted him, punctuated by the sound of 101 cannon blasts from Castel Sant’Angelo. The lumbering procession made its way to the vast sunbathed piazza in front of the pope’s cathedral, St. John Lateran, where a large crowd awaited. When the pope stepped out of his carriage, a cheer went up and handkerchiefs were waved, but as the London Times correspondent noted, “the enthusiasm that is valuable is that which does not boast of such a luxury as handkerchiefs. Very few people seemed to think it necessary to kneel, and, on the whole, the mass were more interested in the pageant itself.” As Pius entered the vast cathedral, Rome’s cardinal vicar, along with the three cardinals of the governing commission, greeted him. Prostrating themselves, members of the diplomatic corps, in their dark uniforms, kissed the pope’s hand. Pius could not hide his emotion. Entering the nave of the church, he sank to his knees at the tomb of Peter and Paul to pray.

			
			The papal procession then set out on its course to the other side of the city. Richly dressed papal soldiers led the way, followed by French cavalry, a detachment of Noble Guardsmen, and then the pope’s own closed carriage, General Baraguey riding on one side, Prince Altieri, head of the Noble Guard, on the other. The French senior command followed on horseback, then other French troops, eight cardinals, each in his own luxurious carriage, members of the city government, and finally the twenty members of the diplomatic corps. Colorful tapestries and garlands of flowers adorned the buildings along the way. Lining the route, French troops dropped to a knee as the pope passed. The procession finally crossed the Tiber and reached St. Peter’s Basilica, where other cardinals were waiting. Thousands of people were already inside, along with a line of French troops positioned against either wall. The pope entered, and a mass of thanksgiving was said. The cardinals then escorted the pope to his apartment in the adjoining Vatican Palace.

			Pius IX would remain in Rome for another quarter century, but never again would he live in the Quirinal Palace. Its memories were too painful. His change of residence signaled something else as well. The Quirinal was first of all the symbol of political power, of the pope as king of the Papal States. The Vatican was the center of the pontiff’s religious authority, worldwide in reach. The Pius who returned to Rome wanted as little as possible to do with the political role that had caused him so much heartache. For those matters, he would let Antonelli, more suited to that other world, take charge. Over the next years, as momentous historical changes took shape around him, the pope would retreat ever more into his religious role, finding solace in the spiritual realm. No more would he allow himself to be tortured by doubts about how best to deal with his people’s endless political demands.12

			
			The popular excitement that had greeted the pope in the hill town of Velletri was not repeated in Rome, although bright banners waved overhead and flowers littered the pope’s path. Romans could not forget the recent bloodshed, and the sight of the pope, protected by the French army that had so recently conquered the city, produced mixed emotions. “Things went reasonably well,” remarked the Dutch ambassador, “but without any enthusiasm, above all on the part of the population….The Romans participated in this entry, or rather this return, as one takes part in a spectacle, guided by a simple instinct of curiosity, and the same as if tomorrow they were to take part in those that the Republic offered them, if it were to arise from its ashes.”13

			The French had hoped that once the pope was free from King Ferdinand’s influence and firmly ensconced in his French-held capital, he would come around to their point of view. Although Louis Napoleon had reduced his pressure on the pope, the full-scale return of a medieval theocracy would still be a great embarrassment. But initial reports from Rome were not encouraging. Pius was showing no sign that the move to Rome had made him any more eager to follow French advice. “The conversations that I have had on this subject with the pope and Cardinal Antonelli,” reported the French ambassador in late April,

			
				are scarcely more satisfying than the reality, and I greatly fear that the status quo will be embraced for a long time to come as far as reforms of any kind are concerned. Moreover, I cannot repeat too often, the Holy Father is personally sympathetic to France, but the milieu in which he lives is profoundly hostile. In this respect nothing has changed. The pope is no freer in Rome than he was in Gaeta or Portici. On the contrary, they are redoubling their efforts to diminish the influence that the Holy Father’s return to Rome ought naturally have given to France.

			
All this, Baraguey predicted, augured poorly for the future, for unless the pope made significant reforms, he would never be able to rule except by foreign arms.14

			The London Times correspondent in Rome painted a similar picture. “I am sorry to commence by saying that hitherto the Holy Father has, since his return, disappointed all his friends, and that not a single step has been taken to inspire confidence or hope….The enthusiasm which the Pope’s presence inspired is fast wearing away….He is constantly in public, but the people scarcely notice his passing by.”15

			Caught up in the daily struggle to feed their families, most Romans wished only for the returned pope to be the same benevolent pontiff they had known from the early days of his papacy. But the flame of Italian patriotism still burned in the hearts of many, and the occasional murder of a French soldier or of a particularly reviled clergyman—their bloated black-robed bodies periodically fished out of the Tiber—kept tensions alive.

			On April 30, the first anniversary of their victory over the initial French assault, Romans awoke to see a message painted in large red letters on the walls of several churches: “Priests, the blood of the martyrs screams for revenge!” A new leaflet flooded the city, with an ironic ode to the pope-king:

			
				Rejoice o Pope, you are in Rome, you are on the throne, you are king…your hands are soiled with blood….

				So Rejoice o Pope, you are king. Like all the other Popes, you have betrayed the fatherland, handing it over to foreigners….

				You have called for war and carnage….You have given your blessing to a massacre!…So rejoice, o Pope, you are king!16

			

			Among those waiting in vain for signs of papal benevolence were the three thousand political prisoners languishing in the Papal States’ jails. Five or six prisoners lived in a dark cell intended for one, with no blanket to keep them warm at night, breathing air rancid with the stench that wafted from their lidless latrines. Living on a diet of stale bread and beans, they quickly fell prey to disease. Among them were fifteen priests, found guilty a few weeks earlier of lesa maestà—revolt against the monarch. Monsignor Carlo Gazzola, a prominent Catholic intellectual, was imprisoned in Castel Sant’Angel, having been given a life sentence for “injuries to the person of the pope,” inflicted through articles in a newspaper he edited. Hair-raising stories spread through Italy, such as the case of Giovanni Marchetti, director of a center for exercising horses, accused of having blackened the nose of a statue of Cardinal Lambruschini with the flame of a candle. Jailed in 1849, he was still awaiting trial two years later. Coughing up blood from the tuberculosis he had contracted in prison, he begged to be released to his family. His request was denied.17

			
			On the pope’s return to Rome, the cardinals’ governing commission was disbanded. One man alone ran the papal government, the formidable Cardinal Antonelli. “Hated by many,” as church historian Giacomo Martina described him, he was “virtually omnipotent in economic-administrative matters and in the defense of temporal power.”18

			While Antonelli grew in confidence, the pope himself also seemed changed. He was no longer so good-natured or eager to please. To the secretary of the city government who came humbly to beg for his old job back—having been dismissed for failing to abandon it when the pope had fled—Pius replied, “The time for mercy is over, it is now the time for justice.” Visibly aged, prone to bouts of melancholy, apt to be more cautious and suspicious, Pius, who celebrated his fifty-eighth birthday shortly after his return to Rome, was also more given to outbursts of temper.19

			Antonelli moved quickly to consolidate his power. In late June he began talking about reinstating the long-abandoned practice of allowing cardinals to visit the pope only by previous appointment. As it was, any cardinal could come to the pope’s quarters and expect to see him. “The Sacred College, already not well disposed to Cardinal Antonelli,” observed the Neapolitan envoy to Rome, in reporting the plan, “would with this new measure be even less well disposed. However, this shows that he feels strong and secure in his Sovereign’s favor.”20

			
			Feeling considerably less secure in the pope’s favor were the French. Rather than appreciate the protection that French troops now offered him, the pope made known how much he resented their embrace. “In short,” complained Pius to Esterházy in late May, “in whose hands am I? In the hands of the French!” Just as the pope had feared, the French ambassador kept pushing him to announce reforms, warning that popular unhappiness was growing ever greater.21

			Pius pushed back. Despite what the ambassador kept telling him, the pope told Baraguey, the fact that he had not yet announced any reforms was not causing any problems. Said the pope,

			
				I have now seen many delegations. Not one has uttered a word about it. When they have come to see me…it was to tell me: “in heaven’s name, Holy Father, don’t go and fall again into new dangers by establishing municipal elections on too broad a basis at a time when spirits are not yet sufficiently calmed down for general elections to lead to good results.”22

			

			It was now summer, a time when Romans who were wealthy enough escaped malaria season by retreating to their country estates in the hills. By the end of August, twelve hundred of the ten thousand French soldiers who remained in Rome were bedridden, feverish with the disease. Meanwhile the relentless pace of the arrests continued. “They imprison many,” complained Rayneval, and “they only begin their interrogations months later.”23

			The executions continued as well. Before the recent upheavals, capital punishment had been meted out in Rome by a guillotine placed in the middle of a large piazza, as a crowd of the curious and the horrified looked on. Pius IX had had his first experience with the guillotine when, as bishop of Imola, he gave last rites to two convicted murderers moments before their execution. “I have seen the guillotine for the first time,” he wrote a friend at the time. “The image is still with me, and I believe I will not forget the spectacle that I witnessed for many years.”24

			Rome’s guillotine was among the casualties of the Roman Republic, demonstrators in those heady days having burned it in a celebratory blaze, retrieving the warm pieces of iron that remained from its ashes and throwing them into the Tiber. Forced as a result to rely on firing squads, papal officials discovered that their former method was much more reliable. One early October morning, in a particularly embarrassing episode, six men found guilty of committing a murder during the days of the republic were taken to the piazza facing the Church of Santa Maria in Cosmedin, famed for its Bocca della Verità, the Mouth of Truth. The pope had refused the men’s appeal for leniency. A crowd gathered to watch. The signal sent, the soldiers opened fire, but their aim was poor. One of the condemned men found to his surprise that he had been only lightly wounded in a rib. “Grazie,” he said, apparently thinking that he was now spared. The officer in charge then ordered a second round fired. Only after a third round ripped through the survivors were all the men dead.25

			
			When the pope first returned to Rome, Lewis Cass, the American chargé d’affaires, expressed hope that things would soon improve. Cardinal Della Genga had told him that Pius was a great admirer of the United States and its institutions, a statement the American reported credulously to Washington, along with assurances from another cardinal that the pope was eager to adopt a liberal constitution. When, shortly after Pius’s return, Cass—who at that point had been in Rome for a year—finally got to meet him, the pope’s warmth won him over. “He took me by the hand,” recalled the ambassador:

			
				He spoke of his late efforts to introduce liberal reforms to his States and of the difficulties which he had encountered, adding that he had learned by painful experience that it required much caution and prudence to prepare his people for an order of things to which they had not been accustomed. Far from being disheartened, however, by the late untoward result of his political experiments, he stated, with a firmness and consistency which does him no small honor, it to be his intention to pursue the same course in the future, and on all practicable occasions to introduce into his government salutary measures of reform, which he admitted to be much needed.26

			
Over the following months, as all signs pointed to the return to the old theocratic ways, the American ambassador’s optimism faded. What obedience to authority could be found in Rome, remarked Cass, was simply the result of coercion. The French troops had retreated from any involvement in public affairs, and, he reported, “the papal functionaries are no longer, in the slightest degree, restrained in the exercise of their accustomed duties.”27

			

			—

			NONE IN ROME FELT more fearful than the Jews. With the founding of the Roman Republic, all legal restrictions on the Jews had been lifted, but they had barely begun to enjoy their freedom when the French army brought the pope back to power. Now the Jews lived in great anxiety. Would the old, benevolent Pius IX be returning, or would the chastened pope embrace the repressive measures of the past?

			With evidence quickly accumulating that it was to be the latter, Rome’s Jews turned once again to the Rothschilds. A week after the pope’s return to Rome, the officers of the Jewish community sent a letter to Baroness Rothschild in Vienna. “In this state of painful uncertainty about our affairs, alternating between resignation and hope,” they wrote, “we send you the present letter, praying that you will want to address a letter to Prince Schwarzenberg, minister of foreign affairs at the imperial court of Vienna, encouraging him to have the goodness to write an official note.” Schwarzenberg, they hoped, would urge the pope to reinstate the concessions he had previously granted Rome’s Jews.28

			A few months later officers of the Jewish community prepared another long plea to the Rothschilds. After chronicling all the restrictions on the Jews that previous popes had imposed, they praised Pio Nono for having earlier had the goodness and the courage to abolish a number of them, “to the applause of all of civilized Europe.” Now, they lamented, these same restrictions were being brought back.

			The Jews expressed the hope that they might keep the freedoms that they had enjoyed under the Roman Republic. They wanted again to be able to live and work outside the ghetto. They wanted to be free to practice a wide variety of occupations and to be able to own real property. They also wanted their children to be able to attend universities. They sought to end other humiliations they suffered, including the law forbidding Jews from giving testimony in civil trials and the requirement that they pay a large sum each year to support the House of the Catechumens, the church institution dedicated to their conversion. They did not ask to be allowed to have access to positions in the city administration, for this they thought would be too much, but they did ask that the menial jobs sponsored by the municipal government, available to the city’s poor, be opened to them.29

			
			The Jews’ pleas did them little good. Pius IX had never been comfortable challenging the old orthodoxies and was certainly not about to do so now. He regretted that he had ever agreed to the requests that, in his first months as pope, had led him to grant the Jews so many freedoms. Over the next months, as reports of Jews remaining outside the ghetto’s walls streamed in to Rome’s cardinal vicar, Jewish stores were shuttered and Jewish families forced back into the ghetto.30

			

			—

			THE ARRESTS IN ROME continued at a brisk pace. Those known to be critical of the papal regime lived in fear of the hand on the shoulder, the manacles on the wrists, and the trip to the prison where beatings were common. Michelangelo Caetani, the duke of Sermoneta, a literary man from one of Rome’s preeminent noble families, explained to a British visitor in early 1851 what life was now like in the Eternal City. Ten people a day, he said, were arrested, “to be confined for a few weeks in a damp, filthy dungeon, among wretches swarming with vermin and allowed to perpetrate on a new comer any atrocities that they think fit.” It was a method, he said, the police used to make people think twice before criticizing the papal regime.

			Pius, explained the duke, believed firmly in the right God had bestowed on him to wield absolute power. It was a trust that he was charged with transmitting intact to his successors, as his predecessor had to him.31

			Marble genitalia offer a good barometer of the state of repression in Rome. Ever since Michelangelo painted a bevy of nude figures on the walls of the Sistine Chapel, covering up the naked human form had periodically become a papal crusade. Now Pius IX, bent on restoring morality in his capital, entered the fray. “At St. Peter’s,” reported one observer in April 1851,

			
			
				they continue to put clothes on the angels, the genies. The Genies of the Monument to the Royal Stuarts by Canova have all received little tunics. On the pilaster to the left as you enter there is a large medallion of Saint Leo supported by angels, one of which has no pants. They have been busy covering it a bit. What they have done most dramatically is this: at the foot of the statue of a pope, there was a woman nursing a child. They have hidden the breast, but what to do about the child? They cut off his head and put it back on facing in the other direction.32

			

			Around this time Nassau William Senior, a prominent British lawyer and economist, visited Rome. Eager for insight into the political situation, he went to see Alphonse de Rayneval, who months earlier had become the new French ambassador to Rome. The unflattering view of the Romans that Rayneval conveyed was equaled only by his dim view of the pope’s prospects. “If 500 foreign republicans were to come in, I do not think that they would find 500 Romans to join them,” said Rayneval, before adding, “but I do not think that they would find fifty to oppose them. The Romans would run into their houses, lock the doors, and peep through the keyholes to see what would happen.”

			The next day Senior went to see the British consul, John Freeborn, who had been an enthusiastic supporter of the short-lived Roman Republic. Senior told him what the French ambassador had said. “Rayneval,” replied the disapproving consul, “is utterly mistaken. He does not know the feelings of the middle classes here; for he does not mix with them. I do; and I can assure you that in three hours after the French left us, there would be a sanguinary revolution.”33

			This was the American chargé’s view as well. “The tendency now,” Lewis Cass reported to Washington in May, “is to return to the old system, with all its abuses….The feeling against the Vatican…is as strong as ever, and I have every reason to believe, that a great majority of the inhabitants of the Papal States are willing, in their desire for a change in the political economy, to encounter the horrors of a second revolution….Hatred to Church government and dread of despotic power appear to animate every breast.”34

			
			Nor did Cardinal Antonelli himself have any illusions. “The Roman people,” he confided in a mid-1851 memo to his nuncio in Vienna, “is in general radically corrupted, or inept, and incapable of giving the government the least shadow of support.” The ideas spread during the revolution, and the propaganda sneaked into the city in the months since, had, he wrote, “perverted the ideas and the sentiments of this people to such a degree, that,” should the French troops leave Rome, “the government of His Holiness would find itself abandoned to passionate hatred in the womb of its own capital.”35

			The pope sat uneasily on his throne. It was not only the Romans’ hopes that had been crushed in the time since those exhilarating days when festive crowds had marched through the city’s streets singing his praises. The pope’s dreams, too, had faded. Pio Nono had wanted to be a benevolent ruler and had delighted in his people’s praise. In those early, heady days of his papacy, the tears he shed were tears of joy at the outpourings of people’s love for him. What a contrast with the tears that had so often moistened his eyes during his humiliating exile, as he heard reports of the curses hurled at him in Rome and contemplated his return with the greatest trepidation. It was only by weaning himself from what he now recognized as his weakness, his great desire to be loved by his people, that he could face the future. He would need to develop a protective shield, to turn not to the people for approval but to God alone.

			A new, more spiritual, yet stronger-minded pope was beginning to emerge. Over the next years, he would face challenges no less daunting, no less consequential for the future of Italy and the church than those he had faced in these early years of his papacy. God, as he would see it, was not finished putting him to the test. He vowed he would prove worthy of the divine judgment that surely would come.
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			Thanks to the bishop of Marseilles, who sent the pope two new guillotines, executions in the Papal States could once again proceed in a more dignified manner. In 1851 officials carted one of them from town to town, stopping long enough at each place to sever the heads of those condemned to death by the local ecclesiastical tribunals.1

			Three years later, following a long trial, eight men were found guilty of Pellegrino Rossi’s murder. Two, Luigi Grandoni, a forty-year-old Roman, and the twenty-eight-year-old sculptor, Sante Costantini, were sentenced to death. Grandoni, who in fact had played no part in the plot, committed suicide in prison while awaiting execution. On Saturday, July 22, 1854, Costantini, proclaiming his innocence, was alone marched to the place of his decapitation. Accompanying him were a priest, a monk, and members of the religious confraternity devoted to assisting in such executions. They headed toward the Bocca della Verità, whose piazza was one of the three sites for capital punishment in papal Rome. Catching sight of some of his friends among the crowds of the curious who lined the way, Costantini shouted, “They’re sending me to the slaughterhouse!” Rebuffing all pleas that he confess and take last rites, Costantini said that he was tired of suffering in the dungeons and simply wanted to get the execution over with. The confraternity leader recorded what happened next:

			
			
				6:15 p.m. The patient* is taken to the platform of the guillotine. On mounting it he shouted, in a loud voice, “Viva la Repubblica!” at which the drums sounded. As the condemned man persisted in his final refusal to repent, he received the mortal blow with that wicked defiance that regrettably one must recognize in many of the condemned men who have been sent to the guillotine for crimes committed in the heat of the rebellion.2

			

			Over the following years, many heads rolled into the guillotine’s bucket. Among them, three years later, severed at the same spot, was that of Antonio de Felice. The thirty-five-year-old hatmaker had accosted Cardinal Antonelli on a Vatican stairway, brandishing a small pitchfork, but attendants had subdued him before he could do any harm. In a final act of bravado, on mounting the platform, De Felice kissed the executioner before placing his head beneath the blade.3

			Two weeks after De Felice’s execution, Charles Bonaparte, the revolutionary prince-naturalist, died a beaten man, in Paris. After enjoying the limelight in the fiery days of the Roman Republic, he had lived his last years in painful obscurity, spurned by his Catholic wife, who had remained in Italy, and barely tolerated by his cousin, Louis Napoleon, whose army had caused his misfortune.4

			Despite their hopes of help from the Rothschilds and their pleas to the pope, Rome’s Jews, after their brief liberation, found themselves again confined to lives of poverty in the ghetto, objects of scorn and abuse. Worst of all, they lived in fear that their children might be taken from them, for should any Christian think to baptize a Jewish child, under the laws of the church, that child had to be removed from his Jewish family to be raised a Catholic.5

			French troops remained in Rome throughout the decade to protect the pope from his restive subjects. The French continued to plead with him to replace priests with laymen in the government and the courts of the Papal States, but Pius held firm.

			
			The pope’s worldly kingdom would not last long. In 1859, with Louis Napoleon—having in the meantime pronounced himself Emperor Napoleon III—feeling emboldened, and Charles Albert’s son, King Victor Emmanuel II, eager to avenge his father’s ignominious defeat of a decade earlier, the French and Sardinian forces combined in a new effort to drive the Austrians from the peninsula. With the Austrian army in retreat, the people in the Austrian-occupied provinces of the Papal States tore down the papal banners and drove out the clerics who ruled in the pope’s name. The day of Italian independence was finally at hand, as patriots from the newly liberated papal lands organized referenda to join the expanding Savoyard kingdom. Victor Emmanuel II had shown no desire to have the southern portion of the peninsula join his realm, but the omnipresent Garibaldi forced his hand, sailing with a thousand armed volunteers to Sicily and then marching northward, through the Kingdom of Naples. In late 1860, fleeing his capital, the twenty-four-year-old Francis II—who had ascended to the Neapolitan throne on the death of his father, Ferdinand II, a year earlier—decided to make a last stand at the fortress of Gaeta, where as a child he had so often gone with his family to visit the pope. After a bloody siege, he surrendered early in 1861. Later that year the Kingdom of Italy, under Victor Emmanuel II, was proclaimed, encompassing the entire Italian Peninsula except for Venice, still in Austrian hands, and Rome and the region surrounding it, left to the pope in deference to French Catholic sensibilities and the continuing role of French troops in the capital of Christendom.

			Rebuffing the Italian king’s efforts to negotiate, Pius, in a January 1860 encyclical, demanded the “pure and simple restitution” of the Papal States. Excommunicating those guilty of usurping the papal lands, Pius expressed his faith that God would not long allow the outrage to stand. After all, little more than a decade earlier, the pope’s defeat had proven short-lived, the Italian patriots crushed.

			Committed to continued papal rule in the Eternal City, the French kept their army there and extracted an agreement from the Italian king to leave Rome alone. Pius could take some solace from the fact that none of the continental powers seemed eager to see the emergence of a strong, unified Italy. Both he and Antonelli bided their time, hoping that the pope’s rightful realm might soon be restored. “Like the Pope,” reported Britain’s envoy in Rome in early 1865, “Antonelli hopes in a European war to set matters right again in the Holy See!”6

			
			Pius was once again plagued by the sense that he had failed in his duties as Supreme Pontiff, having presided for a second time over the loss of much of the papal kingdom. Again his temper battled with his good nature. “How is it,” Pius asked Britain’s envoy at the beginning of 1866, “that the British can hang two thousand Negroes to put down an uprising in Jamaica, and receive only universal praise for it, while I cannot hang a single man in the Papal States without provoking worldwide condemnation?”

			“His Holiness,” recounted the envoy, “here burst out laughing and repeated his last sentence several times holding up one finger as he alluded to hanging one man, so as to render the idea still more impressive.”7

			For the patriots, there could be no true Italian nation without Rome, and the king came under intense pressure to take it. Reluctant to provoke a war with France by launching a direct attack on the Eternal City, the king secretly sent funds there to try to prompt “spontaneous” popular uprisings, which he might then use to justify intervening. Much to the king’s dismay, the Romans, having so often seen the workings of the guillotine, showed little interest in sticking their necks out.

			In March 1868 the British envoy again met with the pope. Buoyed by France’s recent reinforcement of its garrison in Rome, and by the large number of Catholic volunteers who had poured into Rome to join the papal army from France, Ireland, Germany, and as far away as Canada, Pius was feeling increasingly confident. In proportion to his state’s population, he told the envoy with a chuckle, he now had the largest army in the world.8

			The pontiff made full use of his spiritual arsenal as well. In December 1864 he issued what would become one of the most important encyclicals of modern times, Quanta cura, with an accompanying Syllabus of Errors. No Catholic, he warned, could believe in freedom of speech, freedom of the press, or freedom of religion. Catholics had to believe that the pope must rule over a state of his own. All Catholics, he declared, were bound to reject the view that “the Roman Pontiff can and should reconcile himself to progress, liberalism, and modern civilization.”9

			Visiting Rome early in 1869, the American poet Henry Wadsworth Longfellow found the city “beleaguered” and “depressing.” “I look out of the window this gray, rainy day,” he wrote to an American friend, “and see the streets all mud and the roofs all green mould, and the mist lying like a pall over the lower town, and Rome seems to me like king Lear staggering in the storm and crowned with weeds.” What most struck Longfellow was how little Rome had changed in the forty years since he had first visited it, an observation he shared in his meeting with Cardinal Antonelli. “Yes, thank God!” replied the cardinal, pausing to put a pinch of snuff to his nose.10

			
			A few months later Rome witnessed something it had not seen for 350 years. The pope summoned all the world’s bishops, cardinals, and heads of the religious orders to St. Peter’s for a Vatican Council. The timeless truths of Christianity, as he saw it, were under assault from the godless forces that had emerged from the French Revolution. The principle of separation of church and state had been making its way into the European states’ new constitutions, along with guarantees of freedom of expression and the press that went directly against church doctrine. Pius wanted to show the world that he had the church’s full support in his battle against these modern heresies. He had a second goal as well, eager to strengthen his position by having the pope, for the first time, officially declared infallible. “Religion,” Pius explained in a public address he gave in the midst of the council, “is immutable; not an idea, but the truth. Truth knows no change.”11

			On December 8, 1869, the 774 bishops and several hundred other church dignitaries who had flooded into Rome for the council gathered in St. Peter’s for the inaugural ceremony. Since seven in the morning, the basilica had been packed, many foreigners having come to witness the historic event. In a separate reserved section sat the various sovereigns of Europe, including Elizabeth, empress of Austria, Francis II, the deposed king of Naples, Leopold II, deposed grand duke of Tuscany, and the deposed duke of Parma. In a special position of honor sat General Kanzler, head of the papal army, and General Du Mont, commander of the French expeditionary force patrolling Rome.

			Having decided that the battle for the church’s survival depended on the proclamation of papal infallibility, Pius pressed the bishops to support his cause, and those opposed felt his anger. He branded one “evil,” another “a madman,” and a third an “incorrigible, schismatic snake.” His campaign came as the culmination of a centuries-long battle aimed at wresting power away from the cardinals and bishops and from the national churches. Over the next months, in Latin speeches few could have understood even if the acoustics had not been so wretched, the church fathers continued their debate.12

			
			Europe’s rulers, fearing that the doctrine of papal infallibility might lessen their hold over their Catholic subjects, looked on in horror. Napoleon III, the pope’s great protector, was so enraged that he threatened to pull all French troops from Rome. But as a man of faith and decidedly not of realpolitik, Pius pushed forward. On July 18, 1870, as a thunderstorm outside darkened the midday skies, the prelates cast their votes. Of those who had misgivings, many in the end voted in favor, fearful of incurring Pius’s wrath. The pope’s pronouncements on matters of faith would now be deemed infallible.

			The vote proved to be unfortunately timed. Two days earlier France had declared war on Prussia, and Napoleon was eager to marshal all the forces he could for the fighting ahead. The declaration of papal infallibility gave him all the excuse he needed to abandon the pope to his own devices. On July 27 the emperor ordered the withdrawal of all French troops from Rome.13

			The pressure on Victor Emmanuel to take Rome now became irresistible. Amid the excitement, Giuseppe Mazzini, unhappy that the Italian nation he had long dreamed of had embraced monarchy, decided to return to Italy in hopes of triggering a republican uprising. Disguised as an Englishman named John Brown, Mazzini traveled on a ship bound for Sicily but was recognized and seized by Italian police. Ironically, they imprisoned the prophet of Italian unity in the fortress of Gaeta, where Pius had taken refuge two decades earlier. The Italian prime minister meanwhile ordered police in Sardinia to arrest Garibaldi, the other patriotic hero of the Roman revolution, should he make any move to leave his remote island home off the Sardinian coast.14

			Before daybreak on September 20, the Italian army began its assault on Rome’s walls. What two decades earlier had taken the French weeks to do, now, in the face of only halfhearted defense, took the Italians a few hours. The American consul to Rome observed the scene:

			
			
				The old walls generally proved utterly useless against heavy artillery, in four or five hours they were in some places completely swept away, a clear breach was made near the Porta Pia fifty feet wide, and the Italian soldiers in overwhelming force flowed through it and literally filled the city….A white flag was hoisted over from the dome of St. Peter’s. After the cannonading ceased the papal troops made but a feeble resistance, and they who a moment before ruled Rome with a rod of iron were nearly all prisoners, or had taken refuge in the Castle of St. Angelo, or St. Peter’s square.

			

			The disinclination of the papal forces to fight more fiercely, in the American consul’s view, was fed by their realization that the Romans welcomed the Italians as their liberators, for “no private citizens made the least effort or demonstration in favor of the Papal Government.” In short, he reported:

			
				It was an easy victory for the Italians, and the loss, in killed and wounded, on both sides, was not great, they were in over-whelming force, with very heavy artillery and they knew that the mass of Romans were their friends; the Zouaves [the papal troops], on the other hand, although they never could have imagined how much they were detested, must have, at heart, feared the people and could not fight their best.15

			

			The following year Victor Emmanuel made his triumphal entry into Italy’s new capital. Bowing to the pleadings of the Holy See, the European powers boycotted the ceremony. “Today,” the eminent historian of medieval Rome, Ferdinand Gregorovius, then living in the city, wrote in his diary, “is the close of the thousand years’ dominion of the Papacy in Rome.” The Castel Sant’Angelo cannon sounded. “How the Pope’s heart must have quailed at every shot!” wrote Gregorovius. “A tragedy without a parallel is being enacted here.”16

			In an encyclical issued a month later, Pius reiterated his excommunication of the leaders of the new nation and declared the Italian occupation of the Papal States null and void. The Holy See, proclaimed the pope, would never compromise. “Despite our advanced age,” he wrote, “we prefer…, with divine aid, to drink the cup to the dregs rather than accept the iniquitous proposals which have been made to us.”17

			
			The pontiff hoped that 1870 would prove to be a repeat of 1848, as 1848 had proven to be a repeat of 1798 and 1809. “That they will leave Rome is a certainty,” wrote Milan’s Catholic daily newspaper, “just as the Napoleonics, the Mazzinians, and before them all the other enemies of the Church. How and when they will leave, it is not yet possible to say. Probably they will leave soon and they will leave badly.”18

			Pius now cast himself as a prisoner. Although he had control of the hundred acres of the Vatican, with its magnificent palaces and gardens, and no one would stop him from leaving were he so inclined, images of his imagined imprisonment spread quickly. Mass-produced cards bearing an image of the pope behind jail bars circulated from Ireland to Poland, and in France, priests, monks, and nuns sold, as holy relics, straw that the pope, they said, had slept on in his cell.

			Rome was now the capital of the Italian king, capital of a modern constitutional monarchy, and seat of Italy’s bicameral legislature. The Quirinal Palace from which Pius had made his daring escape in 1848 was now the king’s home. But the king never felt comfortable in the Eternal City, with the man who claimed to be its legitimate ruler—and who had excommunicated him—living as a self-proclaimed prisoner barely a mile away. Victor Emmanuel spent as little time as he could there, preferring to spend his days at one of his country estates, riding his horse and hunting. Indeed, the king feared that he was now cursed, and perhaps he was, for in early January 1878, at age fifty-seven, he fell sick and died a few days later. The Catholic press made much of this evidence of divine punishment, although it might have made more of it had the elderly Pius IX not died four weeks later.

			Pius IX’s long struggle in life continued after his death. In 1881 his successor, Leo XIII, judged that tensions had cooled enough to allow him to grant Pius’s wish to be buried in the Basilica of San Lorenzo, on the other side of Rome. To minimize the possibility of any unpleasantness, Leo had the procession with the pope’s remains set out at midnight, its route a secret. But mixed in with the thousands of the faithful who came to honor the martyred pope were large numbers of anticlerics. As the procession reached the bridge over the Tiber at Castel Sant’Angelo, hundreds of protesters, shouting “Into the river!” tried to break through the police escort and send the papal bier plunging into the Tiber’s yellow waters. Many were injured in the resulting melee, but the pope’s mortal remains made their way safely to their final resting place.19

			
			It would take more than half a century after Pius IX’s death for a pope to recognize the legitimacy of the Italian state and its claim over Rome. Until that year, 1929, when the Italian dictator Benito Mussolini reached a deal with Pope Pius XI and Vatican City was formally created, no pope would ever set foot outside the Vatican walls.20

			In 2000, to mark the end of the second millennium, Pope John Paul II decided to beatify two of his predecessors. In an apparent effort to keep all in the church happy, he combined the beatification of Pope John XXIII, convener of the Second Vatican Council and hero of the liberals, with that of Pius IX, convener of the First Vatican Council and hero of the conservatives. In his remarks that day, John Paul II explained why he regarded Pius IX as worthy of sainthood:

			
				Amid the turbulent events of his time, he was an example of unconditional fidelity to the immutable deposit of revealed truths. Faithful to the duties of his ministry in every circumstance, he always knew how to give absolute primacy to God and to spiritual values. His lengthy pontificate was not at all easy and he had much to suffer in fulfilling his mission of service to the Gospel. He was much loved, but also hated and slandered.

				However, it was precisely in these conflicts that the light of his virtues shone most brightly: these prolonged sufferings tempered his trust in divine Providence, whose sovereign lordship over human events he never doubted. This was the source of Pius IX’s deep serenity, even amid the misunderstandings and attacks of so many hostile people.21

			

			The man on whom Pius IX relied so heavily in those troubled times, Giacomo Antonelli, has not, in death, been treated so kindly. He served as the pope’s guide from the time he stood at Pius’s side in their Gaeta exile until his death in 1876. He piloted the Holy See through times when its very survival seemed in doubt. For the easily excitable and naïve pope, more comfortable in the spiritual than the political realm, he was the invaluable steady hand who remained cool in every crisis.

			
			Few would mourn the cardinal’s death. To the partisans of the new Italian nation, of course, he was a villain, but he was scarcely better liked within the church. Rumors of his alleged mistresses had long circulated, along with gossip about his collection of precious gems, his love of wealth, and his penchant for using his position to enrich members of his family. Nor was his reputation helped by rumors that he had left little of his large fortune to the church. It suffered a further blow when, sometime after his death, a young woman, claiming to be his illegitimate daughter, sued the Antonelli estate. Although she lost the case in the end, the gleeful attention given the proceedings in the press did nothing to help the cardinal’s cause.22

			

			—

			THE STORY TOLD IN THESE PAGES recounts the death throes of the popes’ thousand-year kingdom. But it reaches far beyond, for it is also the story of the death of a doctrine of faith that had a huge impact on the course of Western civilization. If the pope himself could no longer claim to have been divinely ordained to rule his land, how could any other monarch claim such a right?

			This world of the divine right of rulers, its roots in ancient times, first came under threat by the subversive ideas of the Enlightenment, its flames then fanned by the French Revolution. The marriage of aristocracy and church that had for centuries proved such a durable basis for rule began to give way amid calls for popular sovereignty, rule by and for the people. With the fall of the pope-king, the rationale for people elsewhere to accept their humble places in society as God’s will, their leaders as supernaturally sanctioned, could not long survive.

			The Enlightenment transformed the West but passed other parts of the world by. Claims to rule by religious authority are not hard to find today; nor are movements that justify their own pretensions to power as acting as God’s agents on earth. The baleful results of this continued brew of religious and political authority are all too clear, whether in the cold repression enforced by religious police or in the bloody battles waged in God’s name.

			
			But before we in the West become too smug in dismissing such ideas as medieval, and congratulate ourselves for having long championed religious freedom and the separation of church and state, we might take a closer look at our own history. Well into the latter half of the nineteenth century, Pius IX and the Roman Catholic Church condemned ideas of religious freedom, of freedom of speech and of the press, and of the separation of church and state as incompatible with Christianity. It was only in the 1960s, with the Second Vatican Council, that the Roman Catholic Church fully rejected this medieval vision.

			Nor does one have to look hard to find many in the West today who lament the abandonment of the old verities, who look back nostalgically to the not-so-long-ago days when government was guided by religious authority. Like Pius IX, they fault modern times for turning away from God. The pope-king’s rearguard battle is far from over. Throughout much of the world, it continues still.

		

		
			*  Curiously, the head of the confraternity here refers to the condemned man as il paziente, “the patient,” employing a medical metaphor and giving a new meaning to the phrase “The operation was a success, but the patient died.”
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