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CHAPTER I 

OPINIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS OP THE 

SEPTEMBER CONVENTION 

Louis Napoleon,1 2 3 who was later to become Emperor of 

Prance, sent French troops to tne aid of the Pope for the 

first time in 1848. Although Pius IX had formerly favored 

Italian unification, he had lost his popularity in Italy 

proportionally as his sympathetic ardor had cooled. Forced 

to flee to lia et a when a Roman Republic headed by Garibaldi 

was founded, he was restored to his territories the next 

year by the French army of occupation. Nevertheless, even 

after the restoration of the Pope, Napoleon kept his troops 

at Rome for two reasons: (1) To curb Austrian influence in 
2 

Italy, (2) To gain favor with the French Clericals. 

In 1859 the Pope himself suggested that the French 

troops be withdrawn from Rome, but the Austro-Sardinian 
3 

War prevented action. After the war, Napoleon proposed 

1. After the revolution of 1848, Louis Napoleon was 
elected President of the Second French Republic on 10 De¬ 
cember 1848. By a coup d1 et at in 1852, he became Emperor 
of France. Pierre de La Gorce, Histoire du Second Empire 
(7 vols., Paris, 1894-1905), I» 3-^14, henceforth cited as 
La Gorce, Second Empire. 

2. Lynn M. Case, franco-Itallan Relations, 1860-1865» 
The Roman Question and the Convention of September (Phlla- 
delphl a, 1932 ), 3-4• 

3. Gramont to Thouvenel, Rome, 12 May I860, Livre 
Jaune, (1860), pp. U3-115; Drouyn de Lhuys to Sartiges, 
Paris, 12 Sept. 1864, ibid., (1864), pp. 35-39» 
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that the Neapolitan troops protect the Pope and thus make 

possible the French withdrawal. This suggestion was agree¬ 

able to Pius IX, but the responsibility was refused by 

Naples. Napoleon in I860 assured the Holy Father that 

since the French general, Lamoricière, was in command of 

the Papal army, he though the French troops could gradually 

depart; but Garibaldi’s Sicilian expedition again prevented 
A 

French withdrawal. Just at this time Great Britain strong¬ 

ly urged French evacuation, but French public opinion was 

against deserting Pius IX in the face of English pressure. 

Yet, on the other hand, if troops remained to protect the 

Pope, the Italians would consider England a better friend 

to them than France. As England and France were rivals 

for the friendship of Italy, they tried to surpass each 

other in good deeds to their protegee. Moreover Napoleon 

felt there was a possibility of Papal defeat, and in that 

eventuality he did not want to be on the losing side. He 

therefore hesitated to send additional troops to Rome, 

although the Vatican, disturbed by Garibaldi's activities, 
5 

demanded that he be explicit concerning his position. 

4. E. Bourgeois, and E. Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III 
(184-9-1870), étude sur lea orl gin es et la chûTê du Second 
Empire (Paris, 1$07), p. 20j5, hencefort'E”cited as Bourgeois 
and Clermont, Rome et Napoléon III; Thouvenel to Brenler, 
Paris, 23» 31 March“ï8ë0, Brenler to Thouvenel, Naples, 24 
March 1860, Thouvenel to Gramont, 14 April I860, Antonelli 
to Gramont, Rome, 1 May I860, Livre Jaune, (I860), pp. 97-99» 
105, 115-116. 

5. Case, op, clt., p. 7, 9, 
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After Garibaldi "by his expedition of The Thousand 

succeeded in conquering Sicily and Naples, he decided to 

inarch on Rome. To prevent this, Cavour suggested to Napo¬ 

leon III that Sardinia "be allowed to stop Garibaldi. Such 

intervention would necessitate the dispatch of Italian 

troops through Papal territory. To this proposal the 

Emperor agreed. Thus the Sardinians were able to prevent 

Garibaldi from taking Rome, and in the process several 

provinces of Papal territory were annexed to the new king¬ 

dom of Italy.6 

To complete her unity this new kingdom needed only 

Rome and Venetia. All Italy was desirous of making Rome 

its capital, but the Pope was firmly entrenched there 

with the support of Napoleon's troops. Pius IX vigorous¬ 

ly opposed Italy's unification and was irreconcilable to 

the loss of so much of his territory. He was upheld by 

Napoleon in his stand regarding Rome and the Patrimony 

but not his lost possessions. Austria, on the other 

hand, gave her unqualified support to the Pope while 

opposing Italian union. England Joined Italy in want¬ 

ing to see Rome capital and, like her, opposed French 

occupation. The Emperor of France expressed his wllling- 

6. The Kingdom of Italy was proclaimed on 17 March 
1860. Pietro Orsi, L'ltalia Moderna (1750-1913), ed. ; 
Milan, 19U), 271-287. 
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ness to withdraw his troops as soon as he could rely on 

the safety of the Pope and the remaining Papal terri- 
7 

tories. 

In an attempt to acquire Rome as Italy's capital 

Cavour endeavored to reach an understanding with Pius IX. 

However, when he realized that his hopes for an agree¬ 

ment with the Vatican were in vain, he began planning for 

a separate understanding between Italy and France on the 
3 

Roman question. Just as he was on the verge of complet- 
o 

ing this diplomatic agreement, he died* With the pass¬ 

ing of Cavour in 1861, more than three years were neces¬ 

sary before the Italians and Napoleon III could reach an 

understanding. The word of this statesman had been suf¬ 

ficient guarantee to the French Enperor, but Italy had 

no other leader in whom he could put his trust. 

Therefore it was not until 15 September 1864 that a 

Convention was signed. By its terms France was obligated 

to withdraw her troops within two years. Pope Plus IX 

was given permission to organize a Papal army, and to 

this Italy agreed to make no protest. In addition, she 

assumed her proportionate share of the Papal debt7 8 9 10 and 

promised that she would not attack Papal territory or 

7. Case, op. clt., p. 5« 
8. Ibid., p. 55. 
9. 6 June 1861. 

10. This provision related to the provinces that 
Italy had. seized from the Vatican. 



allow It to be attacked by outside forces.11 As a guar¬ 

antee of good faith Italy promised by a secret protocol 
12 to transfer her capital from Turin to Florence. 

Whatever may have been France’s intention regarding 

the September Convention, she was forced by Italy’s dis¬ 

closure of the agreement to notify the French public. 

During the negotiations the procedure was so carefully 
13 guarded that even the French Minister at Turin had no 

14 knowledge of the affair. Both Italy and France were 

pledged to secrecy but disclosure came about by publica¬ 

tions in the Italian newspapers, the Opinions and the 
15 G-azzetta del Popolo, immediately after the signing of the 

Convention.1^ 

It was not long before this news reached France, and 

11. For the French version of the text of the Septem¬ 
ber Convention see Appendix. 

12. Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-1871» 
Recueil de documents publié par le ministère des affaires 
étrangères (29 vols., Paris, 1910-1932), IV, 366-367, hence- 
forth cited as Origines 1870î Livre Jaune, (1864), pp. 44-45 

13. The reason for the secrecy was fear that the Pied¬ 
montese would endeavor to put obstacles in the way of com¬ 
pletion of the Convention. The Italian Ministry believed 
that news of the transfer would be received favorably in 
all provinces except Piedmont, and felt that Turin would be 
reconciled by French withdrawal from Rome. Agostino G-orl, 
II Rlsorglmento Italians. (1849-1860). II Regno d’Italia, 
TÏ860-1900) (Milan, 1904) vol. X, p. 406, of Storia Politics 
d «Italia. 

14. ^ Malar et to Drouyn de Lhuys, 22 Aug. 1864, Archives 
du mini stère des affaires étrangères. Correspondance poil- ~ 
üTque, Italie, 360î pp. 185-189, quoted by Case, op. cit., 
p. 303. 

15* 17 September 1864; 18 September 1864. 
16. Etoile Ollivier, L'Empire libéral (18 vols., Paris, 

1895-1912), VII, 166; Malar et to Drouyn ae Lhuys, 19 Sept. 
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to avoid suspicion the French Government hastily began to 

pave the way for the ofriclal notification of the Conven¬ 

tion. An unofficial notice was printed in the Constitu¬ 

tionnel to the effect that under no circumstances would 

France allow the Pope to become endangered.1^ 

Before officially notifying the French public, Drouyn 

de Lhuys, Minister of Foreign Affairs, protested to Italy: 

The premature revelations made to the Italian press, 
in spite of the mutually promised secrecy, force us to 
publish some explanations in the newspapers regarding the 
concluded agreement.1” 

On 22 September the French Government announced through 

the Constitutionnel that Italy was more moderately Inclined 

than formerly and 

when the Italian Government, concerned with the necessity 
of organizing the new state and for strategical, politi¬ 
cal, and administrative considerations thinking it neces¬ 
sary to decide on the choice of a capital, announced its 
decision to transfer the seat of the central authority 
of the Kingdom to another city than Turin, the Government 
of the Emperor thought the moment had arrived to examine 
and discuss the conditions which would permit it to leave 
Borne in complete security.1^ 

1864, Origines 1870» IV, 141-144, 141, note 4. 
The Oplnlone had been informed by the official in 

charge of the Bureau of Foreign Affairs at Turin who gain¬ 
ed his information from Nlgra's report. Veroli, "Glocclno 
Napoleone Pepoli," Rlvlsta Europa, XXXI, (1883)» 102, cited 
in Case, op. cit., p. 304. 

17. Constitutionnel, 19 Sept. 1864, quoted by Case, 
cit., 

1Ô. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malar et, Paris, 21 Sept. 1864, 
Origines 1870, IV, 147. 

19. ^Constitutionnel, 22 Sept. 1864, quoted by Case, 
op. cit., pp. 304-305» 
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A short resume of the terms of the Convention was included 

19 
in the article, but mention of the protocol was omitted. 

Italy's premature revelation of the September Conven¬ 

tion did not give the Imperial Government sufficient time 

to adequately prepare opinion for this notification—even 

annonymous articles were lacking,and Italian and French 

negotiators gave no hint of Impending events. French 

opinion was startled and disturbed by the news of the Con¬ 

vention. The French press gave various interpretations 

to the Convention—some claimed that the Pope had definite 

assurances of the preservation of the temporal power, while 

others argued that Italy relinquished no claim to Home and 

therefore would be enabled to fulfil her destiny. The 

question of whether the Pope would agree to transfer part 

of the Papal debt to Italy also caused speculation. This 

was thought improbable as it would be a recognition by the 

Holy Father of Italy's possession of his former provinces. 

On the other hand, if Pius IX refused this source of revenue, 

he would be unable to maintain a military force for his own 

protection. In this event what would be the action of 

_ tt20 France? 

In attempting to determine the position of France, 

Forcade, in an editorial in the Revue des Deux Mondes, 

20. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Oct. 1864), pp. 756-757, 
761-765; iBTd'." '( n?ov7~T864 ), p. 251. 



states that "the diplomatic act of 15 September Imposed 

neither on France nor Italy the disavowal of their former 

policy in the renouncement of their future hopes."2^ The 

Revue des Deux Mondes did not approve of the delayed evacua¬ 

tion, for it considered there would he too much time22 for 

controversy and hopes of preventing the execution of the 
0-3 

Convention would he engendered. ^ However, although this 

periodical expected that the situation in which the tem¬ 

poral power had been placed by the September Convention 

"would create in the future some serious political diffi¬ 

culties and would cause disturbances of opinion," it be¬ 

lieved that "whatever be henceforth the vicissitudes of 

the Roman question, so long as Italy will keep its word, 
«24 France is henceforth disengaged from all responsibility." 

Nevertheless, the government *s policy of surrounding the 

September Convention with secrecy was severely criticiz¬ 

ed. The Turin disorders were considered as a first result 
ocz 

of this concealment. J 

These disturbances of which Turin was the center 

21. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Nov. 1864), p. 252. 
22. When Pius IX was first notified of the Convention 

he remarked, "We have two years before us." Until the 
last the Pope hoped that Napoleon III would not withdraw his 
troops. Jean Maurain, La politique ecclésiastique du Second 
Empire de 1852 à 1869 (Paris, 1930), 705, henceforth cited 
as Madrain, Politique ecclésiastique. 

23. Revue des Deux Mondes (I Oct. 1864), pp. 764-765» 
24. Ibid. TO Oet. 1864)7 P» 1015» 
25. Revue des Beux Mondes (1 Oct. 1864), pp. 757-764; 

ibid. (15 Out." 1864)7~p^ 1007” 



affected French Interests. That government was denied even 

a breathing spell, for the news of the signing of the Con- 

27 
vention caused such riots ' in Turin that the Minghetti 

Ministry was forced to resign and the Italian King request- 
oo * 

ed La Marmora to head a new cabinet. France negotiated 

26. On 21 September 1864, the Italian Government con¬ 
firmed the signing of the Convention by publications in the 
Opinions, the Stampa, and the Gazzetta dl Torino. Gori, 

27. The surprise and embarrassment of the Italian 
Ministry at the premature disclosures of the newspapers ware 
as nothing compared to the resentment and reaction of the 
Turinese when they became fully aware that Turin would no 
longer be capital. Consternation resulted in Turin when 
rumors spread that by the terms of the September Convention, 
the capital city of Italy would be removed to Florence. On 
20 September, in addition to student protestations, a crowd 
gathered under the minister’s windows shouting, ‘’Down with 
the Ministry.’,M "Down with the French Convention.’ ." The 
next day the citizens were even more aroused being further 
aggravated by the approval of the Convention as expressed 
in despatches from other Italian cities. By evening the 
crowd was becoming more threatening and continued shouting, 
"Down with the Ministry" "Rome or Death.'" Later, using 
clubs and stones for ammunition, a throng attempted to 
disarm troops stationed at Piazza del Castello. The mob 
was dispersed with much confusion and bloodshed. The day 
of the 22nd was calm, but it was the quiet that precedèd 
the storm for that evening riots, more violent in their 
nature than former ones, broke out. Even those in authority 
were confused, and the reproaches heaped upon them only in¬ 
creased their bewilderment. The Piazzo Santo Carlo was the 
scene of great violence. The troops which had been summon¬ 
ed guarded police headquarters opposite the Piazzo. The 
populace thronged to the square, and when the troops tried 
to prevent further assembly, they were assailed with rocks. 
Unfortunately for the troops their forces were separated, 
and overpowered by fear they opened fire. Of the twenty- 
two who lost their lives seventeen were among their own 
number. All who had any connection with the affair were 
accused. Victor Etaanuel then asked for the resignation of 
the Ministry. Gori, op. clt., X, 407; Malaret to Drouyn de 
Lhuys, Turin, 21 Sept7l8^4, Origines 1870. IV, ±49, 150-151 
Mme Rattazzi, Rattazzi et son temps (' 2 vols., Paris, 1887), 
I, 670-674. 
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and signed the Convention with the Mlnghettl Ministry, 

and this change In Italy's Government left tne French 

uncertain as to the new minister's attitude especially 

Drouyn de Lhuys now thought it advisable to publish 

the text of the treaty without further delay In order to 

forestall the danger of possible revision by La Marmora. 

Therefore, even before the Italian Cabinet was formed, 

Drouyn de Lhuys approached La Marmora regarding the publi¬ 

cation of the September Convention. He considered the 

time had come to let the public be notified of the complete 

text of the Convention.^0 The Italian Minister fulfilled 

the worst fears of the Blench when he replied that he did 

28. On 24 September the royal decree making La Marmora 
head of the Government was published. By the 29th La Mar¬ 
mora ooittpleted the formation of his cabinet. He was Presi¬ 
dent of the Council, Minister of Foreign Affairs, and Min¬ 
ister of Marine pro interim. Members of the cabinet were: 
Lanza, Minister of Interior; Natoli, Minister of Public 
Instruction; Sella, Minister of Finance; Petltti, Minister 
of War; Jacinl, Minister of Public Works; Torelli, Minister 
of Agriculture, Industry, and Commerce. Later Vacca was 
named Minister of Justice and Apgioletti, Minister of Marine. 
The cabinet was predominantly Piedmontese (Lanza, Sella, 
Petltti, and La Marmora). Mm Rattazzl, op. clt., II, 2-4; 
Malar et to Drouyn de Lhuys, 30 Sept. 1864, Origines 1870 , 
IV, 204-205; Guido Pasolini, Cartegglo tra Marco Mlnghettl 
e Giùseppe Pasolini (4 vols., Turin, 1924-1930), IV, note 1, 
50,' henceforth cited as Pasolini, Cartegglo Mlnghettl- 
Pasollnl. 

29. Case, op. clt., p. 309. 
"  Lhuys to Malar et, 

as his earlier position while in Paris seemed unfavorable.^ 
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not approve of publication at this time as he favored 

minor changes* He desired a time extension for the cap¬ 

ital transfer hut was willing to execute the terms al¬ 

though he did not agree with the Convention in its en¬ 

tirety* Drouyn de Lhuys reminded La Marmora that it had 

been the Italian Government who first disclosed the 

secret and gave him no encouragement on gaining addi¬ 

tional time.**1 

France was definitely opposed to any alteration in 

the Convention. La Marmora sent Nigra to Paris to try to 
■30 persuade the French Government to his point of view.-' 

Nigra explained to Drouyn de Lhuys that the transfer of 

the capital would entail considerable expense and that 

La Marmora wished to get the consent of Parliament as 

they would have to vote the appropriation. This would 

lessen the period allotted for the transfer, for the 

meeting of the Italian Parliament would be delayed on 

account of the recent crisis in the Ministry. Therefore 

La Marmora wanted the period set apart for the transfer 

and for the French evacuation to begin when the Italian 

31* Malar et to Drouyn de Lhuys, Turin, 27 Sept. 1864, 
Origines 1870, IV, 187-192; Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, 
Paris,T9 Sept. 1864, ibid., IV, 195-196. 

32. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 28, 29 Sept. 
1864, Origines 1870, IV, 193» 195-196; Malaret to Drouyn 
de Lhuys, Turin, 29 Sept. 1864, ibid., IV, 198-203» 
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Parliament decreed the capital transfer. Dropyn de Lhuys 

changed his former attitude and agreed to this proposal 

■because the delayed evacuation would tend to hurry the 

Italian transfer. 

The Convention remained the same, but a new declara¬ 

tion was drawn up in regard to the time period. When this 

agreement was signed by Drouyn de Lhuys (3 October 1864), 

it became a part of the September Convention. 

In the terms of the Convention of 15 September 1864 
and of the annexed protocol, the time extension for the 
transfer of the capital of the Kingdom of Italy had been 
set six months from the date of the said Convention, and 
the evacuation of the Roman States by the French troops 
should be completed in a period of two years beginning 
with the date of the decree which would have ordered the 
transfer. 

The Italian plenipotentiaries supposed then that that 
measure could be enacted by a decree which would be issued 
immediately by His Majesty, the King of Italy. In that 
hypothesis, the beginning of the two periods would have 
had the six months Judged necessary to transfer its capital. 

On one side, the Turin Cabinet thought that such an 
important measure demanded concurrence of the Chambers and 
the presentation of a law; on the other side, the change 
in the Italian Ministry had delayed the meeting of the 
Italian Parliament from 5 to 24 October. In these circum¬ 
stances the beginning of the period first agreed on would 
no longer leave a sufficient delay for the transfer of the 
capital. 

The Government of the Emperor, desirous of aiding any 
arrangement which without altering the agreements of 15 
September would assist in facilitating their execution, 
agrees that the delay of six months for the transfer of 
the Italian capital as well as the delay of two years for 
the evacuation of Pontifical territory begin at the date 
of the royal decree sanctioning the law,which is going to 
be presented to the Italian Parliament.^ 

33. Case, op. cit., p. 310; Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, 
Paris, 3 Oct. 18547 Origines 1870, IV, 214-215. 

34. Origines 18707 iV, 557068, Le Livre Jaune (1864), 
52-53» For French version of this declaration see Appendix. 
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In the same month that this agreement on the time 

clause was signed, Napoleon III received the first reports 

of the procureurs-généraux describing the effect of the 

September Convention on opinion. These reports, to which 

Napoleon and his advisers had constant reference, contain 

principally information on French opinion of domestic and 

foreign questions.^ In the report from Aix in October, 

1864, as in the reports of all districts, the procureurs 

had insufficient time to determine the trend of opinion. 

The Clerical newspapers portrayed the Pope as deserted by 

France, but the clergy apparently were awaiting instructions 

from Rome before taking action. Even Bishop Pie of Poitiers 

departed from his usual custom and withheld all discussion 

on Rome. Two Legitimist newspapers, the Union de l’Ouest 

and the Chronique de l’Ouest, in a discussion of the Con¬ 

vention denounced both Victor Enanuel and the French Gov¬ 

ernment, but only a minority gave these any notice. The 

majority of the Legitimists and the Clericals seemed resign¬ 

ed to the Convention. Moreover the Clericals Indulged in 

no demonstrations. Merville, the procureur of Aix, con¬ 

sidered this due to their inability to influence opinion 

and their belief that they were powerless to change the 

course of events. Although the people were only slightly 

35. For detailed description of this collection see 
Bibliography. 
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Interested In the Convention, he thought the recall of the 

troops would he popular* At Amiens the Clericals and the 

Liberals were disturbed. The former feared the loss of the 

temporal power, and the later did not approve the transfer 

of the capital to Florence as they believed this implied 

renouncing nome. The two departments of Somme and Aisne 

were greatly affected by religious matters, but the clergy 

at Amiens still maintained their customary reserve. Great 

interest was manifested in the September Convention, but 

there was no violence at Besançon. Even an ultramontane 

newspaper, the Journal d^nl on Francontolse, exercised 

great moderation. It pointed out the advantages and dis¬ 

advantages of the Convention and believed that the Pope 

should accept it. The clergy, as at Amiens, maintained an 

attitude of reserve. Opinion was startled In Bordeaux at 

the news of the Convention for there had been no preliminary 

propaganda. Each individual placed his own construction on 

the merits of the treaty. Uneasiness regarding the pre¬ 

carious position of the Holy Father predominated among the 

clergy, but they made no outward sign. In this district 

the people as a whole had confidence in the Emperor. Arti¬ 

cles in the newspapers at Bourges concerning the fate of 

Plus IX did not greatly arouse opinion. The procureur 

expected the calm to continue unless something unexpected 
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occurred. The entire district of Caen including the clergy 

was overjoyed at the news of the Convention believing it 

to he the beginning of harmony between Italy and the Pope. 

At Chambéry, however, people seemed a little fearful, and 

this state of mind was aggravated by articles published in 

the Italian newspapers. At Paris also the excitement 

caused by the September Convention was increased by Italian 

newspaper articles. The news of the Convention occasioned 

some violent articles in the Legitimist newspapers of Rennes, 

the Espérance du Peuple de Nantes, the Journal de Rennes, 

and the Impartial du Finistère, These articles, however, 

had no effect on the opinion of the masses. Although there 

was much discussion, the people had faith in the Imperial 

policy. As the district of Toulouse was deeply religious, 

the people were disturbed by the September Convention. 

This agreement was viewed in many different lights. A few 

believed the treaty would end Italian unity; more people 

believed it presaged the doom of the temporal power. How¬ 

ever, even many Legitimists did not hold with this view. 

The belief in the fall of the temporal power was not that 

of the majority, and the masses approved the Convention 
36 

and the policy of the Imperial Government. 

36» Reports o£ the procureurs-généraux, French National 
Archives, Series BB*°, henceforth cited as A. N. BB-50. 
Report of Merville, Aix. 6 Oct. 1864, Report of Reybaud,^Aix, 
10 Oct. 1864, A. N. BB-50 370; Report of Gesbert de la Noe - 
Seiche (avocat général), Amiens, 8 Oct. 1864, A. N. BB50 371; 
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This seemed the general reaction although the procu- 

reurs could not definitely state the trend of opinion in 

the brief period following the publication of the Conven¬ 

tion. Although Clericals and Legitimists in some districts 

were aroused, they failed to stir opinion to hostile de¬ 

monstrations. The majority of the clergy, though uneasy, 

refrained from violent speeches. While Paris and Chambéry 

were disturbed by Italian newspaper articles, the district 

of Caen, which was clerical, welcomed the Convention as a 

step toward reconciliation between Italy and the Pope. 

Italy as a whole also welcomed the Convention. Only 

in Piedmont was this agreement unpopular, and the rest of 

Italy censured the riots which took place at Turin when 

news of the capital transfer became public.^ Turin's 

reception of this news created a decided hostility against 

Report of Blanc, Besançon, 13 Oct. 1864, A. N. BB^O.373; 
Report of Dulamon, Bordeaux, 7 Oct. 1864, A. N. BB-)U 374*. 
Report of de Chenevière, Bourges, 8 Oct. 1864, A. N. BB-^° 
374; Report of Rabou, Caen, 11 Oct. 1864, A. N. BB^O 375; 
Report of Mourier, Chambéry, 2 Oct. 1864, A. N. 375; 
Report of De Marnas, Paris, 14 Nov. 1864, A. N. BB^° 384; 
Report of Poulizac, Rennes,^ 13 Oct. 1864, A. N. BB^O 386; 
Report of^G-alles (avocat général), Toulouse, 13 Oct. 1864, 
A. N. BB^0 388; Report of de Prandière ( substitut du pro¬ 
cureur général), Lyons, 7 Oct. 1864, A. N. BB^ 379. 

37» Stefano dacini, Due annl dl polltlca Italians 
dalla Convenzlone del 15 Settembre alla llberazlone del 
Veneto (Milan, 1868), 9; Case, opT elt., p. 319; Ôllivier, 
L 'Bnplre Libéral, VII, 169. 
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her In Milan and Bologna.*^® In fact the riots at Turin 

and the forced resignation of the Minghettl Ministry only 

Increased Italian satisfaction with the September Conven¬ 

tion. Some Italian provinces even viewed this treaty "as 

a monument of wisdom and opportunity.’’^ 

The difference on the interpretation of the time 

clause was scarcely settled before another dispute took 

place between France and Italy. In order to inform the 

Italian Parliament of the Convention negotiations and to 

soothe disturbed minds by indicating the temporary char¬ 

acter of the September Convention, La Marmora published 

a report by Nigra which provoked the disapproval of Drouyn 

de Lhuys and resulted in an exchange of correspondence 

between France and Italy. The terms "rights of the nation" 

and "national aspirations" irritated the French Government.^0 

In his report Nigra had emphasized the similarity of 

the Convention to Cavour's negotiations, tne fact that 

38. Malar et to Drouyn de Lhuys, Turin, 25 Sept. 1864, 
Origines 1870, IV, 176; Defly to Lhuys, Milan, 23 , 24 Sept. 
Ï864, ibid.,/note 1, 176; Pepoli to Prince Napoleon. Bologna, 
23 Sept . 1864, Veroll, "Glocchino Napoleone Pepoli, Rlvlsta 
Europa, XXXI, 108, quoted by Case, op. clt., p. 308. 

39. Jacini, op. clt., p. 9. 
40. Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Turin, 27 Oct. 1864, 

Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 27 Oct. 1864 , 28 Oct. 
1864, Origines 1870, IV, 303-304, 310-312; Ollivier, L’Empire 
liberal, VII, 175; Charles Seignobos,^ "Le Déclin de l'Bnpirë"” 
et l’établissement de la Troisième République, 1859-18751' 
(Paris, 1921), vol. VII of Ernest Lavisse’s Histoire de 
France contemporaine depuis la Révolution Jusqu’à la paix 
de 1919, I52T 
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■brigandage on the Papal frontiers would he the Pontiff’s 

responsibility, and regarding national desires, 

It was well understood in our conferences with the 
French plenipotentiaries that the Convention should, and 
could, mean neither more nor less than it said, that is 
that by the Convention Italy promises to renounce all 
violent means. 

We have equally declared that this Convention is the 
result of the principle of non-intervention; to the ex¬ 
tent that the future policy of Italy, in regard to Rome, 
will henceforth consist of observing and having observed 
the principle of non-intervention and employing every 
means of a moral nature to obtain a conciliation between 
Italy and the Papacy on the basis proclaimed by Count 
Cavour of a free Church in a free State.1 

On the other hand, Drouyn de Lhuys pointed out dis¬ 

tinctions between the September Convention and Cavour’s 

plan—the draft of the transfer, the delayed evacuation, 

and the unlimited army of the Pontiff. He reminded Italy 

of her obligation to help protect the border and that the 

use of moral means meant only that Italy and Rome could 
42 

come to a peaceful agreement. 

These dissentions led to discussions between Napoleon 

III, Drouyn de Lhuys, and Nigra. The French Emperor ad¬ 

mitted that Nigra’s report was not incorrect, but it was 

incomplete. Nigra explained he had not thought of using 

moral force in connection with an outbreak in Rome because 
/ 

41. %Nigra to Visconti, Paris, 15 Sept. 1864, Archives 
du fllnlstère des affaires étrangères. Correspondance poli¬ 
tique. ItalleT~560: pp. 392-5947 quoted by Case, op. clt., 
pp. 320-321; Civ lit à Cattollca, vol. XII, Ser. V, ol5* 

42. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 28 Oct. 1864, 
Origines 1870. IV, 309-313* 
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there was no occasion to expect an eventuality of this 

nature in regard to the Convention. For this reason the 

term “moral means" applied only to reconciliation.^ In 

order to remove possibilities for misinterpretations,' 

seven points were accepted by the agents of the two coun¬ 

tries. In brief, they are: 1. Intrigues of revolutionary 

agents in the territory of the Holy See and incitement that 

would lead to .uprisings were among the violent means re¬ 

nounced by Italy; 2. Moral means were composed only of the 

forces of civilization and progress; 3. Italy*s reconcilia¬ 

tion with the Holy See was defined as her aspirations; 4. 

"The capital transfer is a serious pledge given to France; 

this is neither a provisional expedient or a step towards 

Rome. To suppress the pledge would be to destroy the con- 
44 tract;" ' 5* The Convention of 15 September is not the same 

as the Cavour negotiations; 6. Should an outbreak occur in 

Rome, France was not bound in her actions by the Conven¬ 

tion; 7« Continuing Cavour’s policy, Italy promised "that 

Rome could be united to Italy and could become the capital 
..44 

only with the consent of France." 

43. Nigra to La Marmora, Paris, 30 Oct. 1864, Staat- 
sarchly, VII, 317-318, cited in Case, op. clt., pp.32Ï-322. 

44. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, ParTs, 30 Oct. 1864, 
Origines 1870, IV, 324-327; Livre Jaune, (1864), pp. 61-63; 
Jacini, op. cit., pp. 24-26} La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 245; 
Ollivier, L’Empire libéral, VII, 175-176; Selgnobos, loo, clt., 
VII, 142-143; Clvllta Cattollca, Ser. V, vol. XII, 615-617; 
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When the French Minister of Foreign Affairs published 
45 

these seven points, La Marmora resented the publicity 

because the Italian Parliament was at that time consider¬ 

ing the law of the capital transfer. In retaliation he 

made public Migra's report^ which stated that Napoleon III 

and his minister regarded Nigra's first account as correct. 

He also published a note he had sent to Nigra telling of 

his distress that France should impute ulterior motives to 

Italy in speaking of "moral means." He affirmed that Italy 

had no intention of failing to observe the September Con¬ 

vention and that her national hopes were her own affair 

and not a subject for another country's discussion. As to 

the question whether Florence was a permanent or a temporary 

capital, that was a question that time alone could tell. 

Regarding developments that might occur in Rome in the 
47 future, Italy reserved the right to choose her own course. 

Drouyn de Lhuys did not publlcally reply to La Marmora's 

publication in the Gazetta Ufflclale. As he did not want 

to further complicate matters, he informed La Marmora that 

he would make no reply unless forced to do so by a future 

45. 5 Nov. 1864. 
46. Gazzetta Ufflclale, 7 Nov. 1864. 
47. Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, 7 Nov. 1864» Origines 

1870» V, 3-4$ Jacini,.op. clt., pp* 27-31» Seignobos, loc. 
clt., VII, 143$ Ollivier, L'Empire libéral, VII, 177î 
Clvlltà Cattollca, C1864), Ser. V, vol. XII, 504-505; Luigi 
Chiala7 Pagine dl storla contemporanea dal 1858 al 1892 
(3 vols., Turin, 1892-1895 J » 1, 21, üenceforth cited as 
Cniala, Pagine. 
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episode*^8 

This publication of correspondence by France and 

Italy affected French opinion. Nigra’s report encouraged 

those who predicted the fall of the Papacy. On the other 

hand, those favoring the temporal power were reassured by 

the publication of the correspondence of the French Min¬ 

ister of Foreign Affairs. Moreover the people felt that 

the Emperor’s honor was bound by a treaty no defend the 
AQ 

Pope from Italian pretentions and revolutionary invasions. 

These discussions on the interpretations of the Con¬ 

vention were anticipated and feared. Forcade writes in 

the Revue des Deux Mondes, 

The origin, the first phase of the September Conven¬ 
tion has been unfortunate. The announcement of a diplo¬ 
matic act has rarely aroused so many anxieties and such 
confusion. Received by emotional scenes at Turin, causing 
the fall of the Ministry, serving as a pretext for a 
passionate debate, it cannot help becoming a subject of 
public dispute even between the diplomats who have con¬ 
cluded It. 50 

Nevertheless Forcade considered the position taken 

by Drouyn de Lhuys and Nigra as a natural one, for Nigra 

had taken part in the negotiations of Cavour and at that 

time Drouyn de Lhuys was not even in the Ministry. As 

these discussions with Italy were now concluded, he thought 

the French Government should plan for the evacuation of 

48. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 9 Nov. 
Origines 1870, V, 13» 

497 Report of De Marnas, procureur of Paris, 
1864, A. N. BB-20 384. ,, , „ . 

50. Revue des Deux Mondes (15 Nov. 1864), p. 

1864* 

14 Nov. 

502. 
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Rome and determine the attitude that the Pope would take 

on the settlement of the debt and the organization of a 

force to protect himself. The government should not he 

expected to state its position regarding certain events 
51 which might happen in the future. 

Meanwhile, in Italy on 3 November a committee sub¬ 

mitted a report to the Italian Parliament approving the 

September Convention and the transfer bill. They accom¬ 

panied their decision with several observations. Italy, 

they thought, had not renounced Rome, only violent means. 

The Pope’s frontiers would have been respected without the 

treaty as international law covered that point. Of course 

no provision had been made for action in the event of an 

uprising in Rome, and there was to be no Intervention In 

Rome. Italy had not submitxed to interference by foreign 

powers in the matter of the transfer. It was not a result 

of the treaty but the reason for it. There was no express¬ 

ed intimation that the capital transfer was either perma¬ 

nent or temporary. A treaty dealing with the debt question 

would later be submitted to Parliament, although the Sep¬ 

tember Convention itself neeaed no sanction by that body. 

They felt the approbation of the part would mean a commen- 

51. Revue des Deux Mondes (15 Nov. 1864), pp. 504-505; 
Ibid., (15 Feb."TB65T7"pp* T053-1054. 
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dation of the whole. For the time being, the transfer 
52 

from Turin to Florence seemed desirable. 

After a Parliamentary discussion and with the approval 

of the Senate and the Chamber, the capital transfer became 

a law on 11 December by a decree of the King. This decree 
53 was published in the Gazzetta Ufficlale. France was then 

notified of the action of the Italian Parliament by La Mar- 
54 mora. 

One month before the French Parliament convened, Nap¬ 

oleon was able to examine the January reports of the pro¬ 

cureurs which furnished him more complete information on 

the September Convention than those of October. At Besan¬ 

çon everyone interpreted the Convention according to his 

own viewpoint. The Republicans approved the Convention 

because they considered it a desertion of the Pope. Al¬ 

though the Catholics were at first disturbed, they now had 

full confidence in the Baperor's policy. Opinion in Bor¬ 

deaux was not greatly disturbed by religious questions. 

The clergy, led by the bishop, pursued an attitude of mod¬ 

eration. Likewise at Bourges the clergy maintained an 

attitude of reserve, for they had faith in the Bnperor. 

52. Attl Ufflclall, Chamber, 3 Nov. 1864, pp. 3691- 
3692, cited in Case, op. clt., pp. 323-324; Ollivier, 
L'Bnplre libéral, VIl7i73T 

537 La Gorce, Second Empire. V, 247; Pasolini, Car- 
teggio Minghetti-Pasolini, IV, note 2, 71; Çiviltà Cattollca, 
(1865), Ser. VI, vol. I, 142, 146; Revue des Eeux~~Mondes 
(15 Dec. 1864), p. 1037» 
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No demonstrations of hostility occurred in this region. 

At Lyons the Roman question did not disturb the people as 

in former years, but this did not prevent discussions from 

being heated. Both the defenders and opponents of the 

temporal power attempted without success to influence 

opinion. In Ain the clergy were reticent, for they be¬ 

lieved many things could occur before the two year period 

for evacuation expired. Although the desertion of the 

Pope was not popular among the people, they believed that 

Pius IX should attempt to defend himself and abide by the 

advice of France. The September Convention was welcomed 

by both the people and the clergy of Caen, for they thought 

it would lead to reconciliation between Italy and the Vat- 
55 lean. Although in October the people of Chambéry were 

fearful concerning the Convention and articles in Italian 

newspapers, this attitude, favorable to the Pope, was chang- 
56 

ed by the publication of the Encyclical. Even the Italian 

Parliamentary debates excited little Interest in this dls- 
57 trlct. In Paris, on the other hand, they caused great 

to Nigra, Turin, 11 Dec. 1864, Llbro verde, documentl pre¬ 
sent at 1 da La Marmora, p. 5, cited in^Case, op. cltlT p. 327» 

55. Reports of the procureurs-généraux: Report of 
Blanc, Besangon, 11 Jan. 1865, A. N. BB^O 373; Report of 
Du Beux, Bordeaux, 15 Jan. 1865, A. N. BB^O 374. Report of 
de Chenevlère, Bourges, 6 Jan. 1865, A. N, BB^° 374} Report 
of G-aulot, Lyons, 28 Dec. 1864, A. N. BB^0 379; Report of 
Rabou, Caen, 11 Jan. 1865, A. N. BB^° 375. 

56. For effect of Encyclical, on Chambéry see ch. li, pp. 37-38 
57. Report of Mourier, procureur of Chambéry, 31 Dec. 

1864, A. N. BB30 375. 



25 

excitement, and this was only increased by newspaper 
58 articles. The Revue des Deux Mondes considered the 

September Convention more favorable to Italy than to the 

Pope on account of the latter* s attitude. Therefore it 

regretted that the Italian Parliament and Ministry deem¬ 

ed it necessary to engage in "conjectural controversies," 

for this furnished material to some French newspapers who 
59 wished to arouse opinion. Paris opinion did not seem 

to consider the September treaty as a new and different 

policy toward the Holy See. The September Convention, 

contrary to expectations, did not even have a very dis¬ 

turbing effect in clerical Brittany. The Legitimists 

took advantage of the Italian parliamentary debates to 

protest against the treaty, but they were not able to in¬ 

fluence the people. The majority of the clergy, on the 

other hand, exercised moderation in their speeches. Also 

at Amiens the clergy scarcely expressed its disapproval. 

This district, like Paris, manifested great interest in 

the Italian parliamentary debates. However, at Toulouse 

only those hostile to the Eknperor would approve the de¬ 

sertion of the Pope. Even many Protestants Joined with 

the Catholic majority in opposing the abandonment of the 

58* Reports of De Marnas, procureur of Paris, 14 Nov. 
1864, 17 Feb. 1865, A. N. BB^O 

59• Revue des Deux Mondes, (1 Nov. 1864), pp. 249-252. 
60. See note 58. 
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Holy Father. However the Convention caused no such mani¬ 

festations as the Roman question had previously aroused. 

The Catholics seemed more confident after interpretations 

were given to the Convention. The people of Aix and Mar¬ 

seilles, on the other hand, were not influenced by this 

renewed agitation as the time set for the withdrawal of 

the troops from Rome was two years distant. The democratic 

element, although content, desired the government to go 

beyond the Septeaber Convention. This agreement was com¬ 

mended by the educated classes, and the policy of the gov- 

eminent received the approval of the masses.0 

In almost all districts the September Convention was 

Indifferently approved. At Toulouse opinion was greatly 

disturbed, but even here there were no hostile demonstra¬ 

tions against the government. In contrast, there was 

little uneasiness in clerical Brittany, and opinion in 

Chambéry was alienated from the Pope as a result of the 

Encyclical. 

With this added knowledge of French opinion, Napoleon 

III was in a better position to address the Parliament on 

15 February. He discussed the Convention in the following 

61. Reports of the procureur s-gjmIraux: Report of 
Bodan, Rennes, 14 Jan. 1865» A. N. BlP0 3$6î Report of 
Saudbreull, Amiens, 7 Jan. 1865» A. N. BB^ 371; Report of 
Leo Dupre, Toulouse, 7 Jan. 1865» A. N.^BB™ 388; Report 
of Merville, Aix, 6 Jan. 1865» A. N. BB^O 370. 
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terms: 

It was my wish to render possible the solution of a 
difficult problem. The Convention of 15 September, dis¬ 
entangled from passionate interpretations, consecrates two 
great princlples--the firm establishment of the new King¬ 
dom of Italy and the Independence of the Holy See. The 
provisional and precarious state of affairs which excited 
so much alarm will soon terminate. It is no longer the 
scattered members of the Italian nation seeking to connect 
themselves by feeble links to a small state situated at 
the foot of the Alpsj it is a great country which rises 
above local prejudices—despising the ebullitions of un¬ 
reflecting agitations—which boldly transfers its capital 
to the center of the peninsula and places it in the midst 
of the Appennlnes, as in an impregnable citadel. By this 
act of patriotism, Italy definitely constitutes herself 
and at the same time reconciles herself with Catholicity. 
She engages to respect the Independence of the Holy See— 
to protect the frontiers of the Koman States—and thus 
allows us to withdraw our troops. The Pontifical terri¬ 
tory, safely guaranteed, finds itself placed under the 
protection of a treaty which solemnly binds the two Gov¬ 
ernments. The Convention, therefore, Is not a weapon of 
war but a work of peace and reconciliation.62 

The debates upon the Emperor’s address began on 

9 March in the Senate. Larochejacquelin objected to the 

agreement of 15 September, for he considered that Italy 
63 

and the Pope would never become reconciled. The Marquis 

de Boissy expressed his conviction that the September Con¬ 

vention would never be executed. He maintained that it 
63 was essential that the Pope continue in residence at Rome. 

It was feared by Cardinal Bonnechose that the Pope would 

be forced to flee Rome when the French troops withdrew, 

62. Annual Register (1865)» pp. 193-194. 
63» Annual Register (1865)» pp. 204-205* 
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64 for he expected the Italians to stir up a revolution. 

In contrast to the attitude of these men, Chaix d'Est- 

Ange recalled the reasons why the French troops had origi¬ 

nally "been sent to Rome and stated that the Pope had never 

been willing to cooperate with France by reforming his gov¬ 

ernment. As conditions in Italy had improved, a Convention 

had been signed which assured the protection of the Pope.^ 

Rouher, Minister of State, summarized the situation 

as he saw it. 

The Convention secures the homogeneity of Italy and 
the independence of the Papacy. It was loyally signed by 
France and Italy, and is not rejected by Rome herself, who 
regards the Convention as a reality. The Pontifical Gov¬ 
ernment will organize an army and regulate its finance, 
and will wish to really exercise its sovereignty. It is 
only the most odious revolutionary party®° which repels 
the Convention, and this should Inspire the friends of the 
Papacy with confidence. The French troops cannot remain 
eternally at Rome, and the Roman Government has not the 
pusillanimity which is attributed to it. It comprehends 
that the autonomy of the temporal power necessitates a 
military force. The Pope can form an army, and it is not 
only his right but his duty to defend himself, and he .. 
must subdue any Insurrection attacking his sovereignty.®' 

64. Ollivier, L'Bnplre libéral, VII, 346-347• 
65* Annual Register (1865), p. 205» 
66. Mazzini, an Italian representing the republican 

point of view, remarked regarding the September agreement: 
'•The Convention betrayed Parliament1 s declaration [procla¬ 
mation of Rome as capital in I860].. It JLs a permanent 
Aspromonte if maintained by the Government; if it fails to 
maintain it, it means national dishonor, war with France, 
and violation of treaties freely signed. The arbitrary 
choice of Florence Justly irritated Turin whose tradition 
should give way only to the historic tradition incarnated 
in Rome." Ollivier, L'Bnplre libéral, VII, 170-171. 

Garibaldi, on receiving news of the Convention, stated 
the vital need "to purify Italy from the presence of Bona¬ 
parte, not in two years but in two hours." René Plnon, 
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The Stench Minister then stated that It was the aim of the 

Government to bring about a reconciliation between Italy 

and the Pope, and he requested that the clergy attempt to 

influence Pius IX. It was essential that France maintain 

freedom of action. Just before closing his speech, Rouher 

asked for a vote of confidence which he subsequently recelv- 

Thls senatorial debate was followed in the middle of 

March by one in the CorpB législatif. Plichon censured the 

Convention, for he believed that an uprising in Rome would 

follow the departure of the French troops and that Italy 

would then take possession of that city. He maintained, 

"France will protest while acquiesing." y An opponent of 

Italian unity, Thiers, considered the position of the 

French Government ambiguous—"Toward Italy to appear will¬ 

ing to give that state possession of Rome, and toward others 

to appear to refuse this."^ 

On the other hand Olllvler, upholding the September 

Convention, stated that the temporal power of the Papacy 
71 

would be contingent upon the Holy Father himself. Rouher 

also took a position opposing Thiers, who, he said, was 

"Histoire Diplomatique, 1515-1928,” (Paris, 1929), vol. IX, 
511, of Gabriel Hanotaux, Histolre.de la Ration Française. 

67. Annual. Register (1865)» pp. 205-206. 
68. Ibld.~ 
69. "La France protestera en s •inclinant." Maurain, 

Politique-ecclesiastique, p. 7357 
7Ü. Annual Register (1865)» p. 207» 
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mistaken In his assertions regarding Thouvenel and Drouyn 

de Lhuys. The former had never insisted that the French 

soldiers leave the Papal States, and the latter was not in 

favor of them remaining indefinitely to protect the Holy 

Father. In fact, "both sanctioned the conciliatory policy 

of the Emperor. The Minister of State assured the Corps 

législatif that the September Convention would he enforced 

for if Italy did not fulfil her obligations, France would 

take steps to compel her to do so.^2 

The parliamentary declarations of the Imperial Gov¬ 

ernment on the Convention received the approval of the 

Revue des Deux Mondes. This periodical thought the critics 

of the Convention, particularly Thiers, should suggest a 

73 
better solution. Rouher's statements, together with the 

Bnperor’s address, reassured those districts in France 

which were slightly apprehensive concerning the September 

Convention. Inhabitants of Besançon who were alarmed at 

some interpretations of the treaty were reassured by 

Rouher’s parliamentary speech. The procureur thought that 

Italian affairs would continue to cause trouble for the 

Imperial Government in this region until the independence 

of the Pope was assured. At Rennes, the Snperor’s address 

Reglster (1865), p. 208. 
72. Ollivier, L'Bnpire liberal, VII, 366-367» Annual 

r (1865), p. 2IoT 
. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 March 1865), PP« 258-259; 
1, 15 Aprnr 1^557» p.794, p. 1065. 

Reglste 

Ibid. T* 
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to Parliament and Rouher's speech produced a feeling of 

confidence among the people. Speeches In the Corps Legis¬ 

latif also had a quieting effect on the masses. Opinion 

In this region needed these declarations to reassure them 

after the discussions of the abandonment of the Pope by 

the Legitimist and Clerical opposition. The people of 

Rennes were prompted to favor the maintenance of the Pope 

for business as well as religious reasons. In Paris the 

Emperor's parliamentary address received universal ap¬ 

proval, and Rouher's action in getting a vote of confi¬ 

dence at the termination of the debates was favored by 
74 opinion. 

74. Reports of the procureurs-génlr&ux: Report of 
Blanc, Besançon, 15 April 1865* A. N. BB^° 373î Report of 
Bodan, Rennes, 12 April 1865» A. N. BB30 386; Report of 
De Marnas, Paris, 11 May 1865» A. H. BB^° 384. 
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CHAPTER II 

FRENCH ATTEMPTS AT 

ITALIAN-VATICAN CONCILIATION 

Although the September Convention was generally re¬ 

ceived with favor In France and Italy, such was not the 

case In Rome. The news of the Convention did not even 

penetrate to the Vatican until It was officially announc¬ 

ed In Italy. The French Minister at Rome, Sartlges, was 

as ignorant of impending events as Malar et at Turin. 

However, on 21-September he received instructions from 

France to inform the Pope and to explain the Convention 

"in terms benevolent, friendly, and free from recrimina¬ 

tions."1 

Sartlges* notification was a shock to Pius IX. He 

told the French Minister, 

I admit the exigencies of certain situations. I am 
grateful for all the Emperor has done for me for sixteen 
years and all certainly that he will yet do, but I confess 
the news has come to me as a thunderbolt. However, we 
have two years before us. It is necessary to see what 
will become of Italy.2 

1. Drouyn de Lhuys to Sartlges, Paris, 20 Sept. 1864, 
Origines 1870» IV, 144-145; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, 
p. 705. 

2. Sartlges to Drouyn de Lhuys, home, 24 Sept. 1864, 
Origines 1870, IV, 167; Ollivler, L'Empire libéral, VII, ,190; 
La Gorce, Secona Empire, V, 244; Maurain, Politique ecclé¬ 
siastique, p. 705; M. B. d'Harcourt, Les qustres ministères 
de M. Drouyn de Lhuys (Paris, 1882), p. 199* 
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Pius lacked confidence in the promises of Italy and 

considered his funds Insufficient to raise an army for his 

own protection. When reminded by Sartiges that the Con¬ 

vention provided that Italy would share part of the Pon¬ 

tifical debt, the Holy Father said that negotiation on the 

debt would involve recognition of the loss of his provinces. 

Although he was willing to negotiate with Italy on religious 
•3 

matters, he desired to have no political relations. 

France did not eapect the Pope to receive the Conven¬ 

tion favorably and instructed Sartiges not to irritate him 

into officially protesting against it. The Imperial Gov¬ 

ernment was gratified by the Pope*s willingness to confer 

on religious matters and planned to bring this to Italy's 
4 

attention at an opportune time. 

Even though violently resenting the Convention, the 

Pontifical Government refrained from a severe indictment. 

The fact that Pius IX was ignored in the drawing up of 

this agreement was a source of exasperation to him and to 
c 

his intimates. Antonelli, Papal Secretary of State, ad¬ 

vised him to make no protest about the departure of the 

3. Sartiges to Drouyn de Lhuys, Rome, 24 Sept. 1864, 
Origines 1870. IV, 163-167; D'Harcourt, op. clt., pp. 196-200. 

4. Drouyn de Lhuys to Sartiges, Paris, 1 Oct. 1864, 
Origines 1870. IV, 210-212. 

5. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 706; Besson, 
Vie du Cardinal de Bonnechose, II, 32, cited in La Gorce, 
Second Empire, V, 244; Seignobos, loc. cit., VII, 143; 
Olllvler, L*Empire libéral, VII, 1^1^19^ 



34 

French troops as it was "the concern of the French Govern¬ 

ment and not the Pope, since the occupation had been deter¬ 

mined by French interests."^ He suggested that the Holy 

Father take counsel with the Catholic Powers, the Cardinals, 

and the Bishops and be guided by the parliamentary speeches 

of the Italian Minister before taking further action.^ The 

French Government feared the Pope would consult the Cardi¬ 

nals in a body. It preferred this consultation to take 

place individually. The Government's fears were quieted 

when Sartiges informed them that such an occurrence would 
7 

be unlikely. 

There was no official protest to the Convention, but 

on 8 December the Pope published the Encyclical Quanta 

Cura and the annexed Syllabus. This appeared to many to 

be a retaliation, especially considering the dissatisfac¬ 

tion evoked by the Convention, in spite of the fact that 

the Encyclical and Syllabus had been in preparation over 
8 9 

a period of time and was the work of a commission. In 

this Pius IX condemned "modern civilization, modern thought, 

6. Gori, op. cit., X, 406; Ollivler, L'Bnpire liberal, 
VII, 191. 

7. Drouyn de Lhuys to Sartiges, Paris, 1 Oct. 1864, 
Sartiges to Drouyn de Lhuÿs, Rome, 8 Oct. 1864, Origines 1870, 
IV, 210-212, 230-232. 

8. In a P aril ament ary debate in the French Senate 
(13 March 1865), Rouland maintained that "if the Syllabus 
had been prepared for a long time, the Holy See published it 
as a response to the September Convention and to arouse an 
agitation analogous to that of 1860." Maurain, Politique 
ecclésiastique, p. 730. 

9. Seignobos, loc. cit, VII, 143; J* B. Bury, History 
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modern societies and polities."10 The Syllabus contain¬ 

ed a statement of the chief errors of the age and recited 

and condemned eighty short propositions. The eightieth 

was outstanding: it was an error to assert that "the 

Roman Pontiff can and should reconcile himself and compro¬ 

mise with progress, libéralisai and modern civilization."11 

To the French this seemed a challenge from the Holy 

See, but Antonelll explained that its issuance at the time 

when the people were disturbed over the Convention and the 

situation in which the Holy See had been placed was only a 

coincidence. He asserted that the drafting of the Encycli¬ 

cal and Syllabus had not been affected by the September 

Convention.and that the Papal decree had been incorrectly 
12 interpreted and translated. 

Nevertheless, in France the reading of the Encyclical 

by the bishops was forbidden;1-^ and the publication of this 

of the Papacy in the Nineteenth Century (London, 1930), 3-4. 
To. Arthur Galt on, Church arid State in France, 1300- 

1907 (London, 1907), 189. 
11. Mauràin, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 707-708; 

Galt on, op. dt., pp. 108-189 • 
12. Matirain, Politique eccléslastl que, p. 714. 
13. Many bishops objected, and the Bishops of Moulins 

and Besançon even dared to read the Encyclical to their con¬ 
gregations. The Emperor publicly, reproved them by an Imperial 
aecree (8 Feb. 1865). Annual Register (1865), pp. 190-191. 

In an attempt to give a conciliatory interpretation to 
the Encyclical, Dupanloup wrote an article (23 Jan. 1865), 
La Convention du 15 Septembre et 1 ♦encyclique du 8 décembre, 
pretending to show that the Encyclical was not a result of 
the Convention. He censured the September Convention and 
stated that the Italians, Judging by the Parliamentary de¬ 
bates, still intended to acquire Rome. He objected to the 
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document was banned by a circular of the Minister of Justice, 
14 

except for the part announcing the Jubilee year of 1865* 

Drouyn de Lhuys informed the Pope that a result adverse to 

the Papacy was a consequence of the issuance of the Syllabus 

and Encyclical and that the Bnperor's strenuous endeavor to 

preserve the temporal power to the Holy Father was retarded. ^ 

Public opinion as reflected in the reports of the pro¬ 

cureurs-généraux seemed to uphold the policy of the govern¬ 

ment toward the Encyclical. Even from the clerical districts 

of Besançon, Caen, and Rennes came the reports that the En¬ 

cyclical was very unpopular in those sections. Ardent Catho¬ 

lics in Besançon considered it a "deplorable anachronism." 

As it was not within the province of the clergy to criticize 

it, tney claimed that it was not properly interpreted. 

L*Unlon Franoontolse, a clerical newspaper influenced by the 

edict of the French Government forbidding the bishops to 
publish the Encyclical. Like Cardinal Antonelll, he main¬ 
tained that the Encyclical had not been correctly translated 
and interpreted, "it is an elementary rule of interpreta¬ 
tion that the condemnation of a proposition does not ne¬ 
cessarily impl^ the affirmation of its contrary." Mauraln, 
Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 716-717. 

The French Catholics were enthusiastic in approving 
this article. Although it was opposed by the ul tram ont an es, 
Dupanloup received the congratulations of the Pope on his 
protest against the government's actions regarding publica¬ 
tion. However, the Pontiff avoided giving his approval to 
Dupanloup*s Interpretations. Maurain, Politique eccleslas- 
tlque, p. 718. 

^“T4. Baroche, 1 Jan. 1865. This circular was publish¬ 
ed in the Moniteur. Annual Register (1865)» P* 190; Maurain, 
Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 7^9-710; Drouyn de Lhuys to 
Sartiges, 7 JanV 1865» Livre Jaune, (1864), pp. 68-70. 

15. Drouyn de Lhuys to Sartiges, Paris, 27 Dec. 1864, 
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archbishop, In explaining the Syllabus and Encyclical 

really condemned them. In Caen the expectations of the 

people for a reconciliation between the Pope and Italy as 

a result of the September Convention received a blow with 

the publication of the Encyclical. The embarassment of 

the clergy was noticeable by their silence. This attitude 

of the clergy had a calming effect on the people, and their 

excitement over the Encyclical was momentary. In Rennes, 

as in Caen, the majority of the clergy did not express 

themselves. Devoted Catholics considered the ideas pro¬ 

mulgated by the Pope as antiquated. Some Legitimist news¬ 

papers, however, attempted with little success to defend 

the Encyclical. Opinion approved the action taken by the 

government in forbidding official publication. In Toulouse 

the Encyclical had the effect of convincing the people that 

the Papal Court was indifferent about keeping the good will 

of its subjects. The procureur at Chambéry reported that 

the educated middle class who formerly upheld the temporal 

power would probably turn against the Pope after so many 

of their liberties had been attacked by the Encyclical. 

He considered that "the Pope had done more in this circum¬ 

stance for the triumph of Italy than diplomacy and the 

united Italian Parliament." La France led the newspapers 

Livre Jaune (1864), p. 67; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, 
pp. 708-709.- 
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In condemnation of the Encyclical, yet it previously sup¬ 

ported the temporal power. The reception of the Encyclical 

In Paris as In other places was unfavorable to that document. 

Porcade's editorial in the Revue des Deux Mondes concluded 

from the Pope's Encyclical that Prance had disturbed herself 

unnecessarily in contending against certain interpretations 
17 

of the September Convention by Italy. 

Thus the unfavorable reception of the Papal decree of 

8 December was almost unanimous. The Ultramontane party, 

which included some of the clergy and a limited number of 

the laity, were exuberant over the Syllabus. So also were 

those hostile to the church'*'® but for a differnt reason. 

They felt it would be a weapon in their hands against the 

power of the Papacy and would aid the cause of anti-cleri¬ 

calism. However, quite a different sentiment prevailed 

among the great majority—the liberal Catholics and apathe¬ 

tic conservatlves--all these regardless of the object in 

view, social, religious, or political, earnestly wishing 

for a rapprochement between church and state, were astounded 

16* Reports of the procureurs-géngraux: Report of 
Blanc, Besançon, 11 Jan. 1865, A. N. BB^O 37^3 ; Report of 
Rabour, Caen, 11 Jan. 1865, 11 Jan. 1865, 10 April 1865, 
A. N. BB^° 375; Report of Bodan, Rennes, 14 Jan. 1865, 
12 April 1865, A. H. Çïr° 386; Report of Leo Dupre, Toulouse 
7 Jan. 1865, A. BB^ 388; Report of Mourier, Chambéry, 
31 Dec. 1864, BB')U 375; Report of De Marnas, Paris, 17 Feb. 
1865, A. N. BB^O 384. 

17. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Jan. 1865), p. 251» 
18. Militant philosophes, savants, free-thinkerB, 

liberals, and radicals. 

16 
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» 

19 and offended. 

When the excitement over the Syllabus had abated, 

Napoleon III decided that the time might be favorable to 

bring to the attention of the Italian Government the Pope's 

willingness to negotiate on religious matters. Moreover 

the Bnperor, realizing that he would soon have to withdraw 

his troops in compliance with the September Convention* 

desired to promote more friendly relations between the 

Papal and Italian Governments. French public opinion wish- 

ed to see the Pope and Italy reconciled, w and Napoleon 

wanted to make every effort to reassure the French people 

before it was necessary to evacuate Rome. Therefore, he 

planned to approach Italy concerning the sending of an 

envoy to the Pope to try to eliminate religious differences 
21 

existing between the Vatican and the Kingdom of Italy. 

Before taking any steps, he communicated these plans 

to the Pope and was informed by Cardinal Antonelli that 

the Holy Father had on his own initiative written the 

Italian King concerning the necessity of remedying the 

lamentable conditions. Antonelli was hopeful that "this 

spontaneous proceeding of the Sovereign Pontiff would open 

19. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 708; Galt on, 
op. clt., p. 192; Antonin Deb1 dour, Histoire des rapports de 
T*Ëgllse et de l'Etat en France de 1789 a 1870 (Paris, I9IIT, 
p• 50«L » 

20. For the effect of the September Convention on opin¬ 
ion, see ch. 1, pp. 13-16, and ch. ii, p. 37* 

21. Sartlges to Drouyn de Lhuys, Rome, 28 March 1865, 
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In the religious domain the ways to an arrangement which 

would be profitable to the general relations of both 

states.1,22 

These negotiations were welcomed by the French Enperor 

even though he had not been previously Informed of these 

proceedings by Pius IX. The Pope's secrecy in this matter 

may have been in retaliation of Napoleon*s similar secre- 
23 

tiveness during the negotiation of the September Convention. 

It was not unlikely that this initiative was taken by the 

Pope because religious troubles were also developing in 

other countries. In Malines (Belgium) and in Munich he 

had religious disputes to settle, and in Mexico he was 

having disagreements with Maximilian. Moreover the En¬ 

cyclical had failed in the anticipated result. It had 

alienated French Catholics instead of uniting them in op- 
24 

position to the September Convention. 

In accordance with the Pope's request, Francesco 
pc 

Vegezzi, a lawyer, was appointed in April by the Italian 
26 

Government to undertake the mission to the Vatican. News 

of the pending negotiations was not unanimously welcomed 

Livre Jaune (1866), p. 25. 
2 2T Ibid. 
23» Ollivier, L*Empire liberal, VII, 223. 
24. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 708; 

Mme Rattazzi, o^ clt., II, 16-17. 
25. Vegezzi was ex-Minister of Finance (under Cavour) 

and the father-in-law of Nigra. Mme Rattazzi, op. clt., II, 18. 
26. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 249; Ollivier, L'Empire 

libéral, VII, 249; Gori, 00^ cW77 X, 417-418; PasollïïT^ 
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in Rome and Italy despite the approval given by the gov¬ 

ernments most interested. While the moderate Catholics 

in Rome sanctioned the Pope’s action, the extremists (ultra¬ 

montane and unitary) did not favor any negotiation with the 

Italian Government. Some said that the Holy Father was 

making the same mistakes he made in 1847# surrendering his 

rights to the enemies of the church. On the other hand, 

the Republicans in Italy accused the king of sacrificing 

the national cause to reconcile himself with the Pope. 

The Garibaldians considered that Italy’s civil and reli¬ 

gious liberty at the moment was Jeopardized, while the 

Mazzinians argued that the Vegezzi Mission was a "corollary" 

of the September Convention. They thought that a definite 

agreement between France, Italy and the Holy See would re- 
27 

suit in an Italian renunciation of Rome as capital. 

In France, too, great interest was shown in these 

negotiations, and various surmises were made as to the 

nature and extent of the mission. The uncertainty regard¬ 

ing the negotiations led many to give it undue importance. 

Some felt that negotiations would lead to a reconciliation 

between Italy and the Vatican. Vimercatl considered this 

Cartegglo Mlnghettl-Pasollnl# IV, note 1, 108; Jaclnl, op. 
clt., p. 62. 

27. Sartiges to Drouyn de Lhuys, Rome, 15 April 1865» 
Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 25-26; Gori, op. clt., X, 418; 
Ollivler. L’Bnplre Libéral, VII, 223-224. 
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attitude one to encourage, thereby benefiting Italian 

Interests. He deemed it wise to keep Vegezzi in Rome as 
P o 

long as possible. Even some of the French clergy prais¬ 

ed the Italian King and prophesied without alluding to 

Rome that concord would be reached, each side yielding on 
OQ 

some points. ^ This was also the opinion of the Revue 

des Deux Mondes. Forcade wrote: "When Italy and the Pope 

find themselves face to face, they will no longer be 

strangers. They will be able to come to an understanding 

and will solve the Roman question in an unforeseen manner."^0 

This beginning of discussions between the Vatican and 

Italy occasioned great satisfaction and was universally 

welcomed by opinion. Those who had feared negligence in 

the execution of the Convention were reassured and began 
31 

to hope for an agreement between Pius IX and Italy. 

Like the French people, the Imperial Government itself 

was Interested in the success of the mission. The French 

Ministers at Rome and at Florence were instructed to assume 

the part of interested observers in the negotiations between 

the Vatican and Italy. At the beginning of negotiations, 

28. Vimercati to Castelli, Paris, 21 April 1865» 
Luigi Chi ala, Cart egglo Politico dl Michelangelo Cast elll 
(2 vols., Turin, 1891), II, 40-41, henceforth cited as Chiala, 
Cart egglo Cast elli. Vimercati was an unofficial Italian nego¬ 
tiator who de It usually in a confidential manner with Napoleon. 

29. Vimercati to Castelli, Paris, 11 May 1865» Chiala, 
Cartegglo Castelli, II, 49. 

30. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 May 1865), p. 252. 
31. Ibid,, p. 251; Ibid. (1 June 1865), pp. 773-774. 
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the French Government intimated its opinion on the matter, 

and offered facilitating advice, but it then withdrew and 
32 

left the two governments to settle their own difficulties. 

Drouyn de Lhuys, describing the attitude of the French Gov¬ 

ernment stated: 

It [the Government of the Emperor] has thought that 
in a question of such a delicate nature and at the same 
time essentially Italian, that it would be better to step 
aside and keep from error, not to seek any mixture in the 
negotiations and to leave to the two Interested governments 
the care of assuring between them an accord of which they 
could find the means and appreciate the advantages better 
than any one. 55 

The Imperial Government, nevertheless, was anxious to 

penetrate the secrets of the negotiation and had instruct- 
34 ed its ministers to keep them informed. Sartlges from 

Rome reported that the attention of the Italian people was 

focused on the Vegezzi Mission and described his own part 

in the negotiation. 

I encourage both M. Vegezzi and Cardinal Antonelli to 
take advantage of circumstances to work as far as possible 
toward a settlement, and I repeat to them both that the 
Emperor’s Government cannot but be grateful for anything 
that will facilitate the faithful execution of the Conven¬ 
tion of 15 September—that is the withdrawal of our troops, 
leaving Rome and Italy as friends and good neighbors.55 

However, the negotiations were shrouded in such secrecy 

32. Drouyn de Lhuys to Diplomatic Agents of the Emperor, 
Paris, 29 June 1865, Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 29-31; La Gorce, 
Second Empire, V, 250. 

Drouyn de Lhuys to Sartiges, Paris, 27 June 1865, 
Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 27-28. 

341 Ibid.; Vimercati to Castelli, Paris, 9 May 1865* 
Rouher had shown Vimercati a dispatch he had received from 
Sartlges. Chlala, Cartegglo Castelli, II, 48. 
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that neither the French Minister nor those of other countries 
*2 fl 

could keep Informed on the details. 

Almost immediately following his appointment, Vegezzi 

left Florence. He arrived in Home the latter part of April 
37 and received an elaborate welcome at the Papal Court. 

La Marmora had instructed him to emphasize four points in 

the negotiations: (1) the return of the bishops to their 

dioceses; (2) the nominating of new bishops to take the 

places of those whose titles had been revoked; (3) the 

suggestion that the limits of the dioceses be rearranged; 

(4) and the discussion of provisions for the oath and the 

exequatur. 

La Marmora was especially eager for the negotiation, 

as it would not only show to all Catholics that the national 

program was sincere in stating its desire to leave the 

Church free but also that the Italians truly wished re¬ 

conciliation with the Vatican. Indeed, this episode might 
39 perhaps be a step towards further agreements. Cardinal 

35» Sartiges to Drouyn de Lhuys, Rome, 29 April 1865» 
Livre Jaune ( 1866), p. 26. 

36. Vimercati to Castelli, Paris, 9 May 1865» Chiala, 
Cartegglo Castelli, II, 48» See note 34. 

37» Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Turin, 23 April 1865, 
Origines 1870, VI, 173; Vimercati to Castelli, Paris, 9 May 
1865. Rouher had shown Vimercati a dispatch of Sartiges 
which verified the courteous welcome of Vegezzi. Chiala, 
Cartegglo Castelli, II, 48. 

38. Instructions from General La Marmora to Commander 
Vegezzi, 29 April 1865, cited in La Gorce. Second Bnplre, V 
249; Jaclnl, op. clt., p. 64. 

39. Olllvler, L*Etaplre liberal, VII, 224. 
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Antonelli, on the other hand, endeavored to make it per¬ 

fectly clear to all concerned that the negotiations were 

strictly of a religious nature.^0 

The first consideration of the Vegezzl negotiation 

was the problem of the vacant bishoprics. About forty had 

been abandoned, while death had vacated others. Bishops 

had been appointed to some dioceses by Pontifical bulls 

but had so far not received the sanction of the civil gov¬ 

ernment. As some of the former bishops had Incited dis¬ 

turbances, they had incurred the enmity of the Italian 

Government, and it was requested that these bishops be 

excluded. The civil government also desired that the 
41 

number of bishoprics be reduced. 

Vegezzi was able to obtain the agreement' of the Papal 

Government on these points. The stumbling block, however, 

was the exequatur and the oath. Even for this the Pope 

was agreeable in Piedmont and Lombardy, but in the terri¬ 

tory that had passed from under his supervision and for 

the lands of the Austrian Princes, he was adamant. By 

this, Pius IX emphasized that he neither recognized the 
42 Kingdom of Italy nor her right to his former possessions. 

40. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 249» 
41. In Prance for 36,000,000 people there were seventy- 

one bishops and seventeen archbishops. Italy's 21,000,000 
Catholics were served by one hundred eighty-three bishops 
and forty-one archbishops. Ollivier, L'Empire libéral, VII,224. 

42. Ollivier, L'Bnplre libéral, VÏÏ,' 225; La Gorce, 
Second Empire, V, 250. 
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Therefore Vegezzi returned to Turin to discuss matters 

with tne Ministry. Sartiges intimated to his government 

that the reason ror this trip was that Vegezzi, feeling 

that he had already exceeded his authority, wished to 

acertaln the limits to which the Italian Government would 

go to further the negotiation^ 

However Vegezzi’s powers were not extended. La Mar¬ 

mora was firm in demanding that the bishops submit to the 
AA 

oath and the exequatur. Neither the Minister nor the 

Pontiff would cede an inch, so it was useless to negotiate 

further. Lanza, Italian Minister of Interior, was opposed 

to La Marmora's attitude and only refrained from resigning 

until Vegezzi returned from Rome. He wanted Italy and the 

Vatican to have a more normal relationship before France 

recalled her troops from Rome. Otherwise some circumstance 

might precipitate the return of the French troops. This 

Minister was curious to know what the attitude of England, 

France, and other countries would be on the rupture of the 
4 

negotiation and expected them to disapprove Italy's actions. 

43. Vimercati to Castelli, Paris, 9 May 1865» Chiala 
Cartegglo Castelll, II, 48» See note 34. 

44. Dina to Castelli, Florence, 4 June 1865* Dina had 
talked with Lanza on 3 June 1865. Chiala, Cartegglo Castelli, 
II» 56; La Marmora to King Victor Enanuel, 8 July 1865» 
Clvllta Cattollca, Ser. VI, vol. Ill, 364-365; La Gorce, 
Second Empire, V, 250; Ollivier, L'Empire liberal, VII, 225. 

45. Lanza to Castelli, Florence* 22 June 1865, Dina to 
Castelli, 23 June 1865, Chiala, Cartegglo Castelli, II, 62, 
63» Jaclni, op. clt., pp. 68-69. 



47 

The mission of Vegezzl came to an end on 26 June, 

when, after a last interview with the Pope, he left Rome 

for Florence. In order to conceal the failure of his 

mission, Vegezzl on his return to that city endeavored 

to leave the impression that negotiations were merely 

postponed. He stated, "The negotiation is not broken 

but interrupted."^ Accounts of the mission were publish¬ 

ed in the Oplnlone, the Glornale di Roma, Italie, and the 
48 Gazzetta Ufflclale. 

Shortly before Vegezzl departed from Rome, the Imperial 

Government received news predicting the failure of negotia¬ 

tions. Sartlges reported one satisfactory result of the 

conference, namely that twenty-nine bishops had been given 

the option of returning to their dioceses. He stated that 

Vegezzl was of the opinion that the negotiations were not 

without, value although tney did not come up to expectations. 

The envoy believed that the Pope as well as himself felt 

that at a more opportune time, negotiations could again 
Ao 

be opened. 

This news was a disappointment to the French Govern- 

46. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 250; Pasolini, 
Cartegglo Mlnghettl-Pasollnl, IV, note 4, 116. 

47. La Gorce, Second Bnpire, V, 250. 
48. 30 June 1865, 3 July 1Ô65, and 9 July 1865- 

Pasolini, Cart egglo Mlnghettl-Paàollnl, IV, note 4, 116-117; 
Lanza to Castelli, Florence, 12 July 1865, Chiala, Cartegglo 
Castelli, II, 65. 

49. . Sartlges to Drouyn de Lhuys, Rome, 20 June 1865, 
Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 26-27. 
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ment. The French Minister of Foreign Affairs wrote 

Sartiges: 

The last information that you sent me concerning the 
Vegezzi mission has not fulfilled the hopes that we enter¬ 
tained from the conciliatory dispositions manifested at 
first "by both parties. It is not without a great regret 
that we learn of the termination, or at least the interrup¬ 
tion and indefinite adjournment of the negotiation, whose 
success, in our opinion, is as much a concern of Rome as 
of Italy. 

Neither Rome nor Florence should be mistaken any 
longer about the attitude we have taken toward the negotia¬ 
tion from the beginning; I am even Inclined to think that 
they ought to have discerned a new evidence of our interest, 
since it was solely dictated by our desire to give both the 
Papacy and Italy all the credit for an agreement completed 
between themselves exclusively as the result of their own 
mutual good will. 

We are* therefore, undoubtedly all the more Justified 
in telling them how unfortunate it seems to us that such 
an auspiciously begun negotiation should not fulfill its 
promised expectations. I shall not endeavor to say whether 
either side has made all. the possible and desirable con¬ 
cessions for an understanding. As far as Rome in particular 
is concerned, I should not want to give an opinion which 
might cause any resentment. I cannot, however, abstain 
from the observation that the. moment for a settlement with 
the Italian Government of disputed interests so vital to 
the Pope and the Holy See was perhaps more opportune than 
it will be later.50 

In an effort to prevent other countries from realizing 

the disappointment of France on the failure of the Vegezzi 

Mission, Napoleon III wanted them to think that negotiations 

between Italy and Rome were only temporarily suspended. 

Therefore, Drouyn de Lhuys instructed the Emperor's diplo¬ 

matic agents concerning their replies in any conversation 

50. Drouyn de Lhuys to Sartiges, Paris, 27 June 1865» 
Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 27-29. 
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concerning Vegezzi. The Imperial Government thought that 

the September Convention had been an important step towards 

conciliation between Victor Enanuel and Pius IX, for before 

the Convention there seemed to be no possibility of accord 

even on strictly religious questions. Although for the 

time being negotiations had been postponed, the parley had 

not been without result, and nothing prevented further ne¬ 

gotiation at a future date. As the French Government had 

made no effort to regulate the course of the negotiation, 

they now had no intention of interfering to bring about a 

renewal. France was pleased with the attempt made by the 

Pope and the Italian Government to settle their difficul¬ 

ties without outside help, and her government hoped they 
51 

would eventually try again with more success. 

As Vegezzi had endeavored to impress the people of 

Italy with the idea that his mission to the Vatican had 

not been a failure, so Napoleon III tried to create the 

same impression in his government’s communications to for¬ 

eign chancellories and to the French public. The begin¬ 

ning of discussions between the Vatican and Italy occasion¬ 

ed great satisfaction in France; therefore Napoleon did 

not want the French public to suspect that the negotiations 

were terminated. This idea is reflected in the Revue des 

51» Drouyn de Lhuys to Diplomatic Agents of the 
Bnperor, Paris, 29 June 1865, Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 29-31 
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Deux Mondes. On 1 June 1865» Forcade expressed the belief 

that although negotiations were postponed, they would be 
«52 renewed in a short time. At this time Vegezzi had gone 

to Florence to get further instructions. In July when the 

news of the interrupted negotiations and Vegezzi’s departure 

from Home reached France, Forcade wrote: 

We believe ourselves authorized not to despair of the 
final success of these attempts [at reconciliation] when 
we see the tone of moderation and good faith which governs 
the report of General La Marmora. The reason for the 
interest we have in the negotiation begun between Rome and 
Italy is simple: we see in the success of these negotia¬ 
tions the guarantee of the peaceful realization of the 
Convention of 15 September. When the Court of Rome and 
Italy demonstrate that they can come to an understanding 
• • . France will be relieved of the responsibilities which 
its intervention imposes on it, and the execution of the 
Convention of 15 September can no longer disturb consciences. 
We remain convinced that neither at Rome nor at Florence is 
the thought of negotiations abandoned.53 

As Napoleon desired, French opinion was not greatly 

disturbed over the suspension of negotiations between Italy 

and the Vatican. By July the reports of the procureurs 

describing the effect of Vegezzi's mission on opinion were 

available to the Imperial Government. From Amiens came 

the account that the public in that district had long been 

desirous of reconciliation between Italy and the Holy See 

but deemed this unattainable. Therefore, the mission under¬ 

taken by Vegezzi was completely unexpected. This, however, 

did not prevent an almost unanimously favorable reception 

52. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 June 1865)» P* 7?3« 
53» Revue des Deux Mondes (15 July 1865)» P» 503» 
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by opinion. The suspension of the.negotiation did not 

alarm the people to any great extent, for they believed 

the interruption was only of a temporary nature and hoped 

that the mission would soon be renewed. A similar report 

concerning the reception of the negotiation came from 

Besançon. The people followed the news of the negotiation 

eagerly and were anxious for the success of the mission. 

If Italy and Rome came to terms on religious affairs, it 

was believed they would reach a political understanding. 

They felt that the Holy Father deserved congratulations 

on having initiated the proceedings. The procureur con¬ 

sidered the Roman question a cause of disturbance in the 

interior and thought its solution would be welcomed by the 

French Government. Moreover, clerical Brittany needed 

only the solution of the Roman question to be in accord 

with the government. Naturally the people were overjoyed 

at the news of the Vegezzi mission and hoped a reconcilia¬ 

tion would some day take place between the Pope and Italy. 

In Toulouse opinion also favored the continuance of the 

temporal power and hoped that the Papacy and Italy would 

soon be on friendly terms. Satisfaction with the attempted 

negotiation was unanimous at Bordeaux. From Paris the 

report of the procureur contained points of similarity 
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with that from Amiens. De Marnas stated: 

The considerable and unexpected act hy which the Pope 
has taken the initiative with the King of Italy has been 
regarded by some exalted Catholics as a weakness; but the 
greater number have been heppy to see in the thought of 
generous conciliation which has inspired it a proof of 1 

wisdom, of moderation, and of good wishes toward Italy and 
France. The people now have^earned with regret of the 
breaking of the negotiation.-34 

In fact, all districts seemed to desire conciliation and 

welcomed the beginning of the unexpected negotiation between 

Italy and the Vatican. Although the Vegezzi Mission did not 

reach their expectations, they hoped for an early renewal. 

So in accordance with this expression of public opinion, 

France was to use its influence on both Italy and the Pope 

to bring about another negotiation. Despite the fact that 

the French Government maintained that it would not inter¬ 

fere to secure a renewal of the Vegezzi Mission, Drouyn de 

Lhuys, even before instructing the diplomatic agents of the 

Enperor, suggested that Rome should take into consideration 

outside events in determining her policy. A predominantly 

Catholic kingdom, Spain was on the verge of recognizing the 
55 Kingdom of Italy. This plan, sponsored by the new O'Donnel 

54. Reports of the procureurs-généraux: Report of 
Saudbreuil, Amiens, 8 July 1865» A. N.,BB^O 371; Report of 
Blanc, Besançon, 8 July 1865» A. N. BB^U 373; Report of 
Bodan, Rennes, 15 July 1865, A. N. BB-3^ 386; Report of Léo 
Dupre, Toulouse, 8 July 1865» A. N. BB™ 3S$» Report of 
Du Beaux, Bordeaux, .13 July 1865, A. N. BB^ 374; Report 
of De Marnas, Paris, 4 Aug. 1865, A. N. BB-30 384. 

55. Spain recognized the Kingdom of Italy on 26 June 
1865» Bermudez de Castro to Spanish Ambassador at Rome, 
26 June 1Q65*~ J$ronim.o Bfcker,. Relatlones diplomatlcas entre Espana y la Bant a Seae 1 Madrid,—1903); 226-227.   * — 
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Ministry, had received the approval 

in Germany, Prussia was encouraging 

states^ o do likewise.^ Drouyn de 

the interpretation that France desired to place on the 

failure of the Vegezzi Mission, expressed his satisfac¬ 

tion to the Holy Father that the suspension of negotia¬ 

tions was only temporary. He hoped that Victor Emanuel 

and the Pope would soon renew relations "with the desire 
fro 

of assuring success hy mutual concessions."3 

In August the Imperial Government again advised Pius 

IX that the time was opportune for an agreement as the 

present religious sentiment of the Italians would he a 

factor in favor of the Roman Government, and later such 
59 might not he the case. 

Pius, however, was not responsive to France's sug¬ 

gestions, and the French Government was likewise unsuc¬ 

cessful in influencing Italy. In the Italian Ministry 

of the Queen. Also 

the small German 

Lhuys, continuing 

56* Bismarck was urging the signing of a commercial 
treaty between the Zollvereln and Italy, and to complete 
this, it was necessary for the small German states to re- 
fcbgnlze Italy. On 28 June 1865 the Grand Duchy of Saxe- 
Weimar and the Duchy of Saxe-Coburg Gotha recognized Italy. 
Bavaria and Saxony recognized her on 14 November, and the 
Grand Duchy of Baden and of Hesse Darmstart followed suit 
when they signed the commercial treaty between the Zollvereln 
and Italy on 31 December 1865* Origines 1870» VI, note 2, 
318; Baron Forth Rouen to Drouyn de Lhuys, Dresden, 15 Nov. 
1865, Count D’Astorg to Drouyn de Lhuys, Darmstart, 31 Dec. 
1865, Origines 1870, VII, 175, 235-237, note 1, 229} Mme 

Rattazzi, op. cit., II, 32. 
57* brouyn de Lhuys to Sartlges, Paris, 27 June 1865, 

Livre Jaune (lo66), pp. 27-29. 
58. ibid., p. 29. 
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Lanza was replaced by Baron Natoli, a man unfavorable 

to agreement with Rome. When questioned by the Imperial 

Government on this appointment, La Marmora denied that 

his new minister was prejudiced.^0 nevertheless, French 

hopes of negotiations at this time were blighted. An 

incident connected with the baptism of the Portuguese 

helr^ precipitated a breach between Italy and the Pope, 

and La Marmora did not believe the time advantageous.^2 

Thus the Imperial policy of conciliation was blocked by 

both Italy and the Pope until shortly before the French 
63 evacuation of Rome in December 1866. 

59* Sartiges to Drouyn de Lhuys, Paris, 25 Aug. 1865, 
Origines 1870, VI, 447-448. 

6o* Treilhard to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 6 Sept. 
1865, Origines 1870, VII, 42. 

61. A request had been made from Lisbon to the Pope 
asking if it would be- permissible for the King of Italy 
to act as godfather to the infant son of Don Lulz. Victor 
Bnanuel, fearing complications, had refused the honor 
before the Pope's reply reached Portugal. Origines 1870, 
VII, 42, note 1. 

62. Treilhard to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 6 Sept. 
1865, Origines 1870, VII, 42. 

63. In December 1866, France was able to obtain the 
renewal of negotiations between Italy and the Vatican, 
and Tonello was sent to Rome instead of Vegezzi. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE BEGINNINGS OP PREITCH WITHDRAWAL 

Although disappointement over the failure of the 

Vegezzi mission began to make French policy more pro- 

Vatican, there were still other reasons for this shift 

of sentiment. In the first place Prince Napoleon made 

a very liberal speech at Ajaccio1 denouncing, among other 

things, the temporal power and advocating measures con- 
p 

trary to governmental policy. The Empress, who was 

regent at this time during Napoleon’s absence in Algeria, 

held a council meeting for discussion of the Prince’s 

speech. It was decided not to permit its publication in 

the Moniteur. Eugenie awaited the return of the Emperor 
3 

before proceeding further. When Napoleon learned the 

substance of Prince Napoleon’s speech, he sent a reproof 

to his cousin and had it published in the Moniteur.2 * 4 5*- 

5 
The Prince then resigned as Vice-President of the Council. 

1. This was on the occasion of the unveiling of a 
monument to Napoleon I (15 May 1865)» Annual Reglster 
(1865), p. 216. 

2. Ollivier, L’Bnplre liberal, VII, 386-389; Annual 
Reglster (1865), pp. 216-218; Maurain, Politique ecclésias¬ 
tique, pp. 734-735» Mme Jules Baroche, Second Empire, notes 
et souvenirs (Paris, 1921), 279-281, henceforth cited as 
Baroche, Second Empire. 

3» Baroche, Second Empire, p. 282. 
4. 27 May 18^5^ 
5. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 734-735; 

Ollivier, L’Empire libérai, VÜ, .389-393; saroche, Second 
Empire, p. Annual register (1865), P* 218. 
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Naturally the Prince’s speech commanded the atten¬ 

tion of the people who knew the intimate relationship 

that existed between the Prince and the Emperor. Although 

they approved the, steps taken by the Empress, they were 

uncertain as to Napoleon’s reaction. Some even stated 

that the Emperor had sponsored the speech and thought it 

was probably another "trial balloon."^ This anxiety over 

Napoleon’s position was soon alleviated by the publication 

of the Emperor’s letter in the Monlteur. French public 

opinion was unanimous in applauding the Imperial reproof. 

The speech of the Prince disturbed the people especially 

at Besangon, Caen, and Bennes where his attack on the 

temporal power aroused anxiety as to the future policy 

of the Emperor until their confidence was restored by 
7 

Napoleon's letter published in the Moniteur. The Revue 

des Deux Mondes agreed with the Enperor in disapproving 

Prince Napoleon's speech but thought that the situation 

could have been prevented if Napoleon had been more vigi- 
O 

lant and had censored the speech before its delivery. 

6. Baroche, Second Empire, p. 28^- 
7. Reports of the procureurs-généraux: Report of 

Merville, Aix, 7 July 1865, A. N. BB^° 370; Report of Blanc 
Besangon, 8 July 1865, A. N. BB^O 373; Report of Jardin, 
Caen, 8 July 1865, A. N. BB^O 375; Report of Mourier, Cham¬ 
béry, 3 June 1865, A. N. BB30 375; Report of Gaulot, Lyons, 
1 July 1865, A. N. BB'~ 379; Report of de Marnas, Paris, 
4 Aug. 1865, A. N. BB^° 384; Report of^Bodan, Rennes, 15 
July 1865, A. N. BB^O 386; Report of Léo Dupre, Toulouse, 
8 July 1865, A. N. BB30 388. 

8. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 June 1865), PP« 765-766. 
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Other reasons for the French pro-Vatican policy 

were soon apparent. After the resignation of Prince 

Napoleon, the Empress consequently became more powerful 

as the UJnperor was no longer under his cousin's influence. 

On account of the poor health of the Emperor, Eugenie was 

enabled to exercise her authority without the interference 

of the Prince, especially during regency periods. With 

Q 
the death of Morny, who like the Prince was liberal and 

anti-Glerlcal, W’alewski, a Clerical, became President of 

„ 10 
the Corps legislatif. Furthermore Rouher wielded a great 

influence in the government, but his friend, Thouvenel, who 

was favorable to Italy, died in October 1866 after a pro¬ 

longed illness. As La Valette and Benedetti did not have 

a like Influence, Rouher gradually leaned less toward 

Italy. Therefore, the evil effects of the Syllabus of 

Pope Pius IX were only of momentary duration.3'1 

The Imperial Government did not delay very long after 

the signing of the Convention of 15 September to assure 

the Holy Father that it was ready to assist him in the 

organization of an army to replace the French troops after 

12 
their departure. In this connection Napoleon III con- 

9* Morny had a great influence on the Emperor. He 
died 10 March 1865* 

10. Minister of State. 
11. Maurain, Politique eccléslast1que, pp. 735-737, 

Baroche, Second Empire, pp. 2f6-278. 
12. Sartiges to fcrouyn de Lhuys, Rome, 1 Nov. 1864, 

Origines 1870, IV, 336. 
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celved the idea of recruiting a legion of volunteers for 

the protection of the Sovereign Pontiff.1-^ This was to 

become the much discussed Legion of Antibes. According 

to his proposal to the Pope of April, 1865, the force 

would consist of a battalion composed of the Catholics 

of all countries.^ 

Napoleon’s proposition, however, received little 

encouragement from Pius IX. The Pope considered the 

value of Rouher's reassurances^ in his speech to the 

French Parliament diminished by declarations made in the 

Italian newspapers and parliamentary speeches* He be¬ 

lieved that "a moral guarantee on the part of France 

would be more powerful than all the help from outside," ° 

and that if the Emperor would state emphatically that 

"no one will touch the small state which remains to the 

Pope or he will have to deal with France," such a legion 

would be unnecessary.^ The Holy Father even told Sartiges 

that the French would be forced to return to Home as a 

revolution would occur after their withdrawal. In reply, 

the French Minister reminded the Pontiff that France's 

13» Meloizes, Minister at Munich, to Drouyn de Lhuys, 
7 June 1865, Origines 1870, VI, 278. 

14. Mémoires du Maréchal Randon, cited in Mauraln, 
Politique ecclésiastique, p. 7'3Y. 

15. " JËee ch. 1, pp. 29-30. 
16. Archives du ministère des affaires étrangères. 

Correspondance politique, Rome, 30 May 1865, quoted by 
Mauraln, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 737» 
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reservation In regard to events not foreseen by the Con¬ 

vention did not definitely mean that she would be obligated 
17 to return to Rome* 

Meanwhile the September Convention was in the process 

of execution. Italy transferred her capital from Turin 

to Florence. This move cost nine million lire and was 

accomplished in a six months period (December 1864-June 

1865). Turin viewed the transfer with sadness and re¬ 

sentment, and even Florence was not pleased with her new 

status, for the city was both disorganized by the advent 

of the king and his court and humiliated by the transitory 
18 appearance of the capital location. 

The time now approached for France to fulfil her 

obligations in the treaty. Article II of the September 

Convention had provided that, 

France will withdraw her troops from the Papal States 
gradually and as fast as the army , of the Holy Father will 
be organized. Nevertheless the evacuation will have to 
be accomplished within two years.^ 

The Emperor decided that he would begin this process by 

recalling a corps of infantry, of cavalry, and of’ artillery 

and by centering his remaining troops at Rome, Viterbo, 

17. Archives du ministère des affaires étrangères. 
Correspondance pollETque',' Rome/ Il'July 1865» quoted by 
Mauraln, Politique ecclesiastique, pp. 737-738. 

18. Gori, op. clt.', X,"412. 
19* Origines 1870, IV, 366; Livre Jaune (1864), p. 44. 
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and Clvlta Vecchia. Plus IX had previously Indicated 

his preference for a gradual, rather than an Immediate, 
20 withdrawal. The Imperial Government informed Cardinal 

Antonelli of its decision and told him to remind the 

Pope that Napoleon would always be ready to assist him 
PI in planning for the protection of the Holy See. Anto¬ 

nelli was pleased and felt the Pope would be also. He 

feared that if the withdrawal were not gradual, a bad 

effect would be produced on the people who might become 

agitated should the troops depart at once* This pro¬ 

ceeding would accomplish two purposes--penetration of 

Italy*s intentions towards the Papal States and adjust¬ 

ment of the Pope’s army to the new situation. Another 

source of satisfaction to the Vatican was the concentra¬ 

tion of the French troops in Rome and the northern sections 

as the Pope had full confidence in the loyalty of the 

southern states. Antonelli told Sartiges that some of 

the Papal troops would be placed in these provinces when 
22 

the French departed. 

To reassure Plus IX in regard to French evacuation, 

the Imperial Government informed the Vatican of the good 

20. Drouyn de Lhuys to Armand, Paris, 11 Sept. 1865, 
Livre Jaune (1866), p. 14. 

2T. Ibid. 
22. Armand to Drouyn de Lhuys, 20 Sept. 1865, Livre 

Jaune (1866), pp. 14-15; Civiltà Cattollca (1866), Ser. Vi, 
vol. V, 505-506. 
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Intentions of Italy respecting the Papal frontiers. The 

Italian Government planned to instruct their military 

authorities to increase their watchfulness to prevent 

■brigandage. Drouyn de Lhuys also expressed a desire for 
23 

the Pope's cooperation in preserving order. 

Meanwhile, the Emperor made known his plans to Italy 

regarding evacuation. La Marmora was informed that the 

troops were to be withdrawn gradually and that the Pope 

had approved* The Italian Minister was surprised and 

pleased since he had not anticipated such an early with¬ 

drawal, for, by the terms of the Convention, Prance did 

not have to withdraw her troops until December I860. 

However, La Marmora would have preferred a simultaneous 

evacuation. He felt that a difficult situation would be 

created by the presence of Italian troops on one side of 

the Pope*s southern frontier and Papal troops on the other, 

but he promised that the Italian troops would be ordered 

to use prudence in their relations with the civil and 
PA 

military officials of the Papal States. Drouyn de 

Lhuys, on learning of La Marmora*s desire for a simul¬ 

taneous evacuation, advised Malaret to "recall the motives 

23* Drouyn de Lhuys to Armand, Paris, 10 Oct. 1865» 
Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 16-17* 

24. Treilhard to Drouyn de Lhuys, 30 Sept. 1865# 
Origines 1870. VII, 103* 
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that have made us prefer the other mode" and to remind 

the Italian Minister that he had overlooked the fact that 

a gradual evacuation was indicated "by the Convention it¬ 

self.2^ 

Having reassured the French Government and being 

overjoyed with the preliminary evacuation, the Italian 

Ministry on 3 November 1865 sent commands to their civil 

and military authorities stationed on the borders of the 

Papal States* They informed them that France would soon 

withdraw her troops and that the Pontifical troops would 

then protect the frontiers of Viterbo, Velletrl, and Fro- 

sinono. The officials on the Papal frontiers were re¬ 

minded that 

The Italian Government, wishing faithfully and loyally 
to execute the Convention of 15 September 1864 by which 
the signature of the king and the honor of the nation are 
engaged, requires that Article I of that Convention should 
be the rule of conduct of all authorities, civil as well 
as military. That article is thus concluded: 'Italy pro¬ 
mises not to attack the actual territory of the Holy Father 
and to prevent, even by force, all attacks coming from 
outside against the said territory.ldb 

To avoid confusion, they defined the Pontifical boundary 

as "that which has served up to the present to settle the 

relations of Jurisdiction between the French troops and 

the Italian troops."2*^ Furthermore, the officials of 

Italy were ordered to make every effort to fulfill their 

25* This was a penciled notation in Drouyn de Lhuys* 
handwriting on Trellhard's letter of 30 Sept. 1865* Origines 
1870, VII, note 2, 103. 

26, Livre Jaune (1866), p. 18. 
27. TbidT   
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commands and to take all essential precautions to pro¬ 

tect peaceful Inhabitants and their possessions. There¬ 

fore, (1) the arrangements "to settle communications, 

commerce, and other relations between the two territories" 

formerly agreed upon would remain; (2) to prevent brigan¬ 

dage the Italian troops should count on the cooperation 

of the Papal troops and continue to exchange information 

on this subject as was done In the past with the French 

troops; (3) to prevent possible discord between the two 

armies, they should make all communications by letter 

either by royal mall carriers or riflemen; (4) a mutual 

exchange of prisoners should continue; (5) in case the 

Pontifical authorities refuse to give up brigands, the 

military force of the Italians could not force them; 

(6) if the highest authorities in the district were un¬ 

able to decide as to the jurisdiction in certain cases, 

the King*s Government should be consulted;2® (7) "the 

government, foreseeing besides the case when, following 

provocation or defiance or any other motive whatsoever, 

the royal troops would find themselves aroused to some 

acts or retaliation, intends in an absolute manner that 

nothing could dispense them from the strict and loyal 

execution of orders which have been given them. The 

28. Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 
(1866), Se'r.'VI, vol. V, 110-111. 

29. Livre Jaune (1866), p. 

18-21; 

21. 

Civiltà Cattollca 
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President of the Italian Council then sent France a copy 
■3JO 

of these instructions. 

Therefore, the Imperial Government, satisfied with 

the action of Italy, in pursuance of their plans ordered 

the first detachment of French troops to leave the Papal 

States. They departed 7 November 1865 on the ships 

Labrador and Gomer, and no outbreaks resulted from their 
31 departure. 

The approaching withdrawal of the troops had first 

been announced in France on 28 September 1865 by the 

Moniteur du soir. This was confirmed on 5 October by the 

Monlteur universel, which asserted that the temporal power 
32 of the Pope would not be threatened by French evacuation. 

Contrary to expectations, the actual evacuation caused 
33 little excitement in France. From Amiens came the report 

that there was no longer any discussion of possible threats 

to the Holy See. Everyone favored the plans made for the 

withdrawal of the troops. As many at Besançon had been 

30. Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 8 Nov. 1865, 
Livre Jaune (1866), p. 17* 

31. Origines 1870, VII, 162; La Gorce, Second Empire, 
V, 254; Civilta Cattoiica (1866) Ser. VI, vol. V, 50£7 

32. CïvTIta Catioli'ca (1865), Ser. VI, vol. IV, 356. 
33. Archives du ministère de Justice, BB18 1.717, 

cited in Maura! n, Poli •cloue ecclesiastique, p. 738. 
The people continued calm even during the funeral 

services of Lamorclere which were conducted in all the 
dioceses. ^G. Bourgin,x"Un chapitre de la question Romaine,” 
Revue des etudes Napoléoniennes, 1933, cited in Maurain, 
Politique ecclésiastique, p. 738» 
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skeptical concerning the actual withdrawal of the troops, 

the clergy and Clerical party were very much aroused. 

Their newspapers predicted the loss of the temporal power 

at the hands of Italy hut were unable to Influence opinion. 

Although the Roman question was of long standing, it great¬ 

ly interested opinion and the people were as devoted as 

ever to the Church; but they had implicit faith in the 

firmly declared intentions of the government. The pro¬ 

cureur states concerning the action of the clericals, 

I wish to say that these manoeuvers have been in¬ 
effectual up to now and have not at all weakened the 
general confidence; every one here remains convinced that 
the alarm so widely spread will be warded off by the im¬ 
movable firmness of the great Prince who governs us and 
that, as has been said, France in departing from Rome 
leave there a guarantee as efficacious as its sword, 
that of its honor.'34 

At Bordeaux the people expected the September Convention 

to be executed faithfully. They were sure that the Bnperor 

would protect the Pope and seemed less suspicious of matters 

which previously disturbed them. The withdrawal of the 

first troops from Rome did not cause any worry, and unless 

something unexpected happened, agitators would be unable 

to arouse the people. Some newspapers in Paris pretending 

to favor Italy, the Opinion Nationale especially, in spite 

of favorable signs, attempted unsuccessfully to foment 

34. Report of Wateau, procureur of Amiens, 9 Oct. 1865» 
A. N. BB^0 371; Report of Blanc, procureur of Besançon, 
12 Oct. 1865, 13 Jan. 1866, A. N. EB30 373. 
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trouble by saying that the evacuation of Home by the French 

troops would fire Rome to revolution. The clergy of Cham¬ 

béry wanted not only to preserve the temporal power of the 

Pope but to return his former states. However, the ideas 

of the clergy and the people of the district were not in 

harmony. At first Brittany was aroused over the announced 

departure; but by the time the first troops left Rome, the 

alarm lessened considerably. Speeches in the Senate and 

Corps législatif inspired confidence in most of the people, 

and the Ultramontane and Legitimist parties were not 

successful in their attempt to capitalize on the death of 

General Lamorciere. As long as the Pope was protected, 

those unfavorable to the Imperial Government would be 

unable to influence opinion. From Toulouse the procureur 

reported that it was dlfricult to determine divergencies 

of public opinion on account of the complete calm that 

reigned in the district. As it was an agricultural section, 

the people at that time of the year were concerned with 

their own affairs; and the men of education and Influence 

were on their vacations. Naturally opinion was interested 

in Italian affairs as the district was predominantly 

Catholic. The departure of the first troops would stir 

their anxiety, but the people would continue to have con- 
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35 fidence In the Eaaperor’s ability to protect the Pope. 

French public opinion was still favorable to the preser¬ 

vation of the Pope in his states. Nevertheless, in spite 

of the Clerical agitation, the people were not aroused 

on account of the complete confidence in the Baperor’s 

policy. 

Reaction to evacuation was not so favorable at the 

Vatican. The Civ lit à Cattollca did not believe that 

France’s protestations of loyalty had any more value than 

those given in 1859» It suspected the use of "moral means" 

and believed, in spite of the Interpretations given by 

France and the seven points accepted by both France and 

Italy, that these so-called moral means would be used "to 

demolish the throne of the Sovereign Pontiff.Antonelli 

also prophesied that When the French troops left Rome, the 

Italian Government would infringe on Papal rights and 
37 

power. This prediction took the form of a circular letter 

Reports of the procureurs-généraux: Report of 
Jordeaux, 13 Oct. 1865, A. N. BB2^ 374; Report of 

Bf0° 374; Report of 

35. 
Dupamon, Bordeaux 
Du Beux, Bordeaux, 18 Jan. 1866, A. N. 
de Marnas, Paris, 15 Nov. 1865, A. N. BB<3U,284; Report of 
Mourier, Chambéry, 30 Sept. 1865» A. N. Blr 375; Report 
of Bodan, Rennes,^ 15 Jan. 1866, A. N. BB-'U 386; Report of_ 
Galles (avocat général), Toulouse, 8 Oct. 1865» A. N. BB^ 

36. ' Clvilta CatTollca (1865), Ser. VI, vol. IV, 356, 
37. For the complete text of Antonelli’s Circular to 

the Papal agents, 18 Nov. 1865, see Civlità Cattollca (1866), 
Ser. VI, vol. V, 600-601 and Hubert Bastgen, Die romlsche 
Frage. Dokumente und Stlmmen. (3 vois, Freiburg, 1917-1918), 
II, 386-396, henceforth cited as Bastgen, Die romlsohe Frage. 

388. 
364. 
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from th© Cardinal to th© Papal Nuncios in other countries.38 

The Roman Court had previously thought that perhaps Nap¬ 

oleon might not have the courage to put the Convention into 
•30 

effect, but now that hope was lost. ^ The Imperial Gov¬ 

ernment resented Antonelll's circular published in spite 

of all the assurances which France gave to the Papal Gov- 
4n ernment concerning the evacuation. 

The Vatican did not continue to maintain the attitude 

taken at the time of the troops departure. Although Pius 

IX formally protested when the first detachment of French 

troops left the Papal States, he was not long in accepting 

Napoleon's offer to enlist recruits for a division to serve 
41 the Pope. Pius had been negotiating with the Italian 

representative, Vegezzi, and possibly his hopes for a 

favorable settlement of existing difficulties might have 

Influenced his attitude toward the Einperor's previous 

approaches. At any rate, after the failure of the nego¬ 

tiations, a change more favorable to the Emperor's propo¬ 

sition was observed in the Holy Father. In October 1865 

the Papal Minister of War, Herode, who had been opposed 

to Napoleon's interference in Papal affairs, was removed 

38. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret,^Paris, 19 Dec. 1865, 
Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 21-22; Clviltà Cattolica (1866), 
Ser. VI, vol. V, 506. 

39. Debidour, op. clt., p. 597. 
40. See note 38. 
AT - MAnr»Rln. Politianft ecclftsiAflttn- 
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42 
from office by the Pontiff. When Plus IX Indicated his 

willingness to accept French aid, Napoleon III, in December, 

informed the Pope that he would furnish the soldiers with 

military supplies and would provide for their conveyance to 

Civita Yecchia. The Holy Father could later refund to him 
43 the cost of this enterprise. 

In Italy as well as Rome the news of French evacuation 

resulted in prophesies unfavorable for the Pope. It was 

the signal for radical Italian newspapers to predict that 
44 

Italy would soon acquire Rome* Italie said that the Romans 

should express their desire to be united to Italy. 

Rome will come to Italy of its own spontaneity, freely, 
without recourse to suspected expedients; violence will not 
be adopted either by the French against the Romans or by the 
Italians against the Holy Father* ^5 

Just prior to the departure of the French troops, a 
Jt /T 

parliamentary election was held in Italy ° which greatly 

increased the members of the left wing. The Piedmontese 

who had formerly been conservative were so embittered by 

the transfer of the capital that they acquired radical 

tendencies. Although Napoleon III had demanded the capital 

transfer as a guarantee of Italian good faith toward Rome, 

42. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 738* 
43* Drouyn de Lhuys to Sartiges, Paris, 19 Dec. 1865» 

Origines 1870» VII, note 1, 283» Maurain, Politique ecclé- 
slastloue, p. 738; Civlità Cattollca, (1866), Ser. VI, vol. V, 
750; Carlo Tivaroni, St or la Critlca del Rlsorglmento It allano 
( 9 vols., Turin, 1888-1897) » IX, 81, henceforth cited as 
Tivaroni, Storia Critica. 

44. Civiltà Cattollca (1865), Ser. VI, Vol. V, p. 237. 
45* 1 0ctT'ï855Î Ibid., p. 356. 
46. 22 Oct. 1865*   
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this so-called "guarantee” only served as an incentive 
47 toward acquiring the city on the Tiber. 

This new Italian Parliament wanted to possess Home 

and Venetia, and being dissatisfied with the financial plans 

of Sella, they were responsible for the fall of the Ministry. 

After the resignation of the Ministry, Victor Bnanuel asked 

La Marmora to form a new cabinet2*-® and this was accomplish¬ 

ed by the beginning of the new year.2*^ 

Naturally the Emperor was desirous of influencing this 

new La Marmora cabinet as to their policy regarding Rome. 

As some of the French troops had been recalled without any 

repercussions resulting in Rome, Napoleon III desired to 

keep the Pope and the French Clericals reassured, for by 

the end of 1866 he would have to remove all the French 

soldiers from the Papal States. Therefore Drouyn de Lhuys 

advised La Marmora that the honor of the sovereigns of the 

two countries was involved and suggested that he cooperate 

in executing the Convention in such a manner that Antonelli's 
, 50 anticipations would be groundless. 

Resenting the insinuations of Antonelli, La Marmora, 

47. Jacini, op. clt., pp. 71-75; Ollivler, L^plre 
Libéral, VII, 188-189; Gori, op. clt., X, 412. 

48. 20 Dec. 1865» Malarei' sent the names of the new 
cabinet to Drouyn de Lhuys in a telegram on 31 Dec. 1865» 
Chlaves-Interior; Scialoja-Flnance; Jacini-Public Works; 
General Pettinengo-War; de Falco-Justice; Angiolettii-Marine; 
Berti-Public Instruction. Origines 1870* VII, note 2, 238. 

49. Jacini, op. clt., pp7 72-75; origines 1870, VII, 
note 3» 228. 

50. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malar et, Paris, 19 Dec. 1865, 
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in denying their foundation to the French Minister, stated 

that it was not within the province of any one to presume 

that Italy would not faithfully execute her promises sanc- 
51 tioned hy her King. Malaret, hastening to soothe the 

Italian Minister, assured him that the French Snperor had 

explicit trust in the Italian Government and held La Mar¬ 

mora in high esteem, believing that so long as he headed 

the Italian Ministry, there was no doubt that the Conven¬ 

tion would be "executed in a spirit of conciliation, of 

equity, and of justice." Drouyn de Lhuys also thought 

that La Marmora's leadership of the new Ministry was "one 

of the best guarantees of the faithful execution of the 

Convention of 15 September.However, Napoleon III was 

Impressed by the recent parliamentary changes that the 

time might arrive when the Italian Ministry would be com¬ 

posed of men, the majority of whom would be unsympathetic 

to the Convention. Therefore, he thought it advisable for 

Italy to reiterate her policy in regard to the execution 

of the September Convention and to demonstrate clearly 

that no future ministry could renounce the obligations 

Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 21-22; Civiltà Cattolica (1866), 
Ser. VI, vol. V, 406. 

51. Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 2 Jan. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 259-241; Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 22-24; 
Civ lit a Cattolica, (1866), Ser. VI," vol. V, 506-508. 

52\ Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 2 Jan. 1866, 
Livre Jaune (1866), P» 24. 

55^ TSrouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 2 Jan. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 258. 
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previously assumed. France considered It regretable that 

certain Italian newspapers and influential men often failed 

to adhere to the agreements reached on the interpretation 

of the September Convention, for this would arouse hopes 

which could not he realized. 

Regarding the interpretation, there were three items 

that France requested Italy to keep in mind: (1) The 

French Government signed the Convention with the under¬ 

standing that in Italy there were two distinct dominions, 

one belonging to the Sovereign Pontiff, the other to King 

Victor Bnanuel; (2) The words "moral means," which had 

been used injudiciously, meant for the French "persuasion, 

a spirit of conciliation, the influence of moral and ma¬ 

terial interest, and the effect of time, which in calming 

passions, should one day result in the disappearance of 

obstacles which were opposed at the present time, to the 

reconciliation of a Power eminently Catholic with the head 

of Catholicity;"-^ (3) France reserved entire freedom of 

action under any circumstances which were not provided 

for by the Convention.^ There were also three points 

which the Imperial Government considered as important for 

the new Italian cabinet to Include in its policy: (1) ful- 

54. Malar et to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 2 Jan. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 239-241; Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 22-24. 
Civiltà Cattollca, (1866), Ser. VI, vol. V, 506-508. 
 UTET. Ibid.  
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filling its part of the September Convention; (2) re¬ 

ducing its military appropriations and applying this 

fund to its more essential needs; (3) taking advantage 

of every opportunity to reach an accord with the Papal 
„ . 56 Court. 

After urging Italy to faithfully execute the September 

Convention and attempt to reconcile herself with the Vatican, 

Napoleon III concentrated on assisting the Holy Father to 

adjust himself to the new situation. It was necessary for 

the Emperor to form a plan of action when the Pope accepted 

Napoleon’s proposal to aid him in the organization or a 

legion of volunteers. In December the French Minister of 

War, Randon, furnished Napoleon III with a plan for orga¬ 

nizing the Pope’s legion. It would consist of twelve hundred 

legionaries: (1) of volunteers from France and other 

countries; (2) of non commissioned officers and corporals 

of the French army whose time had expired and who would 

retain their previous standing; (3) of officers still in 

the French service, who, "continuing on the rolls of the 

56. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 2 Jan. 1866, 
Origines 1870. VII, 238-239. 

Ürouyn de Lhuys had made a notation on Malaret's 
dispatch of 21 December 1865, which pertained to crisis 
In the Italian Ministry. ^He wrote: "Voeux pour La Marmora 
et Lanza: réduction des dépenses; exécution de la Conven- 
tlon du'~l5 septembre; prudente recherche drun arrangement" 
avec Rome: tels sont aujourd'hui les trois points essentiels 
d *urie bonne politique en Italie." Origines 1870, VII, 
note 1, 239. 
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French army would he considered on mission and would pre¬ 

serve their seniority rights to advancement.”^^ After 

the organization of the legion, French war vessels would 
57 convey it to Civlta Vecchia. 

On 30 January 1866, this plan was formulated in an 

imperial decree, and the legion was constituted at Antibes. 

Those desiring to enlist were required to sign for a 

period of five years. To qualify, they had to be of 

Catholic faith aninot obligated to their own countries 

for military duty.-*® To the city of Antibes where the 

organization took place, the legion owed its name. Colonel 

d'Argy, retired from active service for only a short time, 

was given command of the forces. Although a man advanced 

in years, he was a capable soldier and an ardent clerical. 

By the Emperor’s declaration of 15 February, d'Argy was 

authorized to enter the service of the Pontifical Govern¬ 

ment. In organizing this Legion of Antibes, Napoleon III 

had as precedents the soldiers sent to Spain by Louis 

Phillips (1836) and the army sent to Mexico at his own 
60 

bidding to assist Maximilian (1864). 

While Napoleon was organizing this force, he signed 

57. Origines 1870, VII, note 1, 283. 
^58. La Gorce, Second Bnplre. V, 254; Maurain, Politique 

ecclésiastique, p. 738. 
59. Giuseppe Paladlno, Storla Illustrât a del Rlsorglmento 

nazlonale. Roma. Storla d'ltali'a"dal 1566 al 1871 con 
partlcolare rl guar do alia Quest lone Rom ana (Milan, 1935), 42; 
Clvllta. Cat toll ca .(1866V7 Ser. VI, voU V," 751. 

60. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 254. 
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an agreement with Pope Pius IX to place at the service 

of the Holy Father twelve hundred soldiers, either French 

or foreign Catholics. The organization of these men would 

he along the same lines as the Pontifical troops. When 

this legion was conveyed to Civita Vecchia and presented 

to the Papal representative, the Imperial Government would 

have no further jurisdiction over its administration and 

enrollment. However, the Pope was to have the privilege 

of sending an emissary to France with the power to enlist 

volunteers for the legion. This agreement received publi¬ 

cation in the Moniteur de 1♦Armee.^1 

As recruiting for service in the legion was slow and 

difficult, it was later agreed to permit soldiers who were 
62 

on leave or who were on the reserve list to sign up. 

Because of the difficulty experienced in obtaining the 

required number, the French War Minister had also instruct¬ 

ed the generals to enlist the. aid of the bishops in form¬ 

ing the legion. The Bishop of Vaunnes was not astute 

enough to keep in secrecy these relations and even publish¬ 

ed a confidential letter from Rennes written by the general 
63 

in command of brigades in that section. 

61. Civlità Cattollca (1866), Ser. VI, vol. V, 750. 
62. For France's questionable position in regard to 

the Antibes Legion, see ch. vii, pp. 230-^3^* 
63» La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 254; Report of Bodan, 

procureur of Rennes, 26 «fan.* 1867, A* N. BB-50 386; Archives 
du ministère de Justice, BB^O 386, cited in Maurain, Poli¬ 
tique ecclésiastique, pp. 744-745» 
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Naturally there were rumors in Italy concerning the 

formation of this legion. La Marmora, slightly alarmed, 

asked Drouyn de Lhuys if there was any basis to the rumor 

that soldiers of the French Government had been Induced 

to serve in the Pope's army. To this, the French Minister 

of Foreign Affairs replied that the soldiers for the pro¬ 

tection of the Pope would form a foreign legion, for it 

would be composed of volunteers from all the Catholic 

countries. Only French soldiers whose term had expired 

would be accepted if they wished to enter the service of 
64 

the Holy Father. 

Another cause of dissatisfaction for the government 
65 at Florence was Rouher's speech ^ concerning the legion 

Napoleon planned to equip for the service of Pius IX. 

Rouher stated that when the French troops departed from 

the Papal States, the Legion of Antibes would assist in 

preserving order. Of course France was not doubting the 

reliability of Italian promises, but, nevertheless, she 

would reserve her freedom of action. As the Itâliàn 

Ministry was not yet out of their difficulties, they did 

not like this new cause of agitation. 

64. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 6 Feb. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 282. 

657 12 Feb. 1866. 
66. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 739ï Clvllta 

Cattollca (1866), Ser. VI, vol. V, 624-625, vol. VIII, lOO. 
67. Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 19 Feb. 1866, 

Origines 1870, VII, 306. 
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Therefore, La Marmora approached Drouyn de Lhuys 

for further explanations concerning the legion being form¬ 

ed in France. Italian opinion had been stirred relative 

to the arrangement for the French officers and the con¬ 

veying of troops in French war vessels to the Pontifical 

States. He explained that should the contact between the 

French Empire and the Antibes Legion be too intimate, the 

withdrawal of the French troops then stationed at Rome 

would not mean the ending of French occupation.®® 

Drouyn de Lhuys assured him that although the Legion 

of Antibes would be composed of volunteers from France and 

other countries, they would not be subject to the French 

Government. He remarked, "There will exist no relation, 

no solidarity between that Legion and the French Government."^ 

The Pope would pay the legionaries who, free from military 

obligation to their respective countries, would march under 

his flag. Those officers from France, on returning from 

Papal service and reentering the Fxench army, would not 

be deprived of their rank or opportunity for promotion. 

The French Minister recalled that in 1836 other soldiers 

in a similar capacity were sent to Spain to fight for that 

68. Ni§ra to La Marmora, 22 Feb. 1866, Oiliv1er, 
L’Empire liberal, IX, 29; Llvre vert italien. Archives 
diplomatiques, 1868, I, quoted by Maura!n, Politique ecclé¬ 
siastique, p. 738. 

69. Nigra to La Marmora, Livre vert italien. Archives 
diplomatiques, 1868, I» quoted bÿ Mauraln, Politique eccle¬ 
siastique, p. 738. 
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70 country. He then added that when the Government of the 

Emperor had "become a party to the September Convention, its 

purpose had not been to "withdraw from the Holy Father the 

protection and the security that France had assured to him 
71 for seventeen years.” 

On the other hand, their intention had been "to substi¬ 

tute a new mode of guarantee to that which resulted from 

the presence at Rome of a French army.” It had been ne¬ 

cessary to make an agreement with the Pope as to the re¬ 

muneration to be received by the soldiers and officers 

sent to protect Papal territory, but when this battalion 

was surrendered to the Papal authorities, the Imperial 

Government would no longer have any Jurisdiction over them.'^ 

The fact that the Papal Court had agreed to allow Italy 

to become a party to the adjustment of the Papal debt had 

made the Holy Father a participant in the execution of the 
74 September Convention. Drouyn de Lhuys then remarked 

that he hoped he had clarified the situation sufficiently 
7C5 to eliminate the lack of confidence which the Italians 

76 had recently shown towards the Baperor's Government.1 

70. Ollivler, yanplre libéral, IX, 29-30. 
71. Brouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 26 Feb. 1866, 

Origines 1870, VII, 329. 
72. Ibid. 
73* See ch. vii, pp. 230-232. 
74. See ch. iv, pp. 103-104. 
75. Rouher’s speech to the Senate had been the cause 

of this excitation. Later Drouyn de Lhuys maintained to 
Nigra that his own explanations regarding the Antibes Legion 
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La Marmora appeared satisfied, and not long after 

this interrogation, in a speech to the Italian Chamber, 

he reassured the members of Parliament concerning the 

Antihes Legion. He stated that the members composing 

it would not be a part of the French army; therefore, 

there would be no link between the French Government and 
77 

the Pontifical legion. 

While the Emperor was planning for the organization 

of the Antibes Legion, he made a speech to the French 

Parliament containing a reassuring statement on the Homan 

question. 

Italy, recognized by almost all the Powers, has 
affirmed her unity by inaugurating her capital in the 
center of the peninsula. We have reason to rely upon the 
scrupulous execution of the Treaty of 15^ of September 
and upon the indispensable maintenance of the authority 
of the Holy Father.78 

A report was also given on the state of the Empire 

which referred to the satisfactory execution of the Sept¬ 

ember Convention. 

The execution of the September Convention is running 
its regular course. The Pope displays a disposition to 
profit by the guarantees offered, and the removal of the 
seat of the Government to Florence has been effected. 

and Rouher's speech on the matter were consistent. Drouyn 
de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 26 Feb. 1866, Origines 1870, 
VII, 329-330. 

76. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 26 Feb. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 329-330. 

77* Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 24 Feb. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 320; Clvlltà Cattollca, Ser. VI, vol. V,749. 

78. 22 Jan..1866. Annual Register (1866), p. 188; 
Origines 1870, VII, note 1, 267. 
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Public opinion in Italy is favorable to the Convention, 
and the sense of loyalty and honor of Italian statesmen 
is a pledge for its fulfillment. The French troops at 
Rome are gradually being withdrawn. We have offered the 
Pope our assistance to facilitate the recruitment and 
organization of his military forces. As regards the 
Pontifical debt, we hope soon to arrive at an understand¬ 
ing with the Italian cabinet which the Holy See may accept 
without sacrificing its dignity. 

The reference of Napoleon III to the continuance of 

the temporal power gained for him the approval of the 
80 Clericals. Only one man in the Senate, Bonjean, was 

favorable to Italy. Bonnechose and Segur d'Aguesseau 

congratulated the Bnperor on his allusion to "the indis¬ 

pensable maintenance of the authority of the Holy Father" 

even though they desired the French troops to remain at 
o“i op 

Rome.0 Rouher was confident that the legion which 

the Emperor had organized for the Pope would assure the 

safety of the Holy Father; therefore, there would be no 

cause for alarm when the French troops departed. He 

stated that France had complete confidence in Italy but 

that she reserved her right to liberty of action in the 

event of non-observance of the Convention. 

79 • Annual Register (1866), p. 192. 
80. Archives du Mlnlstère de la Justice, BB’LO 1.729, 

cited in Mauraln, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 738. 
81. Mauraln, Politique ecclesiastique, pp. 738-739; 

Civ lit à Cattollca, (1866),Ser. VI, vol. V, 623; Revue des 
Deux Mondes (15 Feb. 1866), p. 1048. 

12 Feb. 1866. See ch. iii, p. 76. 
83. Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 739; Clvllta 

Cattollca ( 1866), Ser. Vi, vol. V, 624-625. 
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The parliamentary declarations, like the policy of 

the French Buplre, “became more friendly towards the Pope 

than In the previous year. However, the Clericals wanted 

the government to he even more positive as to its action 

in case of an uprising in Rome.®**- 

In the Corps législatif the Clericals, Kolb Bernard, 

de Pire, and Chesnelong, although lacking confidence in 

the September Convention became resigned to it after the 

Emperor's interpretation and the more tractable attitude 

of the Pope. The Corps législatif wished above all to 
86 avoid a conflict with the church. In replying to the 

Bnperor's address, they stated: 

We still entertain hopes or a reconciliation between 
Italy and the Papacy. This reconciliation is necessary 
for their interests, for the peace of Europe, and for the 
tranquility of consciences. The September Convention, 
honestly executed, will be a fresh guarantee of the Pope's 
temporal sovereignty, the maintenance of which is indis¬ 
pensable to the Independent exercise of the spiritual 
power.87 

The Bnperor's speech was approved unanimously by the 

Senate and by a majority of the Corps léglslatlf; The 

Revue des Deux Mondes could not understand this endorse¬ 

ment of the Emperor's address, for France had eliminated 

84. Maurain, Politique ecoléslastlque, p. 739» 
85» This refers to the Pope's acceptance of Napoleon's 

help in organizing the Antibes Legion and his willingness 
to negotiate on the debt. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique^ 
p. 739. 

86. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 739* 
87* Annual Register (1866), p. 194. 
88. See note 86. 
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the temporal power In their country and was still support- 
89 lng It In another. 

Public opinion, like the French Parliament, approved 

the speeches of the Bnperor and Rouher. Their statements 

had an important effect on opinion, for the people became 

inspired with complete confidence in the Imperial policy. 

From Bordeaux the procureur reported that the statements 

made by the Government in Parliament, together with the 

votes of the Senate and Corps législatif, Mhave put hence¬ 

forth the Roman question in a state of quiet reassurance 

which it will be difficult to change.” At Chambéry opinion 

was unruffled. Interest in the parliamentary debates was 

’’purely speculative,” and the government was given credit 

for being honest. Various things were desired--order in 

finances, the withdrawal of the troops employed in the 

Mexican expedition, the maintenance of the temporal power 

of the Pope--and the procureur thought that "under these 

diverse points of view, the sincere efforts of the gov¬ 

ernment in order to conform to the view of the country 

could not be misunderstood.” The speech of the Emperor 

imbued everyone in Besançon with confidence. All except 

some Legitimists and some faithful readers of Le Monde 

now viewed the temporal power as secure. In Brittany also 

89. Revue des Deux Mondes (15 March 1866), pp. 506-507. 
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the language of the Emperor reassured those agitated "be¬ 

cause of their concern for the Papacy, and the policy of 

the Government was accepted. Even the attitude of the 

clergy was serene in Toulouse, for the statements of the 

Imperial Government reassured all. The Bishop of Tarn 

especially influenced this district in a kindly feeling 
go 

toward the actions of the Government. 

Italian reaction to the Enperor's address, on the 

other hand, was not so propitious as the French. La Mar¬ 

mora was astonished at the plainness of Napoleon’s speech 

"when he pointed out the indispensable maintenance of the 

authority of the Holy Father as a logical and assured 

consequence of the execution of the September Convention. 

When interrogated in Parliament concerning the Roman 

question, he maintained that Italy as well as France re¬ 

cognized mutual duties and that both countries were at 

liberty to place their own construction on occurrences 
92 

not provided for by the Convention. 

90. Reports of the procureurs-généraux; Report of 
Du Beux, Bordeaux, 24 April 18o6, À. N. BB^O 374; Report of 
Mourier, Chambéry, 30 March 1866, A. N. BB-50 375; Report of 
Blanc, Besançon, 14 April 1866, A. N. BB^ 373; Report of 
Bodan, Rennes, 27 April 1866, A. N. BB-5^ 386; Report of Léo 
Dupre, Toulouse, 9 April 1866, A. N. BB>0 388. 

91. Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 23 Jan. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 266-267- 

92. Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, Florence, 29 Jan. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 271-272. 
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The reception of the Emperor's discourse^ in Italy 

was not unexpected by Drouyn de Lhuys who, nevertheless, 

thought th© effect would be beneficial. As the Emperor's 

position was so clearly stated, th© French Minister of 

Foreign Affairs believed that Italy would not attempt to 
94 achieve ambitions so definitely in conflict with France. 

Notwithstanding Napoleon's support of the Pope, he 

desired to give Italy some compensation for the loss of 

Rome. He though the acquisition of Venetla by the Italians 

would take their minds off Rome, and this became his domi- 
95 nant desire. Even shortly after the signing of the 

Convention, La Marmora stated that Napoleon III expressed 
96 

his willingness to aid Italy to secure Venetia, and in 

addressing the Italian Parliament he said that ”the annexa¬ 

tion of Venetia was the principal object of conversations 

and diplomatic projects between the two cabinets of Paris 
..97 and of Florence." 

93* Malar et also reported from Florence: "The publi¬ 
cation of the Livre Jaune has produced an analogous impres- 
sibn to the Emperor’s address." Malaret to Drouyn de Lhuys, 
8 Feb. 1866, Origines 1870, VII, 285- 

94. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 6 Feb. 1866, 
Origines 1870, VII, 282. 

95* Pierre de La Gorce, Napoleon III et sa politique, 
(Paris, 1933), 91-92; Mauraln, Politique ecclesiastique, 
p. 741; La Gorce, "Napoléon III et sa politique," II, 
Revue des Deux Mondes (1 June 1933), p. 580. 

96. 23 Sept. 1864. Emile Bourgeois, Manuel historique 
de politique étrangère (4 vols., Paris, 1892-1927),472-473» 
Henceforth cited as Bourgeois, Politique étrangère. ^ 

97. 12 Nov. 1864. Bourgeois, Politique étrangère,III,47. 
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Therefore, when overtures were made to Italy hy 
go 

Prussia for an alliance against Austria, Napoleon was 

agreeable. However, Austria offered to cede Venetia to 

France who in turn could cede it to Italy provided France 

would secure Italian neutrality in the event of war against 

Prussia.^ Napoleon III approached Italy with this sugges¬ 

tion, but Italy felt it was "a question of honor and of 

loyalty,”^00 and therefore she kept her agreement with 

Prussia. The French Enperor attempted to secure a Euro¬ 

pean congress, but this also failed. Nevertheless, in 

order to assure Italian acquisition of Venetia regardless 

of the result of the war, Napoleon promised Austria to 

101 
remain neutral if Venetia was ceded to France for Italy. 

This was secretly agreed to, and Francis Joseph, the 

Austrian Emperor, had inserted in the agreement the follow¬ 

ing: 

In receding Venetia to Italy, the French Government 
will stipulate the recognition of the temporal sovereignty 

98. A treaty was signed 8 April 1866, by Prussia and 
Italy. They agreed to assist each other in offensive or 
defensive warfare against Austria provided hostilities 
broke out within three months. Peace should then be made 
only with mutual consent, and Italy was to receive Venetia. 
Orsi, LfItalia Moderna, pp. 267-268» La Gorce, Second Empire, 
ÏV,587-592* G. B. McClellan, Modern Italy (Princeton, 1933) 
p. 115. 

99. La Gorce, Second Empire, IV, 615» Alfonso La Marmora, 
Un po*plu dl luce sugli eventi politici e militari dell'anno 
1866 (Milan, 1873)» PP* 204-205. 

100. La Marmora to Nigra, 5 May 1866, La Marmora, op. clt., 
p. 206; La Gorce, Second Emplre, IV, 616. 

101. La Gore el Sec oncTEmpl re, IV, 619-622, 627» 
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of the Pope and the inviolability of the actual territory 
submitted to his authority, all in maintaining the reserves 
made in favor of the rights of the Holy See.102 

On 18 June 1866, Prussia declared war against Austria, 

and two days later King Victor Emanuel followed suit. This 

Austro-Prussian war was of short duration. Although Italy 

suffered defeats on land and sea, she served to divide the 

Austrian forces. After a decisive defeat of Austria at 
103 

Sadowa, Prussia made peace. As formerly agreed, Austria 

ceded Venetla to France, but no mention was made of the 
104 

stipulation of 12 June. Italy received Venetla from 

France after signing a peace treaty with Austria on 3 October 

1866. As the French Bnperor desired, a plebiscite was held 

in Venetla, and that province unanimously voted for annexa¬ 

tion to Italy.10^ 

A committee was then delegated to announce this result 

to Victor Bnanuel. Upon receipt of this news the Italian 

King said, 

This day is the proudest of my life; eighteen years 
ago my father proclaimed from this city the war of inde¬ 
pendence, and today you bring to me the manifestations of 

102. Gramont to Drouyn de Lhuys, Vienna, 12 June 1866, 
Origines 1870, X, 142-147; Note annexed to Gramont*s letter, 
ibid., p. 14?; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, note l,p. 741. 

103. Armistice of Nikolsbourg, 26 July I860. Treaty of 
Prague, 23 Aug. 1866. Origines 1870, XII, 395-398; McClellan, 
Modern Italy, pp. 116-118. 

IoWl 24 Aug. 1866. Origines 1870, XII, 398-399. 
105. Annual Register (1866), p. 262; Origines 1870, XII, 

400-407. 
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the popular will in the Venetian provinces, which, united 
with Italy, declare my father’s wish to he accomplished. 
You confirm by this solemn act what Venetia did up to 1848, 
and has maintained up to the present day with admirable 
constancy and abnegation. I, therefore, pay a grateful 
tribute to those generous patriots who upheld their faith 
in the destinies of the country by every kind of sacrifice 
and by their blood. Today foreign domination oeases, for¬ 
ever. Italy is constituted, " if not yet complete. Italians 
must now defend and make her great. ■‘■07 

Although Napoleon III expected that the possession 
103 of Venetia would lessen Italian desires for Rome, many 

among the Roman clergy took the opposite viewpoint. They 

considered that ’’the cession of Venetia in place of being 

the redemption of Rome had been the fall of the last bul¬ 

wark which separated that city from Italy, and the absorp¬ 

tion of the Pontifical States would only be a matter of 

time. 

This belief of the Roman clergy more nearly approach¬ 

ed the result of Italian acquisition of Venetia than did 

the ideas of the Emperor. Italy’s ambition was to obtain 

Venetia by conquest, and the Italians resented receiving 

106. The italics are my own. Austria had been forced 
to give up Venetia, and the French would retire from Rome in 
December 1866. "Italy is constituted, if not yet complete," 
may refer to the-fact that Italy had yet to achieve Rome as 
capital. 

107» Annual Register (1866), jp. 262. 
108. Mauraln. Politique ecclesiastique, p. 741. 
109. Sartiges to Drouyn de Lhuys, Rome, 7 July 1866, 

Origines 1870, X, 361. 



88 

it as a gift from Prance. Opinion in the Peninsula was 

decidedly hostile toward the French; and Italian radicals, 

instead of being pacified, were only the more anxious to 

obtain Home as capital.110 

110. Baroche, Second Empire, p. 317; La Gorce, Second 
Empire, V, 255; Paola Maria""Arcari, La Erancia nell ’opinions 
pubhllca Italians dal ’59 al *70 (Rome,“l§f34), 101-112. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE END OP THE 

FIRST FRENCH EXPEDITION TO ROME 

•After Napoleon III had aided Italy to secure Venetia, 

he became primarily interested in promoting concord between 

Italy and the Pope, for only a few montns remained in which 

to prepare for the departure of the last French troops from 

Rome. With -che passage of time, Napoleon's policy became 

increasingly favorable to the Pope. In 1865 there was a 

definite turn from Italy to the Vatican. This change was 

especially evident in the French parliamentary speeches 

at the beginning of 1866.^ The trend of French policy can 

also be noted in a circular of La Valette's on the condi¬ 

tions in Europe following the Austro-Prussian war. In 

referring to the temporal power, he stated: 

The Interests of the Pontifical throne are assured 
by the Convention of 15 September. That Convention will 
be loyally executed. In retiring his troops from Rome, 
the Rnperor leaves there the protection of France^ as a 
guarantee of security for the Holy Fat her. 3 

Notwithstanding these indications of Napoleon's 

sympathetic attitude toward Pope Plus IX, the Clerical 

1. See ch. lii, pp. 55“57» 79“81. 
2. The italics are my own. 
5. La Valette to Diplomatic Agents of the Emperor, 

Paris, 16 Sept. 1866, Origines 1870» XII, 503; Livre Jaune 
£1867), p. 104; Clvllta Cattollca (1866), Ser. VI, vol. VIII, 



90 

party In France made every effort to prevent the return 

of the French troops when the time for evacuation became 
4 

imminent. The Clericals were particularly hostile at 

Amiens and Rennes. Although they were unable to arouse 

the people in the department of Aisne concerning Pius IX, 

they were slightly successful in those of the Oise and 

Somme. In Cotes-du-Nord, Finistère, and Morbihan, the 

animosity of the clergy was controlled by the bishops. 

On the other hand, in spite of the moderate attitude of 

the bishop at Ille-et-Vilaine and Loire-Inférieure, the 

clergy prophesied dire disasters and attempted to inspire 

the people with an aversion toward the Emperor's policy. 

In addition to this agitation, Napoleon was besieg¬ 

ed by correspondence from the bishops urging him to post¬ 

pone the evacuation. He attempted to reassure them by 

saying that he still had at heart the interest of the 

Sovereign Pontiff and intended to see that the September 
6 

Convention was not violated. 

It was also necessary to reassure the French public 

4. Lord Cowley to Lord Stanley, Paris, 19 Dec.. 1866, 
Sir Victor Wellesley and Robert Sencourt, Conv er sat ions 
With Napoleon III (London, 1934), 319* 

5. Report0of Saudbreuil, procureur of Amiens, 9 Jan. 
1867, A. N. BB^0 371» l&port of Bodan, procureur of Rennes, 
26 Jan. 1867, A. N. BB^ 386. lq 

6. Archives de 1'Adminlstratlon des Cultes, Fiy 1.938, 
quoted by Maurain, Politique-ecclésiastique, p. 743* 
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Although the majority at Amiens sympathized with Italian 

unity and the people of Chambéry thought the Independence 

of the Pope was assured by his present territory and did 

not expect the Bnperor to support the Pope in case of a 

revolt in Rome, opinion at Besançon, Bourges, Caen, Rennes, 

and Toulouse firmly supported the temporal power. Naturally 

the people were disturbed as the time approached for the 

withdrawal of the French troops from Rome, and they hoped 

that the Eaperor would assure the protection of the Pontiff. 

The procureur at Amiens reported that although the Clerical 

party predicted threatening events which would follow the 

withdrawal of the troops, the majority sympathized with 

Italian unity. Practically every one in Chambéry believed 

the present possessions of the Pope sufficient to maintain 

his independence. The Emperor, however, was not expected 

to maintain the Pope at Rome if his own subjects revolted. 

The procureur believed the last request for prayers was 

ordered by the Vatican. The approaching evacuation did 

not even make an impression on opinion in Savoy. All 

classes, including the liberal bourgeois and excepting 

the liberals, earnestly desired four points: the indepen¬ 

dence of the Pope, the termination of French occupation at 

Rome, the tranquility of Italy, and reforms for the Papal 
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subjects. The procureur of Besançon stated that Italy's 

desire to take Rome from the Pope separated it from France, 

for "does it not disturb the cause of the church, arouse 

Catholic consciences, and weaken French influence in the 

world?" Opponents of the Emperor took advantage of the 

fears of the people and attempted to increase them. Opinion, 

however, was reassured by the actual situation, and there 

were no hostile outbreaks. At Bourges the Pope was consid¬ 

ered secure under the protection of France, but the procureur 

of Caen reported that the acquisition of Venetla by Italy 

did not meet with the approval of the Clericals and Le¬ 

gitimists, for they considered it a meance to the temporal 

power. As the time approached for the withdrawal of the 

last French troops from Rome, opinion in Rennes became 

disturbed over the possible result of the evacuation. 

They felt that the temporal power was at stake even though 

the Pontiff himself was secure. The Legitimist party took 

every opportunity to arouse anxiety. Although previously 

the clergy had been reticent, the future course of events 

would now determine their attitude. In describing senti¬ 

ment in his district, the procureur of Rennes states, 

The great majority of the population, without hiding 
their sympathies for the cause of the Sovereign Pontiff, 
hope that the wisdom of the Emperor will be able to triumph 
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7 
over difficulties almost unsolvable in appearance. 

In Toulouse, German affairs replaced the Roman question 

as the major interest of the people, although the pre¬ 

servation of the temporal power was regarded as a necessity. 

The passage of time had no effect on the feelings of the 

people in regard to Rome. However, the ardent supporters 

of the temporal power refrained from discussions which 

might prove irritating to the situation. Even La Valette’s 

circular regarding the Imperial policy did not Inspire the 

people with complete confidence, for they were concerned 

whether the Italian Government would fully execute the 

September Convention and be able to keep its own radicals 

in check. Naturally the district of Toulouse anxiously 
7 

awaited the withdrawal of the troops. 

With a view of reassuring French opinion, Napoleon 

III made every effort to impress the French Catholics 

that although he had signed the Convention of 15 September 

and was going to withdraw his troops from Rome, distance 

would not deter him from protecting the Sovereign Pontiff. 

He had assured Cardinal Bonnechose, "I will aid the Holy 

7. Reports of the procureurs-généraux: Report of 
Wateau, Amiens, 9 Oct. 1866, A. N. BB-'0 37A; Report of 
Mourler, Chambéry, 3^ Oct. 1866, A. N. BB^, 375; Report 
of Blanc, Besançon, 12 Oct. 1866, A. N. BB-* 373inReport 
of de Chenevière, Bourges, 9 Oct. 1866, A. N. BB-)U 374; 
Report of Rabou, Caen, 10 Oct. 1866, A. N. BB^° 375i 
Report of Herbertin, Rennes, ^5 Oct. 1866, A. N. BB-^ 386; 
Report of Galles (avocat général), Toulouse, 8 Oct. 1866, 
A. N. BB^O 388. 
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Father to form an army. Never will I permit Italy to 

infringe upon the Pontifical territory.”® The Bnperor's 

intentions were emphatically expressed in a letter written 

to Arese on 3 November 1866. 

Now there is also the Roman question. It is time 
they understood fully that on this subject I will not 
budge an inch. While I shall fulfill my obligations in 
the September Convention, I have definitely made up my 
mind to defend the Pope's temporal power with all the 
means at my command.9 

Napoleon's reassurances to the Catholics just prior 

to the French evacuation of Rome do not correspond with 

Sartiges ' speech to the Pope in July 1865» stating that 

France was not necessarily obligated to return to Rome 

in case of events not foreseen by the Convention.1^ At 

the time of the signing of the Convention, Napoleon may 

have had the idea of letting Italy use a revolution at 

Rome as an excuse to acquire that city, but the pressure 

of French opinion when the time approached for withdrawal 

was so great for the preservation of the Papacy that 

Napoleon's reassurances somewhat contradicted his minister's 

earlier statements. 

In pursuance of Its policy of conciliation,11 the 

8. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 254-255. 
9. Bonfadinl, Vita dl Francesco Are3e, p. 353» quoted by 

La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 257; Grabinski, Un Ami dl Napo¬ 
leon III; le comte Arese, quoted by Maurain, Politique 
ecclésiastique, p. 742. 

10. See ch. ill, pp. 58-59* 
11. See ch. ii. 
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French Government approached Italy in October 1866 on the 

course to be followed by the latter. France considered 

the acquisition of Venetia by Italy as sufficient gratifi¬ 

cation for the ambitions of the Italian people and thought 

it the duty of that government to seek to unify the country 

and establish Itself among the Powers. Therefore, Italy 

should discourage further territorial acquisition. The 

Imperial Government had confidence in the intentions of 

the Italian Government with regard to fulfilling the Con- 
12 

vention. However, Moustler thought it necessary to 

make clear that France was only substituting the manner 

of protection of the Pontiff in withdrawing her troops, 
13 not forsaking him entirely. He reminded Ricasoli that 

should the Italians fail to fulfill their part of the 

contract after it had been faithfully executed by France, 

sentiment against Italy by the people would be animated 

to such an extent that the continuance of friendly rela- 
14 

tions would be Impossible. 

12. Drouyn de Lhuys resigned as Minister of Foreign 
Affairs on 12 August, and Moustier was appointed to take 
his place (1 September 1866). As Moustier was Ambassador 
to Constantinople, La Valette, Minister of Interior, took 
over his duties till he could reach Paris. La Gorce, 
Second Empire, V, 73» 

13. Ricasoli replaced La Marmora on 20 June 1866. 
Paladino, op. clt., p. 21. 

14. Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 15 Oct. 1866, Origines 
1870, XII, 381-382; Livre Jaune (1867), pp. 111-112; Ollivier, 
L'Empire libéral, IX, 31-32. 
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In order to instill in the Italians the necessity 

for a moderate attitude and to offer advice for the con¬ 

duct of the Government, Napoleon III decided to appoint 

an emissary to undertake a special mission to Italy.^ 

In 1865 the Enperor had considered sending someone to 

Italy. Although the Italians hoped that Napoleon would 

appoint Thouvenel,1^ the French Bnperor thought that the 

appointment of the latter at that time "would accentuate 

too much his policy toward Italy, a thing that he did 

not believe opportune before the withdrawal of the French 
17 

troops from Rome." Therefore, in 1866 when Napoleon 

resolved to send a representative to Italy, he selected 
18 

General Fleury. 
19 Fleury departed for Florence in November. He in¬ 

formed the Italian Ministry that the Emperor was averse 

to the idea of the Pope leaving Rome. If the Holy Father 

15. General Fleury, Souvenirs, (1859-1867), (2 vols., 
Paris, 1898), II, 308. 

16. In April 1865, Vlmercati had written Castelli, 
"His [Thouvenel*s] presence in Italy would be blamed should 
our government change from the line of conduct which is 
today so wisely adhered to on the Roman question." Chiala, 
Cartegglo Castelli, II, 46. 

17. Vlmercati to Castelli, Paris, 9 May 1865, Chiala, 
Cartegglo Castelli, II, 48. 

18. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 257; Fleury, Souvenirs, 
II, 308. 

The Revue des Deux Mondes did not approve of this mission, 
for they thought Italy and the Vatican should be left alone. 
Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Dec. 1866), p. 764. 

iy. Baroche, Second Empire, p. 338; Fleury to his wife, 
Florence, 19 Nov. 1866, Fleury, Souvenlrs, II, 304. 

Fleury kept the Emperor informed by dally telegrams of 
his progress. 
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had to flee Rome on account of riota instigated by the 

Liberal party which could be controlled by the Italian 

Government, the Emperor would return and again seat the 

Pope at Rome. Napoleon Ill's Intention was to station 

twenty thousand soldiers at points between Toulon and 

Marseilles for that purpose. Moreover, the French troops 

now at Rome would not leave until the Pontifical debt 

question was settled. Therefore Fleury advised that the 

king be more firm and active in Governmental affairs, that 

he reduce government expenditures, and that he settle 

religious disagreements with the Pontiff. He could renew 

the Vegezzi negotiations and permit the return of the 

bishops in their dioceses without the oath, which was 
2o 

viewed by France as "a useless obstacle." 

In addition to Fleury's mission, the Imperial Gov¬ 

ernment also put pressure on Italy through its minister 

at Florence to renew negotiations with the Pope, for 

Pius IX, on being approached by France, had expressed 

his willingness to entertain proposals from an Italian 
21 envoy. The French Government had been greatly disappolnt- 

20. Note of the Baperor's for the direction of General 
Fleury during his stay in Italy, Origines 1870» XIII, 38-39; 
Fleury, Souvenirs, II, 306-308; Ollivier, L'Bnpire libéral, 
IX, 33; La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 257-25ÏÏI 

21. Moustler to Malaret, Paris, 15 Oct. 1866, Origines 
1870, XII, 383-385; Armand to Moustler, 27 Oct. 1866, Ibid., 
XIII, 23; Armand to Moustler, 23 Oct. 1866, Livre Jaune 
(1867), p. 115. 
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ed in the failure of the Vegezzi mission as it desired 

to see friendly relations existing between Italy and the 

Pope when the time limit for the renewal of the troops 

expired. When Vegezzi departed from Rome in June 1865, 

it was understood that negotiations could be renewed at 

will. French opinion at the close of these first nego- 

22 
tiatlons expressed a desire for early renewal. There¬ 

fore, the Imperial Government was all the more eager to 

bring this about before December 1866. 

However, the situation in Italy was not so favorable 

to reconciliation as previously. Various reasons were 

responsible for this. Public sentiment as well as the 

attitude of the government had altered since the signing 

of the Convention. The personalities in control of the 

government in 1864 were strong enough to restrain dangerous 

aspirations, and the Chamber of Deputies was more moderate 

than the present one. Therefore, guidance of public 

opinion was more efficiently executed. Furthermore, all 

Italy then desired to acquire Venetia, and the question 

of Rome was only a secondary matter. To accomplish this 

object, Italy believed that the moral assistance of 

France was essential, for, until her alliance with Prussia, 

22. See ch. ii, pp. 50-52, ch. ill, p. 81. 
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she was not able to envision assistance from another 
23 

power in this matter. 

In addition, at the end of 1864 a sentiment favorable 

to conciliation with the Papacy appeared among the Italian 

people, but in the latter part of 1866 no such feeling was 

apparent. Those who did not desire reconciliation worked 

diligently to prevent it, while the adherents remained 

seemingly indifferent. Moreover, the conservative Pied¬ 

montese were drawn toward radicalism on the Roman question 

by the transfer of the capital from Turin to Florence. 

The failure of the Vegezzi mission With the stand of Pius 

IX on the question of the oath in his former provinces 

Influenced sentiment against his cause and furnished an 

ostensible motive against the simultaneous existence of 
24 

two distinct powers in Italy. 

On account of these conditions, the French Minister 

at Florence, Malar et, although he received declarations 

from Visconti Venosta and Ricasoll that in no way would 

the Convention be violated, did not believe that the 

Italian cabinet would concede points necessary for agree- 
25 

ment with the Papal Government. Concerning the situation 

23. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 24 Oct. 1866, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 10-14. 

24. Ibid. 
25. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 21 Oct. 1866, 

Origines 1870, XIII, 9; Bastgen, Die romlsche Frage, II, 525* 
Livre Jaune 11867). D. 114: Ollivier. L1 Ennire’"liberal. IX. 38. 
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in Italy, Malar et wrote, 

At the moment that the Government of the Baperor pro¬ 
poses to redouble efforts to engage the Florence cabinet 
in concessions compatible with the actual state of things 
in Italy and the dispositions of the Court of Rome, we are 
dealing with a mediocre Government, a bad Chamber, and a 
public opinion without direction. The sanest part [of this 
opinion] will need a moral appeal which can be found only 
in the Government and in the Chamber, and which has been 
lacking for a long time, in order to react against the 
suggestions or threats of parties hostile to the Govern¬ 
ment. 2° 

In spite of all this, Malaret did not believe that 

his government should be unduly alarmed by the expiring 

of the term for French evacuation of Rome. It was possible 

that a new cabinet would soon be formed and a new chamber 

elected. The practical problems arising from acquiring 

Venetia would serve to alter public opinion. Italy would 

then realize the international complications that would 

be involved should attempts be made to take Rome by force. 

Therefore, she would be afraid not to execute the September 

Convention. The sentiments of the Kingdom of Italy toward 
27 

the Imperial Government were not so cordial as formerly, 

but Malaret believed the opposition would not be insurmount¬ 

able.28 

So in November Malaret urged the Italian Minister of 

26. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 24 Oct. 1866, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 14; La Gorce, Second Baplre, V, 256. 

27. Malaret refers to the Italian resentment due to 
the acquisition of Venetia as a gift from France. 

28. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 24 Oct. 1866, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 14-16. 
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Foreign Affairs to again seek an accord'with the Pope by 

sending an envoy to reopen the negotiations begun by Vegezzl. 

Visconti Venosta seemed agreeable to his suggestion. He 

assured France that the Imperial Government need not fear 

that Italy would fail to live up to her obligations con¬ 

cerning the execution of the September Convention. The 

Papal frontiers would be protected from assault from with¬ 

out, and any attempt at disturbance in Rome would be op¬ 

posed by the Italian cabinet so that the Pope in his own 

small territory might reign supreme. Venosta considered 

the fears of those who expected violence after the troop 
29 

evacuation as groundless. Ricasoli's ideas were in 

accord with those of the Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

He likewise favored the "strict and loyal” execution of 

Convention and believed that the King's Government could, 
30 

and would, subdue any revolution against the Pope. 

In Paris, Moustier conferred with Nigra. He stated 

his pleasure at the disposition of the Italian Ministry 

"to execute the Convention without reservation," and then 

gently hinted that if deeds followed words, people would 

be convinced of Italy's good wishes toward the Roman Court. 

29. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 1 Nov. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 44; Livre Jaune (1867), pp. 115-116; Ollivier, 
L 'Bnplre libéral. IX, 38. 

50. Malarei to Moustier, Florence, 4 Nov. I860, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 54; Livre Jaune (1867), PP* 116-117* 



102 

The deed that at the moment would he the most convincing 

would he to again send Vegezzi to the Papal Court with 

authority to act in the settlement of difficulties. Opinion 

would then he disposed to view without alarm the evacuation 

31 
of the Papal States hy the French troops. Moustier wrote 

Malaret that the intention of the Italian Government to 

execute the Convention was "a good augury for the future."-^2 

At Florence, those who opposed and those who favored 

the temporal power were agreed that a crisis in Rome at 

this time would he disastrous for the Italian cause. 

Therefore, Visconti Venosta and Rlcasoli expressed their 

willingness to enter into negotiations with Rome whenever 
■3X 

the Imperial Government desired.The French Government 

was delighted with the success of its approaches and was 

solicitous that the Italian envoy undertake this mission 

34 
before the French troops were withdrawn from Rome. 

In anticipation of the renewal of negotiations, the 

Italian cabinet requested that Vegezzi come to Florence 

31. Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 6 Nov. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 60-61. 

32. Paris, 8 Nov. 1866, Livre Jaune (1867), P« 117. 
33* This conciliatory sentiment of the Italian Gov¬ 

ernment was further shown when Baron Ricasoli.sent out a 
circular permitting the return of the bishops without any 
exclusion. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 16, 17 Nov. 1866, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 105-106, 114. 

34. Moustier to Armand, Comptegne, 27 Nov. 1866, 
Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 29 Nov. 1866, Moustier to 
Malaret, Paris, 4 Dec. 1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 166, 189, 
204. 
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and discuss another mission to Rome. Vegezzi arrived in 

Florence on 28 November, but he hesitated to assume the 

responsibility because of the failure of his last trip 

and his poor health. Upon learning, however, that the 

government's attitude was more conciliatory than formerly, 
35 he eventually agreed to the trip. After reversing this 

decision several times, Vegezzi resôlvèd not to undertake 

the mission, and Tonello was appointed to take his place. 

Tonello, like Vegezzi, was an authority on canon law, and 

his religious proclivities, it was thought, would'make him 

an acceptable envoy to the Vatican. His arrival at Rome 

the day before the French troops departed seemed to indi¬ 

cate the conciliatory spirit of the Italian Government.^ 

There was another matter that France wanted settled 

before she had to execute her part of the Convention. 

This was in regard to Article I?7of the September agree¬ 

ment which stated that Italy would share part of the Papal 
38 debt for the provinces which had been annexed to Italy. 

35. Moustier to Armand, Compiegne, 27 Nov. 1866, 
Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 29 Nov. 1866, Origines 1870, 
XIII, 166, 189. 

36. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8 Dec. 
1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 166, .189 , 209 , 221, 229; Moustier 
to Armand, Paris, 9 Dec. 1866, ibid., pp. 231-232; Pasolini, 
Carteggio Minghetti-Pasolini, Ï7~, ISO, note 1. 

37. "Italy declares herself ready to enter into an 
arrangement to take charge of a proportional part of the 
debt of the old states of the Church." Origines 1870, IV, 366. 

38. Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 15 Oct. 1866, Origines 
1870, XII, 383-384. 
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At tne time of the signing of the Convention, Pius IX 

was unwilling to negotiate with Italy on this matter be¬ 

cause It would mean a renunciation of his former posses- 
, 39 sions. 

Later the Papal Government seemed willing to permit 

France to negotiate with Italy on the question of the debt.2*-0 

Therefore, when the gradual evacuation of the French troops 

began (November 1865)» France started the discussion of 

the Papal debt. The Imperial Government Informed Italy 

that France would be an intermediary between that govern¬ 

ment and the Vatican and requested that negotiations should 
41 take place at Paris. In February, the French Government 

urged Italy to instruct Nigra concerning proceedings on 

the debt, for France considered it necessary to come to 

terms on all questions connected with the September Con- 
Ap 

vention before she withdrew her troops. 

Italy complied with this request, but two months 

39* Sartlges to Drouyn de Lhuys, Rome, 24 Sept. 1864, 
Origines 1870, IV, 163-167; Ibid., XII, 384, note 1; D'Har- 
court, Les Quat res Ml nist èr es de brouyn de Lhuy s, pp. 196-200. 

4o. Sartiges to Drouyn ae Lhuys, TSôme, 1 Oct. 1864, 
Archives du Ministère des affaires étrangères. Correspon¬ 
dance politique. Rome, 1028: pp. 121-1277 cited in Case, 
op. clt., pp. 315-316. 

"41. Drouyn de Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 18 Nov. 1865» 
Livre Jaune (1866), pp. 31-33* 

Drouyn de Lhuys thought that the debt could be paid as 
formerly to Rothschild by the Italians. This banker would 
acknowledge receipt irom the Italian Government. Drouyn de 
Lhuys to Malaret, Paris, 21 Nov. 1865, Livre Jaune (1866),pp. 33-34. 

42. 21 Fee. 1866. Origines 1870, XII, 384, note 1. 
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elapsed before negotiations really began. The Director of 

Public Debt at Florence, Mancardi, was sent to advise Nigra. 

By August an agreement was reached on the amount to be paid 
43 

by Italy. France then insisted that the Italian Govern¬ 

ment pay the arrears, as the Pope had been deprived of 

revenues from the provinces annexed to Italy. This caused 

a delay in the settlement, for Mancardi departed for Florence 

to discuss the matter with his government. 

As he had failed to return by October, the Imperial 

Government became alarmed and Insisted that Mancardi be 

returned to Paris to settle differences, as agreement on 

the debt was a vital matter in the execution of the Sept- 
45 ember Convention. Italy responded to French promptings 

and sent Mancardi to Paris the latter part of October. 

Discussions were held, and Italy eventually agreed to pay 

the arrears of the two six-month*s periods fsemestres]. 

France also favored the payment by Italy of the current 
46 period, but Italy objected. 

On 21 November Napoleon III held a Council which 
47 

decided to maintain France's stand on the arrears. By 

43. 77,000,000 francs. Origines 1870. XIII, 114, note 1. 
44. Origines 1870» XII, 304» note 1. 
45. Moustier to Malar et, Paris, 14 Oct. 1866, Origines 

1870, XII, 384, note 1. 
46. Moustier to Malar et, 14 Nov. 1866, Origines 1870, 

XIII, 114, note 1; Malaret to Moustier, Florence, Tr ’Nov. 
1866, ibid., p. 114; Origines 1870, XIII, 157-158, note 1. 

47. Moustier to Malaret, 21 Nov. 1866, Origlnes 1870, 
XIII, 158, note 1. 
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25 November Italy concurred, and Mancardi and Faugère 

drew up an agreement which determined the amount and 
48 manner of payment of the Papal debt. Another delay 

occurred because it was now discovered that an error in 

calculation had been made amounting to six million in 
49 

favor of the Holy Father. 

These delays were exasperating as France was anxious 

to speed the debt convention to a conclusion, for the Pope 

needed money and only a short time remained before the 

term set for the withdrawal of the troops expired. There¬ 

fore, Rouher told Mancardi that France would not order her 

troops withdrawn until Italy signed a convention50 rela¬ 

tive to the Pontifical debt.51 

Italy, however, was reluctant to sign until France 

Inserted the following passage in the convention: MThe 

present convention will be submitted to the approbation 
52 

of the Italian Parliament." This was in conformance 

with a law stating that all financial treaties to be 

48. Fleury to Napoleon III, Florence, 25 Nov. 1866, 
26 Nov. 1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 157, 159-160; ibid., 
p. 160, note 1. 

49. Origines 1870, XIII, 198, note 1. 
50. For France's questionable attitude in regard to 

the Papal debt, see ch. vii, pp. 232-234. 
51. Faugere to Malaret, Paris, 2 Dec. 1866, Moustier 

to Malaret, Paris, 3 bee. 1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 198, 
200; ^Ollivier, L'Baplre libéral, 1X7 3lj Maurain, Politique 
ecclésiastique, pp. 7~42-743« 

52. Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 3 bee. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 200. 



107 

effective must receive the approbation of the Italian 

Parliament. 

But France refused to concede this point for they 

feared the Italian Parliament might void the convention 

after the evacuation. Kouher reiterated the fact that 

the troops would not leave until after the debt conven¬ 

tion had been signed. Italy then acquiesced, and Man- 
54 cardl signed the convention on 7 December 1866. 

While France was urging Italy to send Vegezzi to 

Rome and to make a settlement of the Papal debt, the 

Antibes Legion, which had been organized under French 

auspices, was ready to embark for Rome. France desired 

that these soldiers be placed at the service of the Pope 

before the French troops were withdrawn. In September 

the Legion was addressed by General d'Aurelles.^ He 

impressed upon them that service in the Papal army was 
56 

only an extension of French service. 

53. Ollivier, L «Empire libéral, IX, 30. 
54. Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 3 Dec. 1866, Malaret 

to Moustier, Florence, 7 Dec. 1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 
197, 221. 

France immediately dispatched 6,000,000 francs to the 
Pope. Moustier to Armand, Paris, 9 Dec. 1866, Origines 1870, 
XIII, 232. 

For text of Debt Convention see Clvllta Cattollca (1867), 
Ser. VI, vol. IX, 106-107. 

55. General of the ninth French military division. 
13 Sept. 1866. 

56. See ch. vli, p. 231. 
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Although they were henceforth to serve under other 
colors, they would not cease to he French soldiers; and 
they would under all circumstances have to uphold the 
honor of the French name of which they would soon he the 
only representatives at Rome.-*' 

Marshall Randon also addressed the legionaries, re¬ 

minding them of their duty. "You leave France," he said, 

"to serve under another banner. The elements that com¬ 

pose the Legion are worthy to have the honor of defending 

the person and authority of the Holy Father as did the 

division of occupation."®® The Frenoh Minister of «for 

wrote the Commandant of the Legion of Antlhes to the same 

effect.®^ 

After these addresses, the Antlhes Legion left France 

for Rome. However, their arrival in that city on 19 Sept¬ 

ember was not auspicious. As a pestilence broke out in 

Antibes about the time they embarked, the soldiers were 

kept in quarantine for several days before being allowed 

to go to Rome. By 22 September 1866 the Antibes Legion, 

numbering about one thousand, was transported to Rome 
60 

and received the blessing of Plus IX. The soldiers were 

61 
then welcomed by the French General, Polhes, and the 

57. Annual Register (1866), p. 206; Paladino, og^ clt., 
p. 42; Debidour, op. clt., p. 598. 

58. Paladino, op. clt., p. 42. 
59. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 254; For text of this 

letter see Clvllta Cattolica (1866), Ser. VI, vol. VIII, 
103-104. 

60. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 255; Civiltà Cattolica, 
(1866), Ser. VI, vol. VIII,“IÔ1. 

61. Piazza Commandant. 
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military ofricials of the Holy See.^2 

On 23 September Colonel d’Argy, the officer in chars® 

of the Legion, met the pro-Minister of Pontifical forces, 

General Kanzler, and delivered to him his official orders. 

The next day the Antibes Legion left Rome for Viterbo and 

did not return to that city until the French troops were 
63 

withdrawn. Although the Legion had departed from France, 

Napoleon III was still concerned about it. He wrote his 

Minister of War, "It is necessary to increase the Legion, 
«64 

but little by little and without publicity." 

At this time, the Empress was enabled by the state 

of Napoleon's health to have more influence over him and 

thus to determine the direction of governmental policies. 

Her clerical leanings naturally made France's Italian 

policy favorable to the Holy See.^-* The Imperial Govern¬ 

ment during this period actually did not adhere to the 

spirit of the September pact. France, in spite of her 

declarations to the contrary, had enlisted, in addition 

to the volunteers, many regular French soldiers whose 

service in the Legion of Antibes would be counted on 

their term of service in France. Unfortunately many of 

62. Giornale di Roma, 25 Sept. 1866, quoted by Civilta 
Cattolica, U866), Ser. Vi, vol. VIII, 102. 

63* Ibid.; Armand to Moustier, Rome, 11 Dec. 1866, 
Livre Jaune (1867), P« 125• 

64. Rastoul, Vie du Maréchal Randon, p. 278, Mémoires 
du Maréchal Randon, II,”~Ï18-I25, cited in La Gorce, Second 
Empire. V, 255* See ch. vii, p. 231. 

65. Debidour, op. clt., p. 598. 
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these soldiers had no loyalty to the Pope as they had not 

Joined on their own volition, and hy November fully one 

tenth of their number were deserters. When the French 

Minister of Foreign Affairs interrogated Italy about the 

soldiers who were deserting from the Roman Legion, he was 

told that such occurrences were not instigated by the 

Italian Government. ' 

By these steps--the Fleury mission, the renewal of 

the Vegezzl negotiations, the signing of the Debt Conven¬ 

tion, and the departure of the Antibes Legion for Rome-- 

France endeavored to prepare the situation so that the 
« 

evacuation of Rome by the French troops could be accomplish¬ 

ed without discord and without alarming French opinion. 

The Imperial Government had one other object in vlew-- 

the reassurance of Pope Pius IX concerning the departure 

of the French. 

This was not an easy task. In Rome about the middle 

of October, there was an almost general belief that the 

Papal Government would soon come to an end.^® Plus IX, 

66. Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 741, 745- 
67* 4 Nov. 1866. Mous tier to Malaret, Patis, 6 Nov. 

1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 60. 
General Fleury wrote the Enperor in December that he 

had received news from Rome that Italian bribes were the 
cause of the desertions from the Legion. He suggested that 
Napoleon send others to take their place. Fleury to Napo¬ 
leon III, Florence, 5 Bee. 1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 211; 
Fleury, Souvenirs, II, 329» 

68. Ara and to Moustier, Rome, 16 Oct. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 35, note 1. 
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unknown to the French Government, had appealed to Prussia, 

Austria, and the Commandant of the United States fleet to 
69 order some of their ships to Clvita Vecchla. Although 

the Holy Father welcomed General Fleury's mission to King 

Victor Emanuel, several disturbing events occurred in the 
70 same month. In addition to the imminent departure of 

the troops, Victor Enanuel's speech to the Venetian dele- 
71 72 

gation, Ricasoli's circular, and an article published 

in Italie on 28 November had an even more depressing effect 

69* Moustler to Armand, Paris, 20 Nov. 1866, Origines 
1870. XIII, 121-122. 

70. Armand to Moustler, Rome, 13 Nov. 1866, Origines 
1870. XIII, 105- 

71. 4 Nov. 1866. The Pope objected to^the statement, 
"L'ltalia e fatta, se non compiuta. Clvilta Cattolica 
(1Ô66), Ser. Vi, vol. VIII, 630. 

72. ”The Roman question still remains to be solved, 
but after the fulfillment of the September Convention, that 
question cannot and must not be the motive for agitation. 
The sovereignty of the Pope is placed by the September Con¬ 
vention in the position of all other sovereignties. Italy 
has promised France and Europe to remain neutral between 
the Pope and the Romans, and to allow this last experiment 
to be tried of the vitality of an Ecclesiastical Principa¬ 
lity without parallel in the civilized world. Italy must 
keep her promise and await the certain triumph of her 
rights through the efficacy of the principle of nationality. 
All agitation having the Roman question for a pretext must 
therefore be discouraged, repressed, and prevented.” 
Ricasoli to the Italian Prefects and to the Agents of King 
Victor Enanuel in Venetia, 15 Nov. 1866. This circular 
was published in the Gazzetta Ufflclale of the^lS^*1* 
Annual Register (1866), p. 262} Bastgen, Die Romlsche 
Frage, II, 527; Origines 1870, XIII, 13, note 1; Civïltà 
Cattollca, (1866), Sér.“VI, vol. VIII, 635-636. 
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73 upon the Pope. The Holy Father was exasperated by 

Ricasoli's circular, for he considered that In stating 

that the Pope was "In contradiction with progress," Rlca- 

soll had Issued "a real call to revolution In the Pontifi¬ 

cal States."'^- 

Moustler desired to keep the Holy Father in good 

spirits and instructed his Minister at Rome to inspire 

confidence in the Papal Court. When he received assurances 

from the Italian Government regarding their good intentions 

as to the execution of the Convention, Moustler immediately 
75 dispatched this news to Rome. 

In an attempt to carry out the policy of his govern¬ 

ment, Armand tried to minimize the importance of factors 

that caused worry to the Pope. The Imperial Government 

believed that the Papal Court had not correctly interpret¬ 

ed Victor Emanuel's speech. In regard to Rlcasoli's cir¬ 

cular, Armand told Antonelli that in certain parts the 

circular was "a regrettable concession to extreme parties 

of Italy" and that "the real disposition of the Government 

of King Victor Unanuel would be found rather in the 

73. Armand to Moustler, Rome, 13, 26, 27 November 1866, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 90, 161, 180. 

74. Armand to Moustler, Rome, 26 Nov. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 162. 

75* Moustler to Armand, Compeigne, 25, 27 Nov. 1866, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 156, 166; Moustler to Armand, Paris, 
9 Nov. 1866, ibid., p. 74. 
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assurances of order and of respect for the Convention” 

so recently concluded with the Enperor's Government.*^ 

No sooner had Armand calmed the Papal Government on 

this score than the following article appeared In Italie. 

The French Government greatly desires that the execu¬ 
tion of the Convention will not lead to the immediate fall 
of the temporal power. Every one understands the reason 
for it. Italy has no motive to hasten the march of events, 
as a circular of Baron RLcasoli has ahly explained.77 

The French Agent feared that the effects of this would 

undo all his efforts to inspire confidence in the Papal 

court. He told Moustler that it was essential for the 

Italian Government, in the future, to muzzle its press 
78 

where such objeetional articles were concerned. 

In spite of Armand*s reassurances, the Pope was 

becoming more discouraged about his situation in the 

face of impending French withdrawal. Althought the Pope 

was encouraged by the news of the possibility of a visit 

by Bnpress Eagenie, his momentary optimism disappeared 

as a result of several setbacks. The Empress' visit did 

not materialize; Yegezzi refused to undertake a mission 

to Rome; the debt negotiation was slow and without promise 

76. Armand to Moustler, Rome, 26 Nov. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 162. 

77. Origines 1870, XIII, 185, note 1. 
78. Armand to Moustler, Rome, 28 Hov. 1866, Origines 

1870, XIII, 185. 
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of much Papal Income. By early December the Holy Father 

was gradually reverting to his earlier attitude of envisag- 
79 ing ”the alternative of a miracle or of resignation.” 

Moustler considered It natural that the Pope would 

view with sadness the departure of his protectors, but he 

desired to overcome the despondency of Plus IX. He inform¬ 

ed the Vatican that since the French troops could not re¬ 

main In Rome for an unlimited period, it was fortunate 

that the evacuation would take place when the Italians had 

recently acquired Venetia and thus gratified a national 

aspiration. Moustier saw no reason for Antonell’s fears 

concerning the concentration of Italian troops on the fron¬ 

tier, for Italy was only fulfilling her part of the Con¬ 

vention by preventing brigandage. The devout affection of 

France would continue to guard the Holy Father from afar. 

Besides, the Imperial Government believed that the time 

was most opportune for the withdrawal of the troops and 

thought that the Holy Father could facilitate matters by 

placing more trust in France.w 

In a farewell interview on 7 December, General Monte- 
81 

bello, also attempting to reassure the Pontiff, expressed 

79. Armand to Moustier, Rome, 4 Dec. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 205-208. 

80. Moustier to Armand, Paris, 9, 11 Dec. 1866, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 231-232, 242; Moustier to Sartiges, 
Paris, 11 Dec. 1866, ibid., pp. 245-247; Ollivier, L* Empire 
libéral, IX, 32. 

81. The French General commanding the troops at Rome. 
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the following thought: 

Most Holy Father, on coming for the last time to 
implore the "benediction of Your Holiness, I cannot repress 
deep emotion* There are circumstances under which the 
melancholy inseparable from leave-taking is converted into 
real suffering. The Enperor, faithful to his engagements, 
withdraws his troops; but he does not withdraw his support. 
He leaves at Home the protection of France.May time 
have the effect of appeasing passions and calming uneasi¬ 
ness; may it give to all the spirit of conclllatlon^and 
insure to the Holy See the independence and security 
necessary to maintain its splrltual°actlon upon the world. 
Such are the sincere wishes prompted by the most lively 
gratitude, which I lay at the feet of Your Holiness, 
while asking your benediction. 

In this speech of the French General, we find repeated 

the idea that Napoleon III did not intend to withdraw his 

support from Rome at the same time that he withdrew his 

troops. France would continue to protect the Holy Father, 

but the Enperor desired that the Pope concentrate his 

efforts on his spiritual duties. 

The Pope, however, was not soothed by this reminder 

of French assistance. Until practically the moment of 

evacuation he hoped that some event would prevent Napoleon 

from recalling his troops. Naturally the HCly Father was 

in a perturbed state of mind at General Montebello’s leave- 

taking. His resentment at the recall of the French troops 

could be clearly perceived in his answer to Montebello. 

82. The italics are my own. 
83* Annual Register 11866), p. 207; Maurain, Politique 

ecclésiastique, p. 74-3» Pasolini, Cartegglo Mlnghett 1-Paso- 
linl? IV, 148, note 1» Memorial uiplomatiquel 16 Dec. 1866, 
quoted by Civ lit à Cattollca (1867), Ser. VI, vol. IX, 101. 
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He Insinuated that the Eknperor was not responsible for his 

actions on account of the state of his health and mind, 

and intimated that the Bnperor should do something in 

return for the Pope's prayers and justify the place that 

France held in relation to the church. Pius of course 

meant that Napoleon III should continue the French occupa¬ 

tion of Rome. 

But, I repeat it, revolution may come. I am weak. 
I have no resource upon earth. But I reassure myself by 
confiding in God. It is he who sustains me. Go my child¬ 
ren, depart with my benediction, with my love. If you see 
the Emperor, tell him that I pray for him every day. I 
am told that he i_s suffering; 1 pray for his health. I 
am told, that hTs mind is agitated; _I pray to God to restore 
his cal'm.Q** But, if I pray for him, he for his part should 
do something, since he bears the title of the Most Chris¬ 
tian and since France is the eldest daughter of the Church. 
For it suffices not, to bear titles; they must also be 
just if 1 ed by acts'. °4 He must pray with humility, faith, 
perseverance. By confiding in God, the head of a nation 
gains strength and may obtain all he desires. I see that 
the world is not quiet. For my part, I put my trust in 
the Divine mercy and bestow upon you my benediction. It 
will attend you in your Journey through life.®-5 

The Imperial Government did not approve of this speech. 

They had been making every effort to reassure the French 

Catholics before the troops were recalled, and they feared 

the effects of the Pope's words on French opinion. Plus' 

reference to the Emperor's health would lead the adherents 

of the Empire to conclude that the Napoleonic regime was 

84. The italics are my own. 
85* Annual Register (1866), pp. 207-208; Armand to 

Moustier, Rome, 7 bee. 1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 223-224} 
Ollivier, L'Enplre libéral, IX, 53-54; Unita Cattollca, Turin, 
14 Dec. 1866. quoted by Civ lit a Cattollca, ( loo ( ), VI, 
vol. IX, 102. 
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weakening» and It would encourage the opponents of the 

Government. Moustier thought Prance was due more appre¬ 

ciation after protecting Pius IX for so many years. He 

protested to the Papal Court concerning the Pope's allu¬ 

sion to Napoleon's health. As opponents of the Imperial 

Government had used the recent illness of Napoleon to 

alarm opinion, the Pope's words only encouraged these 

enemies of the Emperor in their exaggerations. France 

considered the Pope's reference to Napoleon's health as 

inexcusable, for the Holy Father was well aware that the 

Emperor's health had been good for some time. Plus IX 

then modified the position that he had taken. He claimed 

that his words had not been correctly interpreted and 

maintained that he had "never ceased to appreciate at 

their high value the services rendered to the Holy See by 
87 

the Emperor and his Government." ' 

Pius IX, however, firmly refused the advice of Prance 

to become in a measure reconciled with Italy. To Armand 

he said, "No,—all that I would do is useless. They wish 

to despoil [scortlcare] the Pope and then say to him, 'It's 

your fault. ' The King, I know, does not desire to go to 
88 Rome, but they will push him there in spite of himself. " 

86. Moustler to Armand, Paris, 14 Dec. 1866, Moustier 
to Sartiges, 18 Dec. 1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 268-269, 
295ï Olllvler, L'Empire libéral, IX, 55-56. 

87* Sartiges to Moustier, Rome, 22 Dec. 1866, 25 Dec. 
1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 346», 374.,, ^ 

88. ^AfffiSntL to Moustier, Rome, 11 Dec. I860, Origines 
1870, XIII, 248. 
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The exchange from Franoh forces to Pontifical troops 

in Papal territory was made without confusion. Just prior 

to the departure of the French troops, the Zouaves and the 

Antibes Legion arrived at Home and were stationed on St. 
go 

Peter’s Square and the Piazza Colona. The Pontifical 

flag replaced the flag of France on 11 December. The 

previous evening the French had taken down the tricolor 

from the quarters where they resided, and on the morning 

of the ll*1*1 left Rome.9° The troops shared the regrets 

of the citizens at their leave-taking. Although the 

soldiers were well liked, the French occupation was more 
91 

or less resented. By 13 December the withdrawal from 

92 
all the Papal States was complete. General Montebello, 

however, did not leave Rome until 17 December.93 

89. Armand to Moustier, Rome, 11 Dec. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 251-252; Livre Jaune (1867), pp. 124-125; Ollivier, 
L*Bapire liberal, IX, 54; Civillà Cattolica (1867), Ser. VI, 
vol• IX, lo4. 

90. Armand to Moustier, 11 Dec. 1866, Origines 1870, 
248, 251-252; Livre Jaune (1867), pp. 124-125; Maurain, 
Politique ecclesiastique, p. 743; Chiala, Pagine, I, 22; 
Pinon, Toc. cit., IX, 5^5; La Gorce, Second Bapire, V, 263; 
Clvllta Cattolica, Ser. VI, vol. IX, 104, 123; Gori, op. 
cit., 475; Tivaroni, Storla Crltlca, IX, 70; Annual Reglster 
(1866), p. 208; H. Salomon, L’ambassade de Richard de Metter- 
nlch à Paris (Paris, 1931), 121. 

91. Charles Mazade, "L'Italie et Rome devant la Con¬ 
vention du 15 Septembre," Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Dec. 1866), 
pp. 747-748. 

92. After the departure of the troops, Empress Eugénie 
still desired to visit Rome. She agreed with the Qnperor 
that the withdrawal had been necessary but regretted the 
position in which the Pope was now placed and feared that 
a final break with the clergy would result. By the end of 
December she was persuaded not to go, for she was advised 
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In anticipation of disorders following the departure 

of the French, many Homan citizens stocked their houses 

with provisions as if in preparation for a period of up¬ 

rising. Even some of the clergy had requested the French 
94 Enbassy to shelter tnem during the expected revolution. 

Austria sent the Corvette to Civlta Vecchia for the purpose 

of transporting the Pope to shelter if he so desired.^5 
96 

But no disturbances occurred. The Pontifical forces that 

took possession of the city after the French exodus were 

amply capable of preserving the peace. Their fears having 

failed to materialize, the citizens were no longer afraid 

to leave their homes and return to normal business life. 

Within two weeks after the .evacuation, the city of Rome 
97 had returned to its accustomed calm. 

that her visit might result in embarrassing complications. 
Lord Cowley to Lord Stanley, Compiegne, 13 Dec. 1866, Julian 
Fane to Lord Stanley, 24 Dec. 1866, Wellesley and Sencourt, 
Conversations with Napoleon III, p. 317, P* 319» 

93* Sartiges to Mous tier, Rome, 17 Dec. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 291. 

94. Armand to Moustier, Rome, 4 Dec. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 205-208. 

95» La u-orce, Second Empire, V, 263» 
96. Although the French newspapers considered the lack 

of disturbance in Rome a result of the September Convention 
and the suggestions made by France to Italy, Clvllta Catto- 
lica attributed it to the devotion of the Romans for Pius 
IXT' Civiltà Cattolica (1867), Ser. VI, vol. IX, 231. 

W. gTvllta CâtTüollca, (1367), Ser. VI, vol. IX, 104, 
225-228, *?32> Sartiges to Moustier, Rome, 20 Dec. 1866, 
Origines 1870, XIII, 325; Sartiges to Moustier, Rome, 25 
Ï)ec7 1866, Livre Jaune (1867), pp. 126-127; Baroche, Second 
Empire, p. 346. 



120 

In Italy the withdrawal of the French troops from 

Rome brought much satisfaction. When King Victor Bnanuel 

opened the Italian Parliament on 15 December, he expressed 

his relief that Italy was no longer embarassed by a foreign 

power and then continued, 

The French Government, faithful to the obligations 
which it contracted by the September Convention, has with¬ 
drawn its troops from Rome. On its side the Italian Gov¬ 
ernment, observing its engagements, has respected and will 
respect the Pontifical territory. Our good understanding 
with the French Emperor, to whom we are bound by friendship 
and gratitude, the moderation of the Romans, the wisdom of 
the Pontiff, and the religious sentiment and right feeling 
of the Italian people will help us distinguish and conci¬ 
liate the Catholic interests and national aspirations which 
are Interwoven and contending with each other at Rome. 
Attached to the religion of our ancestors, which is also 
that of the great majority of Italians, I nevertheless 
respect the principle of liberty which breathes through 
our institutions, and which broadly and sincerely applied 
will remove the causes of the old differences between 
church and state. This disposition on our part, by re¬ 
assuring Cpthollc consciences, will accomplish, I hope, 
the wishes which I form that^the Sovereign Pontiff may 
remain independent at Rome. a 

This speech of the King seemed to the Imperial Government 

to indicate that their attempts to modify the Italian cab- 
QQ 

lnet had not been in vain. 

If the withdrawal of the troops caused Joy in Italy 

and very little confusion in Rome, it was entirely a 

98. Annual Register (1866), p. 263» Olllvi sr, L'Bnplre 
libéral, IX, "41, note T;~Paladino, 0£. clt., p. 28; Malaret- 

to Moustier, 15 Dec. 1866, Fleury to Iiapoleon III, Florence, 
16 Dec. 1866, Origines 1870, XIII, 28?, 284; R. de Cesare, 
Mezzo Secolo di Storia Itallano sino alia Pace di Losanna 
"(I913), 41-42. 

99. Moustier to Sartlges, Paris, 18 Dec. 1866, Origines 
1870, XIII, 393. 
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different matter In France. The French clergy had not 

allowed the Roman question to so upset them since I860.100 

They feared for the temporal power, and in the churches 

public prayers were offered f ir the Holy Father at the 

bishops' commands. Offerings of money and recruits were 

101 
made to the Pope. The lower clergy, encouraged by the 

attitude of the bishops, used their churches to show their 

irritation, and in the west "for the first time since 1861 
102 

they took up a campaign of. agitation. " Few of the 

clergy were reproved by the bishops, and only one priest 

was arrested by the government.10-^ This unrest of the 

clergy was taken advantage of by the Legitimist party to 

. 104 
rail against the policies of Napoleon III. 

100. 
quoted by 

101. 
Baunard, 
cited in 
Archiv es 

Archives de 1'Adminlstratlon des 
Maurain, PoTltique ecclésiastique, 

,19 1.938, 
   ... - P 

Clvlltà Cat toile a (1867). Ser. VI, vol. 
Histoire du Cardinal Pie, Bazin, Vie de Mgr 
Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique,„pp. 743-744; 

Cultes, F 
m 

IX, 126; 
Maret, 

Maurain, politique ecclesiastique, pp. Y^P-Y^W-; 
de l'Administration des Suites,"F19 1.937, 1.938, 
Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 744. 
recruits that the clergy were able to enlist for 

Zouaves were largely composed of Legitimists 

cited in 
The 

the Pontifical    w „  ,   
from western sections of France who were oçponents of 
Napoleon's Government. Archives du ministère des affaires 
étrangère. Correspondance politique. Rome, 24 April 1867, 
cited in Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 745* 

102. ^ Periodic reports of prefects (F-*-c III) and 
cureurs généraux (PB-'0 370-388), Archives de 1   

Cultes, F19 1.937, 5.783, Andrien; 5*803, Mach^re, 

pro- 
'Administra- 

tion des Cultes, Fxy 1.937, 5.783, Andrien; 5*803, 
5*787, Mathieu, Archives de la ministère de justice, 
1.742, 1.743, cited in Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 745* 

103* Archives de l'Administration des Cultes, Fi° 
5*786, Mathieu,^ 24 Dec., Flc III, Ain 6, quoted by Maurain, 
Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 745-746. . 

l04. Archives du ministère de la Justice, EB1^ 1.746, 
quoted by Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 744. 
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Th© French people on the contrary were weary of foreign 
105 entanglements and welcomed the return of the troops. In 

Bordeaux the withdrawal of the French troops caused many 

heated discussions, hut public opinion was not influenced 

as that district viewed religious matters Mwith more indif¬ 

ference than passion.” The fact that the September Con¬ 

vention was executed without any disturbance and that order 

was maintained at Rome after the departure of the French 

troops had a calming effect on opinion, but it had never 

been much aroused over the Roman question. Nor did the 

withdrawal of the French troops arouse a great deal of 

excitement In Aix for the Roman question had been agitated 

over too long a period of time. Most of the population 

were not any less devoted to the cause of the Holy Father, 

but they, like the Pope, adopted an attitude of resignation. 

Those most disturbed by the evacuation resigned themselves 

to the loss of the temporal power of the Pope. The dire 

prophesies of the Legitimist press as to the fate of the 

Pope did not come to pass when the troops were actually 

withdrawn. Even the clergy refrained from rabid speeches 

such as tended to inflame the populace. However, some 

uneducated peasants of Var hid their money after a rumor 

105. About the time that the troops left Rome, those 
in Mexico were also recalled. Maurain, Politique ecclésias¬ 
tique, p. 745; Revue des Deux Mondes (1 bec. I860), p. 761- 
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spread through the north and south that darkness would 

prevail over the land when the French troops left Rome. 

Opinion at Amiens had speculated over a period of time on 

the September Convention. It had asked whether the Con¬ 

vention would be fully executed, whether some unforseen 

circumstance would cause France to continue her occupation, 

whether the Imperial Government would not back down at the 

last minute. This was the belief of the Clerical party 

even after the defeat of Austria by Prussia. Although the 

clergy left no stones unturned in their attempts to arouse 

the people, they met with little success. Everyone was 

hopeful of conciliation. The evacuation of Rome also 

aroused opinion at Caen. However, as it was not unexpect¬ 

ed, this district received the news'Vithout too much pre¬ 

occupation." The clergy was not silent in regard to its 

anxieties for the future of the Papacy, and this only in¬ 

creased the bewilderment of some of the population. The 

majority, however, were not disturbed and viewed with 

interest the new experiment, which at present belled the 

dire prophesies of the Clerical party. At Lyons opinion 

approved the return of the French troops if no harm befell 

the Pope, if he was enabled to maintain his independence, 

and if an agreement was reached between Rome and Italy. 
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All were greatly influenced by the clergy, and future 

events would determine their attitude. The people did 

not complain about the government's policy, believing that 

the Emperor "was alone strong enough and powerful enough 

to protect the Pope." However, they were alarmed over 

the illness of the Bnperor. Opinion at Rennes was disturb¬ 

ed over the execution of the September Convention. Many 

feared the Pope would have to leave Rome; but, although 

the people were preoccupied, they awaited the withdrawal 

of the troops "with calm and meditative solicitude." Some 

of the clergy attempted to excite the people. But their 

predictions of disasters were disproved by the fact that 

Pius IX did not flee from Rome, and as that city appeared 

calm, opinion itself became quiet. Some apprehensions were 

felt in a narrow circle. They trusted the Bnperor but 

feared that France would not always be able to defend the 

Pope. Such forebodings had no influence on the people in 

general. The procureur stated, "the evacuation of the 

Pontifical territory was then accomplished without Brittany 

being disturbed in its devotion to the Bnperor." Also at 

Paris the people were at first alarmed. The procureur 

reports: 

Catholic consciences did not dissimulate their alarm 
at the impending withdrawal of the troops. They were soon 
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reassured "by the calm In the Roman States and by the absence 
of all manifestations hostile to the Holy Father, and they 
did not fall to appreciate the value of an act which cover¬ 
ed the Papacy with a moral protection as important and not 
less efficacious than the military occupation. 0& 

As the people had been encouraged by the recall of the 

bishops to their dioceses, the signature of a Convention 

on the Pontifical debt, and the mission of Tonello to Rome, 

they now looked forward to a more complete agreement between 

Rome and Florence.'1'0^ 

These reports showed that Napoleon’s attempts to 

reassure opinion as to the attitude of France toward the 

Papacy after the departure of the troops from Rome had not 

been without result. It was Napoleon's intention that the 

end of French occupation would not mean the withdrawal of 

complete protection from the Pope. As early as February 

1866 Drouyn de Lhuys, when questioned by Italy concerning 

the Antibes Legion, said that France did not intend to de¬ 

prive the Pope of all protection with the termination of 

the French occupation of Rome. This same sentiment was 

expressed by La Valette in a circular (16 Sept. 1866) and 

repeated to Italy by Moustier in October. Both Moustier 

106. Reports of the p r ocur eur s - g éngr aux : Report of 
Dubeux, Bordeaux,- 15 Jan* 1867» A. N*JBB-'’0 374; Report of 
Reybaud, Aix, 15 Jan. 1867, A. N. BB^O 370; Report of Saud- 
breuil, Amiens, 9 Jan. 1867,^A. N..BB^° 371; Report of 
Rabou, Caen, 9 Jan. 1867» BB-^0 375; Report of Gaulot, Lyons, 
22 Dec. 1866, A. N. BB^O 379; Report of Bodan, Rennes, 
26 Jan. 1867, A. N. BB^° 386; Report of de Marnas, Paris, 
A. N. BB-50 384. 



126 

and General Montebello attempted to reassure the Pope before 

the departure of the troops. On taking leave of the Holy 

Father, the French General said; "The Emperor, faithful 

to his engagements, withdraws his troops; but he does not 

withdraw his support. He leaves at Home the protection of 

France." Napoleon was soon to be forced to uphold his 

promises in regard to the Papacy, for the feeling of security 

created among the French people by the Fleury mission, the 

renewal of the Vegezzl negotiation, the signing of the Debt 

Convention, and the dispatching of the Antibes Legion to 

Rome together with the Emperor's reassuring statements, 

was in a short time threatened by a new venture of Gari¬ 

baldi against the Papal States. 

107* Annual Reglster (1866), p. 207 
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CHAPTER V 

THE SECOND FRENCH EXPEDITION TO ROME 

The Imperial Government was gratified, at the recep¬ 

tion of xihe evacuation of Rome by the Frencn public. The 

return of the troops was approved ty opinion so long as 

the Pope was protected, and able to maintain his indepen¬ 

dence. Although the clergy were disturbed, the French 

people were confident that the Emperor would be able to 

assure this result. The fact that the Pope was not menac¬ 

ed at Rome after the evacuation only increased this feel¬ 

ing of trust.^ 

When Napoleon addressed the French Parliament in 

February, he expressed his satisfaction with the existing 

situation. He did not say that he would return to Rome 

in case the Pope was threatened, but intimated that the 

Powers would act in concert on the matter. 

At Rome we have faithfully executed the Convention of 
15 September. The Government of the Holy Father has enter¬ 
ed into a fresh phase. Left to itself, it maintains itself 
by its own strength, by the veneration which is felt by all 
towards the Head of the Catholic Church, and by the sur¬ 
veillance loyally exercised upon its frontiers by the 
Italian Government. But if democratic conspiracies should 
audaciously seek to threaten the temporal power of the Holy 
See, Europe, I do not doubt, would not permit the accomp¬ 
lishment of an event which would throw such great trouble 
on the Catholic world.d 

1. See ch. lv, pp. 121-125. 
2. Annual Register (1867), p. 213; Civiltà Cattolica 

(1867), Ser'.'VÏ', vol. IX, 636-637. 
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At Bordeaux the Emperor's address concerning the sover¬ 

eignty of the Pope made opinion feel secure in regard to 

the Roman question. The clergy and conservatives of Lyons 

remained undisturbed and appreciated the words of the 
3 

Emperor. 

Almost immediately after his speech, Napoleon Ill's 

feeling of security was rudely disturbed by threatened 

attacks of Garibaldian bands against the Papal States.2*' 

The French Enperor was alarmed by the effect that this 

news would have on opinion especially as he desired to 

avoid returning his troops to Rome, and yet it was essen¬ 

tial that the Pope be protected. Therefore, Napoleon 

lost no time in telling the Italian Government to be on 

guard against such attacks. Italy contended that the re¬ 

ports received by the French Government were exaggerated, 

but she promised to take all necessary steps to curb any 
5 

disorders. 

No further cause for alarm was given the French Gov¬ 

ernment until a Garibaldian band made an unsuccessful 

attempt in June to enter Viterbo. By July the Papal Court 

3. Report, of Dubeux, procureur of Bordeaux, 12 April 
1867, A. N. BB-50 374; Report of Gaulot, procureur of Lyons, 
28 March 1867, A. N. BB^O 379. 

4. Sartiges to Moustler, Rome, 18 Feb. 1867, Orlglnes 
1870, XIV, 324. 

5. Moustler to Malaret, Paris, 19 Feb. 1867, Origines 
1870, XIV, 326; Malaret to Moustler, Florence, 19 Feb. 1867, 
ibid., p. 328. 
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6 became alarmed about Garibaldlan plans for invasion and 

communicated this information to the French Government, 
7 8 who in turn warned Italy. Rattazzi believed the plans 

of the revolutionists had been postponed but reiterated 

his promise that Italy would prevent any attack on the 

frontier*^ 

France was anxious to reassure Rome of the good inten¬ 

tions and precautions of the Italian Government,'1'0 for the 

French Minister at Rome, Sartiges, reported that "at the 

first serious threat of invasion of its frontiers, the Pon¬ 

tifical Government would not fail to express the opinion 

that it considers the Convention of 15 September as violat¬ 

ed and would call on the Emperor’s Government for an armed 

, * n6 * 8 9 10 11 

intervention. 

In addition to Garibaldlan threats, Rome had cause 

to be disturbed over desertions in the Antibes Legion* 

6. Even public opinion in Italy seemed alarmed at the 
rumors. Malaret to Houstier, Florence, 20 July 1867» 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 26-27* 

7* La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 268; Sartiges to Mous- 
tier, Rome, 12 July 1867, Origines 1870, XVII, 415; Moustier 
to Malaret, Paris, 13 July 18o7, ibid., p. 418. 

8. Rattazzi became head of the Ministry when Ricasoli 
resigned 4 April 1867* Pasolini, Cartegglo Ulnghettl-Paso- 
lini, IV, 165, note 3* 

9. Malaret to Moustier. Florence, 14, 15 July 1867, 
Origines 1870, XVII, 421, 424-425* 

10. Moustier to Sartiges, Paris, 16 July 1867, Origines 
1870, XVII, 430. 

11. Sartiges to Moustier, Rome, 16 July 1867, Origines 
1870, XVII, 437-438* 
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« 

These desertions, which began in November 1865, greatly 

increased when Garibaldi disclosed his intentions of march¬ 

ing on Rome. It was feared that the veiy existence of the 
12 Legion was threatened. The Imperial Government was also 

alarmed. As some of the deserters were formerly French 

soldiers and were still technically in French service, it 
13 

was the duty of the Minister of War, Niel, to hold them to 

the alotted term of military duty. Niel, an ardent Clerical, 

was worried by the depletion in the ranks of the Antibes 

Legion. At a French council meeting, he suggested that the 

deserters be turned over to the French war council for 

punishment. This suggestion was promptly vetoed by the 
14 

Enperor, Rouher, and La Valette. 

Notwithstanding this decision of the council, Niel, 

on his own responsibility, instructed General Dumont, who 

was planning to visit Rome, to seek information concerning 

the desertions and attempt to prevent them. General Dumont, 

an extreme Clerical, arrived at Rome in July. His investi¬ 

gations convinced him that the Revolutionary party had been 

responsible for many of these desertions.1^ After reviewing 

12. Annual Register (1867), pp. 249-250. 
13. Randon had been replaced as Minister of War, in 

January 1867, by Niel. As the latter was also a Clerical, 
his attitude on the Roman question would be practically the 
same. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 746, note 2. 

14. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 747; Ollivier, 
L*Emplre libéral, X, 91-92;Paladino, op. cit., p. 46. 

15. Debidour, op. cit ♦, p. 601; Paladino, 00. cit .,. p. 46; 
Tivaroni, Storla Crltlca, IX, 83; Ollivier, L1 Emplre~Tlberal_,_ 
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the Antibes Legion on the Piazza of the Quirinal, the 

General, dressed in the French uniform, delivered a vehe¬ 

ment speech to them, admonishing "that they should con¬ 

sider themselves as French soldiers, placed at Home by 

France to defend the Pope.""^ He then threatened French 
17 military discipline to the deserters. General Dumont 

apparently accomplished his object while at Rome, for 

after his return to France no more desertions were report- 

ed.18 

Although Rattazzi continued to minimize to the French 

Government the importance of the Garibaldian activities, 

this Italian Minister was not so anxious to overlook the 

visit of General Dumont to Rome. Sentiment in Italy was 

aroused by newspaper articles on the General’s speech. 

Some papers asked the question—was Dumont's mission in 

accord with the September Convention? All answered in the 

negative. Others considered Dumont's visit as a warning 

to the Indiscreet, for France viewed Italy with suspicion 
19 

on account of the Italian policy toward Rome. Rattazzi 

himself was questioned in the Italian Parliament by Pian- 

X, 91; Annual Register (1867)» PP* 249-250. 
16. Olllvler, L'Onplre libéral, X, 92. 
17. For France's questionable attitude in regard to 

the Antibes Legion, see ch. vii, pp. 230-232. 
18» Annual Register (1867)» p. 250; Tivaroni, Storla 

Crltlca, IX, ^83; Paladlno, op. clt., p. 46; Ollivier, 
L'Empire libéral, X, 92. 

19. Malar et to Iloustier, Florence, 22 July 1867» 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 31-34. 
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clanl and Curti whether France had broken the September 
20 Convention by the Dumont mission. So when Malaret com¬ 

plained about the Garibaldian agitation for Rome, Rattazzl 

made a counter-complaint on the Dumont mission. Although 

Malaret was not officially instructed on the matter, he 

told Rattazzl that he considered the discourse and the 

importance of the whole matter greatly over-estimated by 

the Italian press. It was only natural for the French 

Government to continue their interest in the Antibes Legion. 

They could not help but notice the desertions, as they felt 

themselves morally bound toward the Pope since the Legion 
2 

had been especially organized in France for his protection. 

Rattazzl understood the natural interest of France 

concerning the desertions, but he did not understand why 

General Dumont had been sent to Rome "to exercise official 

action on a corps which, in spite of the origin of the men 

who composed it, should no longer, have anything in common 

with the French army." He thought, not even considering 

the speech, that the actual presence of Dumont in Rome and 

the review conducted in uniform would appear to Italian 

citizens as it appeared to him—an infringement of the 

20. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 22 July 1867» 
Origines 1870» XVIII, 31-32; Paladlno, 0£. clt., p. 46. 

21. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 22 July 1867» 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 32-35- 

22. ~Ibid., p. 35. 
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terms of the September pact. The Italian Government in 

enforcing and executing the Convention had been forced to 

act contrary to the opinion of some of Its citizens. Prance 

was therefore making the situation of the Italian Government 
23 

more difficult. 

To Rattazzi's accusation of violation of the September 

Convention, Malaret remarked that Italy herself had been 

guilty of some irregularities, namely the speech of the 
24 Minister of Public Instruction and the permitting of the 

Garibaldlan activities, which had continued despite Italian 

assurances. The Imperial Government was astounded at the 

feeling of security displayed by Rattazzl; and it felt that 

as the latter was informed concerning ammunition centers, 

Italy would be wholly responsible in the event of an attack. 

Malaret then assured the Italian Minister that Dumont meant 
oc. 

no interference in the organization of the Papal troops. 

In reporting his efforts to Moustier, the French rep¬ 

resentative said, 

I have tried to reduce that incident to its true pro¬ 
portions, that is to an inspection justified by the exclu¬ 
sively French origin of the Legion of Antibes and to a mark 

23. Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 22 July 1867» 
Origines 1870» XVIII, 35-37- 

247 Coppino proclaimed the Italian right to Papal 
territory and stated that "the transfer of the capital to 
Florence should be considered as a step toward Rome." 
Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 22 July.1867, Origines 1870» 
XVIII, 36. 

25. Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 21 July 1867» Origines 
1870, XVIII, 28-29; Malaret to Moustier, Florence, 22”«julÿ 
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of Interest and solicitude naturally given "by the Imperial 
Government to some soldiers who have left Prance to serve 
under the Pontifical flag. 6 

Rattazzi, however, was not entirely satisfied with 

Malaret’s explanations and had Nigra interview Moustier. 

The French Minister of Foreign Affairs assured Nigra that 

Dumont's mission was not official. When France conveyed 

the Antibes Legion to Civlta Vecchia and placed it under 

Papal authority, she no longer attempted to have any 

jurisdiction over it, entrusting that duty to the Papal 
27 

military authorities. Moustier stated, "I do not deny 
28 

the General's mission, but I do disown it.” Therefore, 

when Rattazzi was again questioned in Parliament (31 July) 

by Miceli, a member of the left wing, he was able to reply 
29 

that the mission was not official. 

The Imperial Government through the Moniteur (1 August) 

then announced that the mission had been unofficial rather 

1867, Origines 1870, XVIII, 35-38. 
Malar et to Moustier, Florence, 22 July 1867, 

Origines 1870, XVIII, 35. 
27. Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 27 July 1867, Origines 

1870, XVIII, 75-76. 
28. "Je ne désavoue pas la mission du general, mais 

je la nie.” Dispatch of Artom, Chargé d'affaires of Italy, 
to Campello, 1 Au§. 1867, 8 Aug. 1867, Documentl diplomat ici 
present at 1 dal présidente del consign o, minlstro degll~ 
affari esteri, 1867, quoted by La Gorce, Second Qnpire, V, 
57Ô7 

29. Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 27 July 1867, Origines 
1870, XVIII, 75-76. 
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than official and claimed that the published speech was 

"apocî^rphal." This notice might have terminated the 

affair had not the Gazette de France selected this tlme^ 

to publish a letter that Marshal Ni el had written to 

d'Argy, the Colonel commanding the Legion of Antibes, 
32 

disclosing his plans of disciplining the deserters. 

Ni el stated, "I blend it with the corps of our army for 

all that concerns its military honor and the necessities 
33 of its organization." 

This letter again aroused Italian opinion, and Nigra 

vigorously asserted that the September Convention was being 

violated as France was still occupying Rome by means of the 
34 35 

Legion of Antibes. By Article III of the Convention 

30. Archives du Ministère des affaires étrangères. 
Correspondance politique. Rome. 1868, quoted by Mauraln, 
Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 746-747; La Valette to Nigra, 
Paris, 2 Sept. 1867. Origines 1870, XVIII, 253-254; Ollivier, 
L'Baplre libéral, X, 92. 

^Les ^journaux s'occupent d'une mission à Rome qui 
aurait été donnée au général Dumont et publient un prétendu 
discours prononcé par cet officier général. Il est néces¬ 
saire de préciser la vérité des faits. ^ Le Ministre de la 
Guerre avait exclusivement invité le général Dumont a re¬ 
chercher, pendant son séjourna Rome, les causes^qui avaient 
amené un certain nombre de désertions ^dans la^légion formée 
à Antibes. Quant au discours ^attribué à ce général, il 
suffit de dire qu'il n'a pas été tenu et que les publica¬ 
tions faites à. cet égard sont apocryphes." Moniteur, 1 Aug. 
1867, cited in Origines 1870, XVIII, 130, note 3» 

31. 15 Aug. 1867. 
32. Ollivier, L'Baplre libéral, X, 92. 
33* Mauraln, Politique ecclëslastique, p. 747. 
34. La Valette to Nigra, Paris, 2 Sept. 1867, Origines 

1870, XVIII, 253-254; Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 746-747* 
35* "The Italian Government prohibits itself any 
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the Italian Government had agreed to the formation of a 

Papal army composed of volunteers, and it had made no pro¬ 

tect. However, his government felt that the enrolling of 

soldiers still hound to their government was not in keeping 

with the Convention. The Government of King Victor Enanuel 

felt sure that if the Imperial Government prevented French 

soldiers still in service from Joining the Legion, all 

difficulties would he overcome.Nigra maintained, "The 

Convention of September can not he considered as respected 

hy the French Government so long as there will he in the 

Antibes Legion any soldiers who may he under the authority 
37 of a French War Minister. *' 

In reply, La Valette excused the actions of the French 

Government, in allowing soldiers hound hy military service 

in their own country to enter the Antihes Legion, hy saying 

that as France had some trouble with the organization, it 

had allowed soldiers to enter whose time was almost complet¬ 

ed and who "could he considered as definitely free from 

protest against the organization of a Papal army composed 
even of foreign Catholic volunteers, sufficient to maintain 
the authority of the Holy Father and tranquility in the 
interior as well as on the borders of his States, provided 
that this force may not degenerate into a means of attack 
against the Italian Government." Origines 1870, IV, 366. 

36. Nigra to Moustier, Paris, 22 Aug. 1867» Origines 
1870, XVIII, 185-188. 

37* Olllvier, L'Bnplre liberal, X, 92. 
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service in France."^® He promised Nigra^ that no more 

recruits whose term of French service had not expired 

would he allowed to enter the Legion. However, as Niel's 

letter had been sent before Dumont's arrival in Rome, the 

Imperial Government was distressed at the tumult raised 

by the articles in the Italian press. The Italian Govern¬ 

ment then published an article in the G1ornaie Ufflclale 

declaring information previously published in some news¬ 

papers to be false. This also received publication in 
AX Italie. The incident was then closed. 

France wisely conceded the point concerning enlistment 
42 

of soldiers in the Legion, for she desired to persist 

firmly in the maintenance of the Convention. Although the 

Dumont incident was finally explained satisfactorily, the 

problem of threats against the Papal States still remained; 

38. La Valette to Nigra, Paris, 2 Sept. 186Y, Origines 
1870, XVIII, 254. 

39. 2 September 1867» 
40. La Valette to Nigra, Paris, 2 Sept. 1867, Origines 

1870, XVIII, 253-254; Ollivler, L«Empire liberal, X, 92; 
Paladino, on. cit., p. 46; La Gorce, Second Bnpire, V, 270; 
Debidour, op. cit., p. 602; Archives du Ministers des affaires 
étrangères. Correspondance politique. Rome, 1868, quoted 
by tlaurain, Politique ecclesiastique, pp. 746-747; Charles 
Mazade, "Le Second Expedition de Rome," Revue des Deux Mondes, 
(1 Dec. 1867), p. 733. 

41. Villestreux to Moustier, Florence, 28 Aug. 1867, 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 225-226; Ibid., p. 226, note 1. 

42. For the significance of La Valette's promise to 
Nigra of 2 September 1867 that no more recruits whose term 
of French service had not expired would be allowed to enter 
the Antibes Legion, see ch. vii,' p. 232. 



138 

and France was soon forced by the Garibaldlan activities 

to demand that Italy respect .the September agreement.^ 

The French Government approved Rattazzi’s statements of 

his Intentions regarding enforcement of the Convention, 

but felt that that Minister was not sufficiently aware of 

the danger or he would not delay destruction oi stores of 

ammunition until an attempt against the Pontifical frontiers 

was precipitated. France also felt that Italian agents 

could be more alert in perceiving such activities. 

Rattazzi continued to hope that the Garibaldians would 

remain inactive. He told Malaret that Garibaldi had pro¬ 

mised to atxend a congress at Geneva in September, and, 

after that conference, fhe Italian Minister expected Gari- 
45 

baldi to return to Caprera and cause no further disturbance. 

But Rattazzl's hopes were not to be realized. Gari¬ 

baldi, on leaving Caprera the latter part of February 1867» 
46 went to Venetia where he urged a movement against Rome. 

43. C. Mazade, "Le Second Expédition de Rome," Revue 
des Deux Monde s (1 Dec. 1867)» p. 733. 

44. " Moustier to Malaret, Paris, 24 July 1867, Origines 
1870, XVIII, 50-53* 

45. Vlllestreux to Moustier, Florence, 13 Aug. 1867, 
Bastgen, Die romlsche Frage, II, 535-536; Villestreux to 
La Valette, Florence, 3 Sept. 1867, Origines 1870, XVIII, 
260-261; La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 270-271. 

46. Lanza to Cast elli, Elorenc e, 23 Feb. 1867, Chi ala, 
Cartegglo Castelli, II, 211; La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 
267-268; Desiderio Pasolini to Giuseppe Pasolini, Pologna, 
3 March 1867, Pasolini, Cartegglo Mlnghettl-Pasollnl, IV, 
162-163; Sartiges to Moustier, Rome. 18 Feb. 18ô7, origines 
1870, XIV, 324; Clvlltà Cattollca (1867), Ser. VI, vol. IX, 
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After attempting to arouse opinion in various parts of 

Italy, he departed for Geneva to attend a peace congress. 

This Geneva Congress had been proposed by the Phare de la 

Loire, an organ of the Republicans; and with Garibaldi at 

their head, ten thousand assembled early in September. For 

several months Garibaldi had planned a coup de main against 

Rome, and he addressed the delegates vehemently^ calling 

on the citizens of Geneva to aid the Italian patriots to 

expel the Pope. It was evident by this speech that Gari¬ 

baldi, as presiding ofricer, wanted the proceedings of this 

Congress to constitute a demonstration against the Papal 

See.2*’® 

On his return to Italy he speeded his plans to take 
49 Rome. In this he received from the Italian Government, 

despite its protests to the contrary, some assistance. 

Money was secretly given by Rattazzi and Crispl to form a 

company of insurrectionists, and an Italian army officer, 

749-750; Pasolini, Memorle, II, 74-78, cited in Pasolini, 
Cartegglo Mlnghettl-Pasollnl, IV, 159-160, note 1; M. Uaz- 
ziotti, Napoleone III e L'ltalla (Milan, 1925), 241-242. 

47» 8 September 1867. 
48. Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 815; Debldour, 

op. cit., p. 602; La Gorce, Second Empire,~7, 271-274; Ollivier, 
L*Empire liberal, IX, 593-594; Divaronl, Storla Crltlca, IX 
84; Chiala, Cartegglo Castelli, II, 275, note 1; Galt on, op. 
cit., p. 195; Paladino, op. cit., p. 51. 

49. Rouher to the Emperor, Paris, 19 September 1867, 
L. Thouvenel, Papiers secret s et correspondance du Second 
Empire (Paris, 1873), 406, henceforth cited as Papiers secrets; 
Chiala, Pagine, I, 24; Mazziotti, Napoleone III e Italia, 
p. 242. 
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Gherelli, was given a temporary discharge to take part In 
50 

activities. Rattazzi, In his position as President of 

the Council, made it clear to the Romans that should they 

expel the Pope from Rome, he would assure them Italian 

support. On July 22, he made the following remarks in a 

speech to the Italian Chamber: 

The Roman question will not be solved either by inva¬ 
sion of Pontifical territory or by insurrectionist movements 
. . . Let them realize at Rome that they must not wait until 
the Italian Government comes to free them. It is bound by 
a Convention . . . But free yourselves . . . and you will 
see that all Italians will do their duty.51 

As this speech failed to arouse the Roman population, 

Garibaldi decided to take matters in his own hands. Several 

companies were formed by him, which were later made into one, 

with three objects in view--to encroach on Pontifical terri¬ 

tory, to make Rome the Italian capital, and to hold a plebes- 
52 

cite there. 

While Garibaldi was pressing a movement against Rome, 

Napoleon III was being urged by two of his ministers, who 

were clerically inclined, to preserve the temporal power. 

Drouyn de Lhuys reminded the Bnperor^ that the dignity of 

his position demanded intervention. If the head of the 

Imperial Government "does not send an army to save the Pope, 

50. Paladlno, on. cit. , p. 60; Ollivier, L'Einpire 
Libéral, IX, 124. 

5Ï. Ollivier, L'Bonpire Libéral X, 94; Selgnobos, loc. 
cit., VII, 166-167* 

52. Ibid. 
53. 6 August 1867. 
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he will assume the responsibility of the fall of a Power 

which he will have neither defended nor let be defended. 

The furor of parties will be unchained and will cry, ’After 

54 
having abandoned Maximilian to the satellites of Juares, 

they leave the Pope to the fanatics of Mazzlni;’ every way 

is difficult but that is impossible. ”55 

Rouher agreed with this viewpoint and also exerted 

pressure on Napoleon. Although this French Minister had 

little material evidence that the Prussian Government was 

implicated in the Garibaldlan affair, he suspected that 

Bismarck was in a measure financing some of the Garibaldlan 

56 activities. On 19 September he affirmed, 

That attitude seems to me alone conforming to our 
dignity and our interests. To do nothing would give us 
an appearance of complicity and renew all the accusations 
directed against us in the discourses of the Marches and 
Umbria.57 it would be for the approaching elections a 
very serious cause of weakness.5o 

For these reasons Rouher thought it was urgent that the 

government be ready to transport soldiers to the aid of 

the Holy Father. He believed, moreover, that he saw the 

54. Maximilian met violent death after the French troops 
were withdrawn, and Napoleon wished to save the Pope from a 
like fate. 

55* Pradier Foedéré, Documents sur l’histoire contemp- 
oraine, quoted by Mauraln, Politique ecclesiastique, pp. 815-816. 

56. Rouher to the Emperor, Paris, 19 Sept. 1867, 
Thouvenel, Papiers secrets, pp. 406-407. 

57. In 1860 Cavour, having previously received Napoleon's 
permission at Chambéry, sent his troops into the Papal States 
and annexed the Marches and Umbria. , 

58. Papiers et correspondance, deT la famille., Imparl file, 
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means to render Italy tractable. The Italians should be 

allowed to have some troops on the territory of the Pope, 

and the French Government would summon their troops home 

after the retreat of the Garibaldi ans. 

Napoleon was not yet ready to send troops to the 

assistance of Pius IX, but he kept the Papal Government 

informed on all plans of the Garibaldians which the French 

had unearthed and attempted to reassure them by notifica¬ 

tions of the Increased vigilance of Italy on the frontier. 

Pius was advised, moreover, to be constantly on the alert 

and to be ready to suppress any interior disturbance.^0 

As Garibaldi continued his activities after the Geneva 

Congress and his statements at Geneva were not reassuring, 

France pointed out to Rattazzi that the time had come for 

action. The Emperor’s Government preferred that Italy 

take "preventative rather than repressive measures against 

the party of action." 

With this turn of events, the Italian Government 

decided it would be wise to stop Garibaldi. Earlier in 

the autumn Rattazzi minimized the seriousness of the situa- 

to the Etaperor, Paris, 19 Sept. 1867» Thouvenel, Papiers 
secrets, pp. 407-408. 

59. Ibid, 
60. Moustier to Armand, Paris, 17 Aug. 1867» Moustler 

to Villestreux, Paris, 22 Sept. 1867, La Valette to Armand, 
Paris, 16 Sept. 1867, Origines 1870, XVIII, 170, 328, 306-307. 

61. La Valette to Villestreux, Paris, 14 Sept. 1867» 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 300-301. 

62. Villestreux to Moustler, Florence, 24 Sept. 1867, 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 335. 
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tion, In a measure deceiving himself as well as others. 

His endeavor was to conciliate two opposing parties; there¬ 

fore his orders to frontier officials about greater vigilance 

were so ambiguous that they figured that the head of the 

cabinet preferred a relaxation rather than a redoubling of 

alertness. Now as French objections were very strong and 

rumors spread of a division from Lyons all ready to. sail 

for Italy, Rattazzl decided it might be prudent to change 
/T7 

his plan of action. 

The first intimation of this decision was made public 

on 21 September by a note published in the Gazetta Ufflclale, 

which explained the position of the Italian Government on 

the execution of the Convention. 

The Ministry has carefully watched up to the present 
the great agitation which under the glorious name of Rome 
is trying to force the countiy to violate international 
stipulations,64 consecrated by the vote of Parliament and 
the honor of the nation. The Ministry regretted the Injury 
which such agitation would do to the tranquility of the 
State, the public credit, and those financial operations 
on which depend the well-being and fortune of the country. 
Up to the present the Ministry have respected the rights 
of all citizens; but now that, contrary to those rights, 
certain persons would proceed to threats, the Ministry feel 
it their duty to preserve Inviolate the public confidence 
and the sovereignty of the law. The Government will remain 
faithful to, and thoroughly carry out, the declarations laid 
before andaccepted by Parliament. In a free state no citizen 
can rise above the law, or substitute himself in the place 
of the high powers of the nation, and thus disturb by violent 
means the organization of the country, and lead her into the 
gravest complications. 

63. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 275 
64. Convention of "September 1864 
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The Ministry has confidence in the wisdom and patrio¬ 
tism of Italians; hut if any one should fail in loyalty 
towards those national stipulations and should attempt to 
violate that frontier for which we have given our word, the 
Ministry will not permit such an act in any way and will 
place on those persons contravening this order the respon¬ 
sibility of whatever acts they may provoke. ^ 

Although the Imperial Government approved of this 

publication, they would have preferred an earlier public 

statement of Italy’s intentions, for they did not believe 

that this would now prevent Garibaldi from acting. These 

French apprehensions were well-founded, for although efforts 

were made by Crlspl, Bertani, Fabrlzi, Cairoli, Mario, and 

Guerzoni, leaders of the left wing of Parliament, to persuade 

Garibaldi from taking action, they were not successful. 

These men pointed out that danger threatened from three sides: 

the European situation, French intervention, and the possi¬ 

bility of another Aspromonte.^ Even the Garibaldian, 

Colonel Cucchi, who was entrusted with the mission of spread¬ 

ing revolt in Rome, urged delay on account of the inadequacy 

of ammunition, of funds, ana ox preparedness. ° Crlspl ad¬ 

vised Garibaldi to wait until a revolt occurred in Rome 

65» Annual Register (1867), p. 249; Mazzlotti, Napoleone 
III e L’Italia, p. 243. 

66. Moustier to Vlllestreux, Paris, 23 Sept. 1867, 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 328-329. 

67. Cavollottl, Storla dell’insurrezlone dl Roma nel 
1867, pp. 200-267, cited in Mazziotüi, Rap ole one III e L ’Italia; 
"M. Crispi, sa vie, son caractère, sa politique, un Italien, '* 
Revue internationale, lb Juillet 1890, p. 404, cited in Chiala, 
Pagine, I, 23. 

bQ, Mazzlotti, Nepoleone III e L’Italia, p. 242; 
Crispl, sa vie, son caractère, sa politique, un Italien, 
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before beginning his expedition, but the vision of a 
69 second Aspromonte or the return of the French soldiers 

70 to Rome left Garibaldi unchanged in his purpose. 

As Garibaldi took no heed of any warning, the Italian 

Government was forced to arrest him at Slnalunga ( 24 Sept¬ 

ember) Just as he was on the verge of entering the Papal 

States. He was taken to a fortress of Ailessandria as 

prisoner and later sent to Caprex*a, which island was guard¬ 

ed by Italian war ships. Bands of his followers who approach¬ 

ed the Papal frontiers, where ammunition and guns had been 

stored, were also arrested, and military supplies were 
71 seized from the frontier railway lines. Feeling against 

France was intense, and it was rumored in Italy that the 
72 

French Government had demanded that Garibaldi be arrested. 

Demonstrations protesting against the arrest were held in 
73 Florence, Milan, Turin, Pavia, Bologna, Modena, and Genoa. 

Revue Internatlonale, 15 July 1890, p. 404, cited in Chlala, 
Pagine, I, 23. 

69. In 1862 Garibaldi planned an expedition against 
Rome and was stopped by the Italian army at Aspromonte. 

70. See note 68. 
71* Campelli to Nigra, Florence, 28 Sept. 1867, Bastgen, 

Die romlsche Frage, II, 536; Lanza to Castelli, Roncaglia, 
à Oct. 1867» Chiala, Cartegglo Castelli, II, 269; Mme Rattazzi, 
op. clt., II, 174-175; Tlvaronl, Storia Crltlca, IX, 86; 
Mazziotti, Napoieone III e L 'Italia, p. 24j5; La Gorce, Second 
Empire, V, 275-276; OlllvlerV L* Empire liberal, X, 107; 
Pasolini, Cartegglo Mlnghettl-Pasollnl, ÏV, 171-172, note 2. 

72. Reports of Prefect of Police, Piétri, Paris, 28 
Sept. 1867» Thouvenel, Papiers secrets, p. 425. 

73» Tivaronl, op. clt., IX, 86; Mazziotti, Napoieone III 
e L^talla, p. 243; Minghetti to Pasolini, Settafonte, 30 Sept. 
1867, Pasolini, Cart egglo Mlnghettl-Pasollnl, IV, 172. 
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The Giornaie Ufflclale, in making public the arrest of 

Garibaldi, endeavored to soothe the ruffled feelings of 

the Italians to whom he was a popular hero. The article 

explained that the government was forced by its sense of 

duty to arrest Garibaldi when he refused to return home 

and insisted on invading the Papal States which Italy had 

promised to protect. The Ministry felt confident that the 

people would understand its action.^ 

Rome, like Italy, felt that France had secured the 

arrest of Garibaldi. The Papal Court was reassured by this 

event and considered that French policy had been victorious 
75 In preventing a Garibaldi an attack. 

The news of the arrest of Garibaldi was also welcomed 

in France both by the government and by the people, who had 

been alarmed over his movements. The Imperial Government 

considered his arrest "a proof of the sincerity of [Italian] 

assurances." However, the Revue des Deux Mondes, contrary 

to its earlier views of the Convention, thought that the 

Garibaldian excitement demonstrated that the "September 

Convention was not a solution but a simple dilatory expedient," 

74. Villestreux to Moustier, Florence, 25 Sect. 1867, 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 541-542; Ollivier, L'Empire liberal, 
X, 107. 

75. Armand to Moustier, Rome, 28 Sept. 1867, Origines 
1870, XVIII, 561-562. 

76. Moustier to Villestreux, Paris, 26 Sept. 1867, 
Origines 1870, XVIII, 545-346. 
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and if France did not permit Italy to settle the Roman 

question, the latter country would take advantage of some 

"internal or foreign embarrassment of France" to achieve 
77 their desires. 1 

By October when the procureur reports came in, the 

French Government was able to determine the effect of their 

stand on opinion. The people were still favorable to the 

preservation of the temporal power and were disturbed at 

Garibaldi's movements. However, his arrest, which they 

attributed to the influence of the French Government, re¬ 

assured them. At Amiens the arrest was viewed with satis¬ 

faction. The Imperial Government was given credit for it, 

and such confidence was felt in the Emperor that anxieties 

were lessened. At Besançon, as at Bourges, the invasions 

of the Garibaldians on Rome caused a spirit of restlessness 

among the people. Those favoring the temporal power at 

Bordeaux were reassured by the arrest of Garibaldi, who was 

generally considered as "the instrument and the accomplice 

of ambitious aspirations of the Italian Government." From 

Caen the procureur reported that "the clergy, in spite of 

the intensity of its preoccupation has maintained a very 

moderate and completely irreproachable attitude." The in¬ 

sistance of France on the execution of the September Conven- 

77» Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Oct. 1867), p. 779; ibid., 
(15 Oct. 1867), p. 1037. 
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tion in regard, to Garibaldi was received favorably by 

opinion. Chambéry also approved the arrest. Catholic 

Savoy resented the violence of Garibaldi's speech at Geneva 

and approved Garibaldi's Imprisonment. Toulouse led all 

districts in favoring the preservation of the temporal power. 

Italy’s attitude on the occasion of General Dumont's mission 

to Rome caused some anxiety in this district. However, the 

action of the Rattazzi Ministry in arresting Garibaldi ended 

their misgivings on that point. The procureur thought the 

people should be further reassured by the apathy of the 

large Italian towns which greeted the failure of the Gari- 

baldlan project. At Lyons the people resented the fact that 

one man could make impotent his king, his government, and a 

treaty. They were doubtful as to the fate of the September 

Convention. Opinion was also disturbed in Brittany, but the 

Roman question did not seem to have as great an influence 

on the emotions of the people as it did in former years. 

Italy's arrest of Garibaldi influenced many to believe that 

the September Convention would be fulfilled. In spite of 

the attacks of the Legitimist party and the doubt of the 

clergy, the people as a whole placed full confidence in the 

Emperor. A rumor circulated in Brittany that the September 

Convention might be revised, but only a few approved. The 
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majority were upset at this rumor, for they were fearful 

it might lead to the end of the temporal power, which was 

looked on as "an indispensable guarantee of the spiritual 

Independence of the Sovereign Pontiff." The procureur 

thought that if the temporal power should he lost to the 
78 Pope, it would have great reverberations in Brittany. 

Neither Rome nor France, however, were to enjoy their 

feeling of security for any great length of time, for Rat- 

tazzi's agressiveness against the Garibaldians diminished. 

Some of Garibaldi's followers were still permitted to molest 

Pontifical territory. They made their first entry on 28 

September, and by 1 October they had encroached on all 
79 sections and were rapidly increasing in numbers.Menotti, 

Garibaldi’s son, took over command of the forces after his 
RO 

father’s arrest. 

These Garibaldians were fortunate enough to have the 

78. Reports of the procureurs-généraux; Report of 
Saudbreuil, Amiens, 11 Oct"! 1867» A. N._BB^U 371» Report of 
Blanc, Besançon, 16 Oct. 1867, A. N. BB^° 373; Report of de 
Chenevière, Bourges, 9 Oct. 1867, A. N. BB^° 374; Report of 
Llaitrejean, Bordeaux, 10 Oct. 1867, A. N..,BB30 374; Report 
of Connelly, Caen, 13 Oct. 1867, A. N. BB-5^ 375; Report5 of 
Mourier, Chambérytf 30 Sept. 1867, A. N. BB^° 375; Report_of 
Belle, (avocat général), Toulouse, 14 Oct. 1867, A. N. BB-'U 388; 
Report,of Regé-Belliard (substitut du procureur général), 
lyons, 7 Oct. 1867, A.,N. BB^Ü 379; Report of Gaulot, Lyons, 
21 Oct. 1867, A. N. BB^ 379; Report of Herbertin, Rennes, 
14 Oct. 1867, A. N. BB-50 386. 

79. Bina to Castelli, Florence, 6 Oct. 1867, Chiala, 
Cartegglo Castelli, II, 271-272; Chiala, Pagine, I, 26; 
Mazziotti. Napoleone III e L'Italia, p. 243* 

80. Annual Regist er (1867), p. 250; Paladino, op. clt., 
p. 62. 
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good will of the Prussian legation at Florence. Bismarck 

used clandestine means to abet Garibaldi. Bunsen, the first 

secretary of Usedom, Prussian Minister to Italy, was active¬ 

ly engaged in promoting their fortunes. Other Prussian 

agents actually assisted in enlisting recruits and furnish- 
81 ing them with money and ammunition. 

02 
While the insurgents were on their way to Monte Librate, 

they were repulsed by Papal troops; but the latter were in 

turn routed when the revolutionists obtained re-enforcements.®^ 

The Garibaldiens became bolder and advanced on Rome, but the 

citizens of that city failed to act in conjunction with them. 

The position of the Pope was precarious, for although his 

army fought with Judgment and prudence, owing to its small 
84 proportions, it was rapidly becoming weaker. 

At this point, Garibaldi escaped from Caprera* and on 

22 October he appeared openly in Florence. To Cialdini 

personally as well as to the public he announced his deter¬ 

mination to enter Rome with his army and made an appeal for 

more volunteers. The populace applauded him when he left 
88 the Italian capital by a special train, ^ and the Ministry 

81• Marl, La Prussia e il partito Garibaldino nell*ot- 
tobre del 1867 en Rlsorglmento itallano, VIÏ, 455 sgg«» cited 
In Paladino, op. cil., p 
loc. cit. 

82. 
83. 

62. 
84. 
85- 

66; Chi ala, Pagine, I, 31; Pinon, 
. ix, 52^n 
13 October 1867* 
Annual Register (1867)» p. 250; Paladino, op. cit., 

Maurain, Politique ecclésiastiaue, pp._816-81Z* . 
Debldour, op. bit. , p. 603; LfcTGüf'ce, Second Empire, 
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permitted Garibaldi to cross the boundary line of the Papal 

States before issuing an order for his arrest.®^ By 26 
87 October he was in sight of the city which was his goal. 

In the meantime, the Imperial Government protested 

against these revolutionary movements. When the Garibal- 

dians began congregating on the frontiers in early October, 

Napoleon protested to Rattazzi who replied that he was in 
OO 

no measure implicated and still remained loyal. The 

Italian Minister sent Nigra to Biarritz®^ to try to persuade 

the French Bnperor to permit Italian troops to enter Papal 

territory. Nigra urged that brigandage and the revolution¬ 

ary character of the volunteers warranted this step.9° 

Napoleon refused and informed Nigra that there was a dif¬ 

ference between an uninduced uprising and one that was 

deliberately planned and that he would take this fact into 

consideration. He had envisioned a new expedition of French 

soldiers, but he felt that danger had, for the moment, dis- 
91 appeared with Garibaldi's arrest. 

V, 292; Chlala, Pagine, I. 26; Mazzlotti, Napoleone III e 
L'ltalla, p. 247; Mazade, Le Second Expedition de Ëome," 
Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Dec. 1867)» p* 737; Paladino, op. 
cit., pp.' 68-69; de Cesare, op. clt., p. 45* 

86. Paladino, op» oit., p. 69. 
87- Debidour, op. cit. , p. 603; R. Bonghl, "Le Gouverne- 

ment Italien et la Pâp^ut é, " Revu e des Deux Mondes (1 May 1873)» 
p• 118 * 

88. 4 October 1867. Debidour, op. clt., pp. 602-603; 
La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 279. 

89• 3 October 1867• 
90. Mazzlotti, Napoleone III e L'Italia, pp. 243-244; 
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When Rattazzi heard this, he proposed a Joint occupa¬ 

tion of French and Italian troops for the time being to 

eliminate threats to Papal security. Later a congress on 

the Roman question could he held. Napoleon would not con¬ 

sider such a proposition.^2 His firm stand was only in¬ 

creased by reports from Rome urging the need of French 

troops. The Emperor was resolved to support the temporal 

power even to the extent of sending an army to Italy, but 

he did not want to have recourse to this if it could be 

prevented. ^ Therefore, he urged Victor Emanuel to use 

all precautions so that a French expedition to Rome would 

OA 
not be necessary.^ On 13 October the French Emperor 

notified the Italian King, 

I see with sorrow that the volunteers enter in great 
numbers on the Pontifical territory and that thus the Con¬ 
vention of 15 September is evaded. If that continues I will 
be forced to send an army corps to Rome. I beg Your Majesty 
to make all efforts to render useless that intervention. 

Documentl diplomatici sulla questlone romana, presented by 
the Government to the Chamber, 9 tec. 1867» No. 124, A., p. 19, 
23, cited in Mazziottl, Napoleone III e L’ltalla, p. 244. 

91. Olllvier, L1 Empire liberal, X, ll7î de Cesare, op. 
clt., p. 44; La Gorce, Second~Empire," V, 285. 

92. 13 October 1867* Bebiaour, op. clt., p. 603. 
93* Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 816-817; 

Seignobos, loc. clt., VII, l67î Paladlno, ôp. clt., p. 64. 
94. 11 October 1867. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, 

817; Seignobos, loc. Oit., VII, 167» Paladino, 00^ clt.^ p. 64. 
95. Olllvier, L'Empire libéral, X, 121-122; Seignobos, 

loc. clt., VII, 161; Paladino, op. clt., pp. 61-62; Documentl 
diplomat lei sulla questlone romana, presented by the Government 
to the Chamber, 9 Dec. 18é7> No. 124, A., pp. 21-22, cited in 
Mazziottl, Napoleone III e L’Italia, p. 244. 
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To this telegram King Victor Emanuel replied that it 

was impossible to prevent individuals who were unarmed from 

crossing the borders and later banding together. He remind¬ 

ed Napoleon that the Italian Government had done all in its 

power to execute the Convention, even when by so doing it 

incurred the resentment of national sentiment. Italian 

opinion, which was in a high state of excitement, would be 

further aggravated by the presence of French troops. Should 

Napoleon take this step, he would be forced to send Italian 
96 troops to Rome. 

Napoleon then left Biarritz and went to St. Cloud 
97 where he held a Council of Ministers to learn their views 

on the subject of intervention. He requested that the Paris 

Prefect of Police be present. u Moustier explained the pur¬ 

pose ofthe meeting, and the various ministers expressed 

their sentiments. Baroche was not convinced that Italy's 

Intentions were to violate the Convention. The Minister of 

Interior, La Valette, said it behooved them to be cautious 

as the French people were themselves at variance concerning 

96. Ollivier, L'Empire libéral, X, 121-122; Seignobos, 
loc. cit., VII, 161; Paladino, op. clt., pp. 61-62; Documentl 
diplomatic! sulla quest lone romana, presented to the Chamber 
by the Government, 9 Dec. 1867, No. 124, A., pp. 21-22, cited 
in Mazzlottl, Napoleone III e L'ltalla, p. 244. 

97. 16 October 15677“ 
98. This Prefect distrusted Rattazzi in regard to the 

Garibaldian project. He believed the Italian Minister was 
either involved with Garibaldi or Incompetent. Thouvenel, 
Papiers secrets, p. 424. 
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99 the solution, and a return to Rome would be very in¬ 

advisable, for it might lead to war with Italy and Prussia. 

Empress Eugenie endorsed the opinion of La Valette'*'0^ as did 

the Garde des Sceaux. 

Moustier, on the other hand, told the Council to con¬ 

sider the results of the violation of the Convention if 

France remained indifferent. Nlel, Minister of War, favor¬ 

ed intervention. Rouher wanted a Joint intervention and 

insisted that France should not allow the Convention to be 

violated. The Minister of Public Works, Forcade, went a 

step further and demanded the immediate occupation of 
103 

Civlta Vecchia. Moustier and Niel threatened to resign 
104 if their advice was not heeded. 

After an extended debate, two decisions were the result 

of this Ministerial Council: (1) France would Inform Italy 

that they objected to Italian troops invading Papal soil; 

99. In the diary of Michel Chevalier of October 1867» 
there is a reference to the great excitement which the Gari- 
baldian expedition created in Paris. The projected renewal 
of occupation was not viewed in a favorable light in all 
circles. Chevalier states that it was generally thought 
that Bismarck was backing the Italian Government. Blanchard, 
"Journal de Michel Chevalier," Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Nov. 
1932), p. 185* 

100. Proces-Verbal de Seance du Conseil des Ministres, 
Papier® de Cercay, Palace of St. cTôud, 16 Oct. 1867, Origines 
1870, XIX, 2; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 817; 
Paladino, op. cit., p.~3¥; Sëignobos, loc. cit., VII, 167. 

101. 'Cue de Perslgny, Mémoires (Paris, 1898"), p. 394. 
102. Baroche. See not e ^100. 
103* Procès-Verbal de Séance du Conseil des Ministres, 

Papiers de Cergay, Palace of St. Cloud, 16 Ôct• 1867, Origines 
1870, XIX, 1-3; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 817« 

104. La Gorce, Second-iHgTFër YT'EHSTT   
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(2) unless the Convention of 15 September was carried into 

105 effect, a French army would take possession of Rome. 

Rouher agreed with the Bnperor that while the Pope must be 

protected, all care should be taken to try to avoid inter¬ 

vention. Should this be necessary, an attempt must be made 

to get the Italian Government to acquiesce. 

When informed of these decisions, Nigra was alarmed at 

the threat of a second expedition to Rome and notified his 

government, 

If Your Excellency could authorize me to declare that 
in redoubling efforts, the Government of the King would be 
able to repulse the Invasion without occupying Pontifical 
territory, I would perhaps still succeed in preventing the 
French expedition. If Your Excellency can not give me that 
authorization, the French expedition will take place. As 
we have declared that in that case, we would intervene also, 
Rouher proposes that Joint intervention be settled by common 
accord ... in addition, Rouher obligates himself to provoke, 
as soon as order will have been^gatabllshed an equitable 
solution of the Roman question. ‘ 

108 
He then pleaded with Rouher ° for a postponement of 

forty-eight hours. Napoleon agreed to wait, but not to 

109 
Interrupt plans for departure. News from Florence con¬ 

veyed the Information that the Garibaldians continued their 

105. Procès-Verbal de Seance du Conseil des Ministres, 
Paniers de Cerqay, Palace of St. Cloud7 16 Oct» 1867. Origines 
1870, XIX, 3; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 8177“^ 

106. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 818. 
107» 17 Oct. l8ot, Livre vert italien, quoted by 

Maurain, Politique eccléslasITque, p. 818. 
108. Ï7 October l8o7. 
109. Procès-Verbal de Séance du Conseil des Ministres, 

Papiers de Cerçay, Palace of St. Cloud, 17 Oct. 1867, Origines 
1870, XIX, 7-8. 
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raids, and In the French Council there were long discourses 

as to whether the troops were to embark at once or to wait 

until the respite was ended*Their decision was to wait, 

but Mous tier wrote Armand, *!Let the Pontifical Government 

continue to defend itself vigorously, it will not lack the 
«HI assistance of France." 

In addition, the Imperial Government send a French 

General and an Admiral to Home to look over the situation 
112 

before the arrival of the French forces. Meanwhile, 

Moustier had Villestreux demand that the Italian Government 

stop the activities of the Garibaldlans. He wanted groups 

to stop giving aid to the Garibaldiens and enrollment bureaus 

to cease their activities. Moustier also urged a royal 

proclamation threatening imprisonment of those taking part 
113 

in revolutionary movements. 

While Moustier was formulating these demands, Rattazzi 

was proposing to the king to send an Italian army to Rome. 
114 

As this suggestion was rejected, he resigned. Therefore, 

when Villestreux presented his government's demands, Rattazzi 

notified him that he no longer headed the Italian Ministry 

and consequently was not responsible. He maintained there 

110. Procès-Verbal de Séance du Conseil des Ministres, 
Papiers de Cerçay, Palace of St. Cloud, 17 Oct. 1867, Origines 
1870, XIX, 8-9. 

111. Moustier to Armand, Paris, ^17 Oct. 1867, Origines 
1870, XIX, 9; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 818; La 
Gorce, Second Baplre, V, 289; Paladlno, op. clt.~, p. 64. 

Il2û Eâ Gorce, Second Empire, V, 293. 
113. 19 October 1867. Mazziotti, Napoleone III e 
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were no enrollment bureaus and was dubious whether the 

government could end the activities of the committees of 

aid. That the king should issue a proclamation, Rattazzi 

deemed unnecessary; and when questioned concerning the 

truth of a rumor regarding Garibaldi’s escape, he resorted 

. . 115 
to evasion. 

While Rattazzi was now acting only in a temporary 

capacity as prime minister, he continued to allow the 

Garibaldlans to enlist recruits.11^ His attitude only 

117 
bolstered the agitation among the Italian populace. 

The climax came when Garibaldi escaped from Caprera. 

Napoleon was exasperated at Garibaldi's escape and 

at the numerous bands of volunteers which were being form- 

118 119 
ed. He was further alarmed at news from Rome. Armand 

pressed the necessity of haste in sending help to the Pope, 

and Cardinal Antonelll telegraphed: "Our position is un¬ 

tenable ana even the personal security of the Holy Father 

is menaced."^2^ 

Therefore, Napoleon III held a council meeting on 

L'ltalla, p. 245; La Gorce Second Bnplre, V, 293» Selgnobos, 
loc. oit., VII, 167. 

Il4. Mazziottl, Napoleone III e L'ltalla, p. 245; 
Selgnobos, loo, clt ♦, VII, 1é>7-1()8." 

115« La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 291-292. 
116. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 818. 
117. Mazade, "Le Second Expedition de Rome," Revue des 

Deux Mondes (1 Dec. 1867), p. 724. 
ïlS. Selgnobos, loc. clt., VII, 168. 
119. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 818-819; 

Mazziottl, Napoleone III e LTtalia, p. 248« 
120. ibiar 
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24 October to learn the views of his ministers. Moustler 

revealed the situation stating that he feared the Italian 

Ministry was in collusion with the Garibaldians. The 

Council then urged Napoleon to send the troops to Rome 

without delay. 

Although Napoleon III did not wish to estrange Italy, 

122 he was disturbed on account of the approaching elections. 

A succession of events made it imperative that he send his 

troops to protect the Pope even at the cost of alienating 

Italian good will. The failure of the Mexican expedition 

with its attendant loss of men and money, the violent end 

123 
of Emperor Maximilian, ^ the vivid portrayal of the deser¬ 

tion of the Pope by clerical newspapers at the time that 

the French troops were withdrawn from Rome by the terms of 

the September Convention, Prussia's crushing defeat of 

Austria at Sadowa, the failure of France to profit materially 

121. Procès-Verbal de Séance du Conseil des Ministres, 
Papiers de Cergay, Palace of St. Cloud, 24 Oct. 1867, Origines 
1870» XI%7 71-72; Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, p'. "819. 

122. Paladino, op. clT., pp. 63-64; Mazzlotti, Napoleone 
III e L'Italia, p. 2547” 

123. In September, Vimercati wrote Castelli that he 
feared Garibaldi would attack Rome. He considered that the 
time was inopportune for circumstances had compelled Napoleon 
to leave Maximilian to his fate; therefore, he could not at 
this time abandon the Pope. From several sources he had 
heard that the Garibaldians were secretly claiming that they 
received financial aid from Prussia. He thought that if 
Berlin wished to cause a breach between France and Italy, 
this would be an excellent way. Enghelm, 19 Sept. 1867, 
Chiala, Cart egglo Castelll, II, 262-264; Chiala, Pagine, I, 25. 
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while Bismarck greatly extended Prussian domination—all 

these had their influence on public opinion.12^ 

Napoleon had once remarked that if Italy did not abide 

by the terms of the September Convention by inadequately 

fortifying the Papal borders against revolutionists, France 

could not let a treaty which it had signed become a scrap 

of paper in the face of Europe.12^ 

When the troops were withdrawn in December 1866, the 

French people approved their return provided no harm befell 

the Pope. They felt confident, especially in rural and 

Clerical districts in the Emperor's ability to protect him.12^ 

127 
Napoleon himself remarked to Cowley at the time of evacua¬ 

tion, 

My position is detestable. For eighteen years, I have 
been the Pope's mainstay and now I have all the appearance 
of abandoning him. If anything was to go wrong, I should 
be obliged to go to his assistance or be sent a-packing 
myself the next day.i2° 

The Garibaldian activity with its threat against the 

120 
Pope only served to further arouse French public opinion. 

124. Baroche, Second Empire, p. 334 , 340; Mazzlotti, 
Napoleone III e L*Italia, pp. 253-254; Wellesley, Secrets 
of the Second Empire, p. 318. 

125. Rothan, La France et sa politique extérieure en 
1867, II, 146, cite<r"in Ôhiàla, Pagine, I, 36. 

126. See ch. iv, pp. 120-125. 
127. British Ambassador to Paris from 1852 to 1867* 
128. Lord Cowley to Lord Stanley, Compïègne, 11 Dec. 

1866, Wellesley and Sencourt, Conversations with Napoleon III, 
p. 317; Wellesley, Secrets of the Second Empire, p. 319. 

129. Mazzlotti, Napoleone III e Imitai!a, pp. 253-254; 
Blanchard, "Journal de Michel ChevalTer, " Revue d^sDeux 
Mondes (1 Nov. 1932), p. 185. 
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By the procureur reports of October 1867, the people clearly 

indicated their desire for the preservation of the temporal 

power. Their alarm at the revolutionary movements was mo¬ 

mentarily reassured hy the arrest of Garibaldi, and they 

were confident that France would insist on the execution of 
130 

the September Convention. But the threats of the Gari¬ 

baldi ans continued; and Just before Garibaldi escaped from 

Caprera, Plus IX sent an encyclical to the French bishops 
131 requesting the public prayers of their congregations. 

The Clericals thought the troops should be immediately sent 
132 to Rome. ^ In regard to this Clerical agitation, the 

Englishman, Lord Clarendon, quotes Napoleon III as saying, 

”1 made that expedition unwillingly; but I could not do 

otherwise, since every French pulpit would have been con- 
133 verted into a Tribune against me.”. J 

Even some Italians were not blind to Napoleon's 

position. Oldofredi wrote to Castelli before the battle . 

of Montana occurred: 

We are mad when we unite to tolce away the prestige of 
Napoleon III. After Mexico and Sadowa if we had torn up 
the September Convention in his face without his being able 
to avenge himself, he would have been a lost man. 134 

130. 
131. 

817. 
132. 
133. 

See ch. v, pp. 146-149. 
17 October 1867* Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, 

Paladino, op. clt., p. 
Nuova Antologia, lMay 

256. Napoleone III e L1 It all a, p 
IT 13^« Brescia, 25 Oct. 1867. 
II» 294; Mazziotti, Napoleone III 

63. 
1891, quoted by Mazziotti, 

Chlala, Cartegglo Castelli, 
e L'ltalia.-pI^SI  
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However, the Emperor had shown so many favors to Italy 

that most of the people of that country did not helieve 

that he would send a second expedition to Rome. He had 

frequently lamented the first expedition sent to the terri- 
» 

tory of the Holy Father, and the Italians believed that at 
135 the last moment Napoleon III would back down. 

Rattazzi himself thought that he could use the same 

strategy as did Cavour and that the Emperor would allow him 

to do so. His mistake was in believing that the situations 

were parallel. At this time Rome and the complete loss of 

the temporal power was the paramount issue at stake, whereas 

during the time of Cavour only two outlying provinces were 

Involved. In the earlier period Garibaldi had been prevent¬ 

ed from seizing Rome by Cavour, while Rattazzi's contemplat¬ 

ed expedition would, on the contrary, have assisted Gari¬ 

baldi's enterprise. In I860, there was no formal agreement 

between France and Italy; however, in 1867, Italy was obli¬ 

gated by the September Convention. If France had permitted 

Italy to void the treaty of 1864, she, at the same time, 
136 would have greatly lessened her prestige in Europe. J 

Therefore Napoleon, disgusted with the actions of the 

Italian Government, urged by Rome and his own Council, and 

influenced by French public opinion, ordered the departure 

135» La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 283* 
136. Palladino, op. cit., pp. 65-66; Ollivier, L'Empire 

libéral, X, 124-125. 
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of the French troops for the Papal States. He sent Victor 

Enanuel the following message: 

I have suspended at your demand the departure of the 
fleet, hut no cabinet has been formed. The volunteers con¬ 
tinue to invade the Papal States. Rome is in danger. .1 
can no longer retard the occupation of Civita Vecchia. 

At the same time Lloustier sent out a circular to the 

effect that the French troops were to embark by order of 

the Emperor, but he emphasized that, 

The September Convention has been initiated and freely 
signed by the Italian Government. It obligated that Govern¬ 
ment to protect the frontier of the Pontifical States effec¬ 
tively against all aggression from without. No one can now 
doubt that this obligation has not been fulfilled, and that 
we have a right to replace matters in the position they 
occupied prior to the loyal and complete execution of our 
own engagements by the evacuation of Rome. Our honor cer¬ 
tainly imposes upon us the duty of not failing to recognize 
the hopes founded by the Catholic world upon the value of 
a treaty bearing our signature. 

Let us hasten to say, however, that we do not wish to 
renew In the old form An occupation of whose gravity no one 
is better aware than we are. We are not animated by any 
hostile idea towards Italy, and we faithfully retain the 
remembrance of all ties which unite us with her. We are 
convinced that the spirit of order and legallty--the only 
possible basis for her prosperity and her greatness— will 
not delay in loudly asserting itself. As soon as the Pon¬ 
tifical territory shall be liberated and security is re¬ 
established, we shall have accomplished our task, and we 
shall withdraw. 

But henceforth ws must call the attention of Powers, 
as much interested as we ourselves are in causing the prin¬ 
ciples of order and stability to prevail in Europe, to the 
reciprocal situation of Italy and the Holy See.1-'8 

137* Kazziotti, Napoleone III e L*Italla, p. 248. 
138. Annual Register (1867), PP> £50-251; Hazziotti, 

Napoleon e III e L'1 It all a, p. 256; Menabrea to Diplomatic 
Agents, Florence, 30 Oct. 1867» Bastgen, Die romische Frage, 
II» 549-550; Moustler to Diplomatic Agents of the Emperor, 
Paris, 28 Oct. 1867, Origines 1870, XIX, 102-104. 
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Napoleon III, however, was still undecided concerning 

the sending of the troops. On the 26th, the Government 

announced through the Moniteur the arrival of embarcation 

orders, but the Emperor hesitated. He delayed the fleet 

stationed in the Toulon harbor by various counter orders, 

but eventually he commanded the troops to occupy Civita 
139 Vecchia. The fleet set sail before Napoleon could 

again change his mind, and arrived in Civita Vecchia on 

28 October. General de Failly, who was in command, was 

in favor of postponing disembarcation until further dis¬ 

patch from Napoleon III. He was persuaded from this course 

by Vice Admiral de Gueydon who favored Immediate action. 

On account of this decision, battalions were sent to Corneto, 

Tolfa, and Palo; and General de Polhès with other French 
140 

troops arrived in Rome on 30 October. This second 

expedition to Rome occurred only ten months after the first 
141 

expedition departed. 

On his arrival, General de Polhès announced to the 

Romans that their purpose was to give protection to the 

Holy Father and that the citizens would not be molested. 

139. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 818; 
La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 500; Chlala, Pagine, I, 27; 
Blanchard, '*Journal de Michel Chevalier,” Revue des Deux 
Mondes (1 Nov. 1932), p. 185* 

140. La Gorce, Second Bnplre, V, 296; 299; Paladino, 
op« clt., p. 90. 

141. Mazade, "Le Second Expedition de Rome, Revue 
des Deux Mondes (1 Dec. 1867)» P» 721. 
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The Emperor Napoleon sends again an Expeditionary 
Corps to Rome to protect the Holy Father and the Pontifi¬ 
cal throne against the armed attack of revnlutionary bands. 
You Romans have known us a long time. As Always we come to 
fulfil an office entirely moral and disinterested. We shall 
help stabilize confidence and security. Our soldiers will 
centime to respect your persons, your customs, and your 
law s. 

Immediately after the departure of the troops, the 

Emperor held another Council meeting.He read several 

dispatches from King Victor Iknanuel telling of a new min- 
144 

lstry under Menabrea, which could not survive if French 

troops were sent to Rome. It was decided to Inform Victor 

Bnanuel that the messages arrived after the departure of 

the troops and to send five thousand additional French 
145 

troops to Clvita Vecchia. 

When Italy heard of the departure of the French troops, 

Menabrea was rorced by public opinion to immediately order 
146 

Italian troops to enter Papal territory. They marched 

142. Paladlno, op. clt♦, p. 90. 
143. 27 October 1867. 
144. After the resignation of Rattazzi, the Italian 

King instructed General Cialdlni to form a new cabinet. He 
was unequal to the task, however, and General Menabrea 
accomplished the duty (27 October). In addition to being 
President of the Council, he was also Minister of Foreign 
Affairs. Assisting him were Guatterio as Minister of Interior, 
Digny as Minister of Finance, Llari as Minister of Justice, 
General Bertole Viale as Minister of War, and Cantelli as 
Minister of Public Works. Pasolini, Cartegglo Mlnghettl- 
Pasollnl, IV, 173» note 2; Annual Register(1867)» P» 252; 
de Cesare, op. clt., pp. 46-47. 

145* Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 818; 
La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 300; Chi ala, Pagine, I, 27; 
Blanchard, ”Journal de Michel Chevalier,” Revue des Deux 
Mondes (1 Nov. 1932), p. 185. 

146. Debidour, op. clt.» p. 603» 
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upon Clvita Castellana, Orte, Aequapendente, and Frosinone. 

Victor Enanuel telegraphed the Etaperor to the effect that 

the Convention was no longer in force and for this reason 
147 Italian troops were to he sent to Roman territory. 

This news occasioned another council meeting in France, 

After a discussion, they agreed to re-enforce the French 

troops sent to Rome and to censure the invasion of the 

Papal States by the Italian troops. However, as France 

desired to avoid war with Italy, the Papal Government was 
148 cautioned not to provoke or allow collision. Napoleon 

then informed Victor Emanuel that he could not acquiesce in 

the invasion of the Papal States by Italy. 

While these discussions were taking place, Garibaldi 

with his army'was approaching Rome. When he heard of the 
150 arrival of the French troops in that city, he deemed 

it advisable to retire.his army.1-*1 Before they were out 

of dangerous territory, they met the combined forces of 

the Papal and French troops at Mentana (3 November) and 

147. Mazziotti, Nap ole one III e L’ltalla, p. 249; 
Paladino, op. clt., p.132; Seignobos, loc. cltT, VII, 168. 

148. Proces-Verbal de Seance du Conseil des Ministres. 
Papiers de Cerçay, Palace of St. Cloud, 30 Octl l8o8, Origines 
1870, XIX, 126-127; Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 820. 

149. Mazziotti, Napoleone III e L^Italla, p. 249; 
Seignobos, loc. clt., VII, 168; Païadino, op. clt., p. 83» 

150. 3Ô October 1867» 
151. Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 820. 
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162 were disastrously defeated* Antonelli, encouraged by 

this success, was in favor of advancing upon the Italians, 

but de Failly convinced him that this would be foolish.1^ 

Menabrea was eager to withdraw his troops from Papal 

territory as he desired to avoid embroilment with France. 

He ordered the activities of Garibaldi and his followers 

checked, and soon after his defeat, Garibaldi was arrested 

and imprisoned at Verlgano, situated on the Gulf of Spezzia. 

All danger from the Garibaldlans now ceased; and as the 

Imperial Government censured the presence of Italian troops 

on Pontifical territory and urged their removal, the Italian 
154 Government recalled its troops on 5 November. 

152. Debldour, op. cit., p. 604; Paladino, op. cit., 
pp. 93-95; Tivaronl, St Pria Crltlca, IX, 101-104; lFe Rattazzl, 
op. cit., II, 191-192; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, 
p. 820; La Gorce, Second Empire,~V, po'5-3o6; Mazziotti, J 
Nap ole one III e 1 Italia, p. 251; Mazade, "Le Second Expé¬ 
dition de Rome," Revue des Deux Llondes (1 Dec. 1867)» p. 742. 

153. Debldour^ op. cit., p. 604; Rothan, La France et 
sa politique étrangère en 1867, quoted by UauraTn, Politique 
ecclesiastique, p. 8^0. 

^154. La Gorce, Second Bnplre, V, 307» Maurain, Politique 
ecclésiastique, p. 820. 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE EIJD OF THE FRENCH OCCUPATION OF ROME 

The return of the French troops, tne battle of Mentana, 

and the insistence of France on Italy’s withdrawal from Pon¬ 

tifical territory only widened the breach between France 

ana Italy which occurred in 1866.^ Therefore, after the 

Italian troops were withdrawn from Papal territory, Hena- 

brea requested that France evacuate Rome. He told Uoustier 

that the Italian troops had been withdrawn from the Papal 

States since that territory was no longer menaced, and 

he expected the Imperial Government to adhere to its cir¬ 

cular of 25 October and recall its troops. He considered 

that if the occupation were continued, it "would prove 

an obstacle to a permanent settlement,"^ Menabrea also 

expressed a desire for a peaceful settlement between Italy 

and the Pope. As this Italian Minister did not want his 

countrymen to thing that he was dominated by Napoleon III, 

in a circular of 9 November, he firmly reiterated the 
3 

Italian claims on Rome. 

Menabrea’s request placed Napoleon III in an awkward 

1. Chlala, Pagine, I, 27ï Gorl, op. clt., X, 495. 
2. Menabrea to Nigra, 9 November 1867, Debidour, op. 

cit., p. 604; Annual Register (1867)» p. 253. 
3. Ibid. 
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situation. The French Enperor had not lost hope of 

adjusting differences regarding the Roman question, and 

he wished to reconcile Italy to the fact that France had 
4 again intervened in behalf of the Pope. However, if 

Napoleon III left his army in Italy, that country would 

forever be an enemy; yet if the troops were withdrawn 

from the protection of the Holy Father, the French Clericals 

would never forgive him. To extricate himself from this 

embarrassing position, the Emperor conceived the idea of 

a congress and hoped to throw his burden upon the great 

Powers of Europe.^ 
g 

To this end he had Moustier issue a circular offering 

for consideration the solution of this problem by a congress. 

Both the Pope and Italy were agreeable. The response of the 

Powers, however, was not what Napoleon hoped. Prussia had 

no desire to assist France; South Germany would be alienated 

if the Italian King received Rome; and Italy would resent 

it if Prussia refrained from giving Rome to them. Bismarck 

told the French Ambassador that he believed it would be 

wise to continue the occupation of Civita Vecchia and that 

matters would become adjusted in due time. The Prussian 

4. Paladino, op. clt., p. 101; Tivaroni, Storla Crltica, 
IX, 104; Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 820-82T 

5. Debidour, op. clt., p. 604; Menabrea to Nigra, 
Florence, 12 Dec. 1867» Bastgen, Die romische Frage, II, 
566-567. 

6. 9 November 1867. 
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Minister was also instrumental in persuading other Powers 

to refuse to attend the Conference.^ England, as the 

friend of Italy, would favor depriving the Pope of his 

possessions. Russia's advantage could not he furthered 

by threatening the Papacy or serving the Emperor. Austria, 

at odds with the Pope,® could not be expected to render 

him any favors. Although Italy on the surface had no 

objection to the congress, by secret channels she informed 

the Powers that it was undesirable. Various countries ask¬ 

ed the Emperor to state the plans he had in mind for the 

congress; but as Napoleon III desired the conference to 

relieve him from this responsibility, his attempts to secure 
Q 

a meeting of the Powers failed.-7 8 9 

While negotiations were still in progress for a congress, 

Franco-Italian relations became more estranged on account of 

de Failly's report published in the Moniteur and Rouher's 

speech to the French Parliament. In addition to Mentana 

and the fact that the French troops were not immediately 

withdrawn, the Moniteur printed the report of de Failly on 

the battle of Mentana in which he stated: "Our chassepots 

7. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 820-821; 
Debidour, op. clt., p. 6o4; Menabrea to Nigra, Florence, 12 
Dec. 1867* Bast g en, Die roml sche Frage, II, 566-567; Rothan, 
La France et son politique extérieure en 1867» II» 256, 
cited in Chlala, Pagine, I, 32. 

8. The Austrian Government was at this time under the 
direction of the antl-Clerical Beust. 

9. Debidour, op. clt., pp. 604-605; Menabrea to Nigra, 
Florence, 12 Dec. 1867» Bastgen, Die romische Frage, II, 556 
557. 
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guns have performed marvelously.”"^ This statement only 
11 increased Italian resentment against France. 

However, the Italians were encouraged hy another 

article in the Moniteur which stated the French troops 

would soon depart from Rome. It also pràlsed the Italian 

Government for the manner in which it suppressed the revo¬ 

lutionary menaces and for the manner of its departure from 
12 

the Papal States. 

Napoleon III also announced in his address to the 

French Parliament^ that the troops would soon he recalled. 

He explained the position in which he had heen placed and 

his reasons for sending the French troops hack to Rome and 

mentioned plans for a congress to settle the Roman question. 

Revolutionary agitations, prepared in hroad daylight, 
threatened the Pontifical States. The Convention of 15 
September not having heen executed, I have heen compelled 

10. Moustier considered the advisability of omitting 
these words in the publication of the report. Even Empress 
Eugenie was opposed to retaining them. Niel, Minister of War, 
insisted on keeping them to advertise the efficacy of the new 
French guns. As anticipated, this was unfavorably received 
hy the Italians who were still suffering from the blow they 
received at Ment ana. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, 
p. 820; Seignohos, loc. glt.» VII, 168; Mazziottl, Napoleone 
III e L 'Italia, p. 2$1; La Gorce, Second Empire. V, 309; 
Paladino, op. clt., p. 104; Paléologue, "Les Entretiens de 
l’Impératrice Eugenie,” Revue de Deux Mondes, (15 March 1928), 
p. 304. 

11. Paladino, op. clt. , p. 104; Maurain, Politique 
ecclésiastique, p. 820; Beaulieu, ”La Politique du Second 
Empire, Revue des Deux Mondes (1 April 1872), p. 567; 
Gay, Les deux Romes et "l’opinion française. Les rapports 
Franco-Italien (Paris, 1931 ), 163• 

,12. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 310; LIaurain, Politique 
ecclésiastique, p. 821; Mazzlotti, Napoleone III e L* It alla, p.ISO» 

13* 18 November 1867» 
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one© again to send our troops to Rom© and protect the power 
of the Holy See Toy repulsing the invaders. Our conduct 
could have nothing hostile to the unity and independence 
of Italy; and that nation, at first surprised, has come to 
realize the dangers which these revolutionary manifestations 
create for the monarchial principle and European order. 

Calm is today almost entirely re-established in the 
states of the Pope, and we can anticipate the early return 
of our troops. 

For us, the Convention of 15 September exists £0 long 
as it is not replaced by a new international act.^ The 
relations of Italy with tïïe Holy See interests all Europe, 
and we have proposed to the Powers to settle these rela- 
tions in a conference and thus prevent new complications. ° 

Following this address the government was thanked for 

the protection given the Holy See by Baron Dupin, who open¬ 

ed the Senate debate. Dupin pointed out that the formation 

of a northern empire might be a menace to all Powers. How¬ 

ever, if the Emperor continued to protect the faith of two 

hundred million people, he would place France first among 

the Powers.1^ The Cardinal Archbishop of Rouen denounced 

the means by which Italian unity was brought about and 

prophesied that if France adopted a hands-off policy in 

regard to Italy, that Power would eventually perish. He 

asked that France remain at Rome until the Pope no longer 
17 needed her assistance. In speaking of King Victor Emanuel, 

the Cardinal Archbishop of Bordeaux desired no greater 

14. The italics are my own. 
15. Annual Reglster (1867), p. 231; Mauraln, Politique 

ecclésiastique, p. 821; Paladino, op. clt., p. 104; Mazziotti, 
Napoleone III e L'Italia, p. 252. 

16. Annual Register (1867)» P« 233. 
17. Ibid., pp. 233-234. 
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calamity to befall him than "to he forced to ash an asylum 

from the Pontifical throne, always so ready to pardon and 

to bless."'*'® The existence of the Pope and the King of 

Italy at Rome was unthinkable to the Archbishop of Paris. 

However, he did not think the Catholic Powers would tolerate 

the seizing of Rome by Italy. This country was also assail¬ 

ed by Bonnechose who disputed the authority of the proposed 
19 .congress. 

Darboy, on the other hand, took a more conservative 

stand. He considered the intervention as "a temporary act 

... a remedy or an expedient . . . more a complication 
20 

than a solution." Moustler held the same views. He 

said, "it must be admitted that the unity of Italy will 

subsist and must be taken into account; but at the same 

time the French Government does not consider Italian unity 

as bound up with the possession of Rome by Italy." In 

referring to the proposed conference, the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs hoped.that body would be able to solve the Roman 

question in such a manner that France could leave Rome 
21 

feeling that the Pope was secure. 

In the Corps législatif. Jules Favre attacked the 

government's policy of intervention. He stated that the 

18. Annual Register (1867)» P» 234. 
19. Ibid. 
20. Haurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 825. 
21. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 825; Annual 

Register (1867), pp. W-zJG. 
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Antibes Legion had been organized by the French Government 
» 

with the aid of the clergy, and consequently France was 

the first violator of the Convention. Favre thought the 

French Government should do either of two things--recall 

22 
its troops from Rome or become the champion of the Syllabus. 

Jules Simon declared that as the temporal power needed the 

support of foreign troops, it did not secure the indepen¬ 

dence of the Pope; and therefore the Roman question should 

be solved by the separation of church and state.The 

government was also attacked by Guéroult who stated, "if 

it [the Imperial Government] should continue to be sub¬ 

mitted blindly to Clerical influence, I declare that it 
24 

will have a no more resolute adversary than myself." 

Moustier then attempted to defend the government. 

He maintained that France could not become a violator of 

the Convention with Italy. In spite of this, Moustier’s 

statements were not so reassuring to the Clericals, for 

regardless of the fate of the congress, he thought the 

French troops should be withdrawn as soon as France was 
pc 

assured of the safety of the Holy Father. 

In replying to this speech, Thiers stated that between 

22. 2 December 1867. Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, 
p. 826; Annual Register (1867)» p. 236; La Gorce, Second 
Empire, V, 310. 

23. Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 826. 
24. Ibid, 
25. 4 December 1867. Mauraln, Politique ecclésiastique, 

p. 827; La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 311. 
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Italy and the Pope there could he no accord. He was op¬ 

posed to the "policy of nattonalities” and favored the 

support of the temporal power. As the conservatives were 

in the majority in the Corps législatif, this speech re¬ 

ceived great applause.2^ 

Rouher tried to gain the same approval hy invectives 

against Garibaldi and the Geneva Congress. When this fail¬ 

ed, he made his famous never statement which secured him 
27 the desired applause. 

The French Government exercised great moderation and 
firmness. It refused to identify the Italian nation with 
an ephemeral cabinet; it gave time for a Liberal-Conserva¬ 
tive Ministry, disposed to respect treaties, to be formed; 
and was able to preserve the Holy Father without having to 
combat Italian troops . . . Thiers has qualified the Con¬ 
vention as absurd. Yet by it Italy recognized the Pontifi¬ 
cal States, contracted an obligation towards Rome, and 
effaced the vote of the Italian Parliament in 1861. Gentle¬ 
men, if after the invasion of Garibaldi, France had remained 
indifferent, she would have fallen very low in the opinion 
of the world. Our intervention against parasite and dis¬ 
orderly forces was not commanded solely in the interest of 
Rome. It served also to protect the throne of Victor 
Bnanuel. In preserving Rome from invasion, we have saved 
Italy from anarchy. I do not reveal completely enough all 
the plot made at Geneva; the foetid miasmas of demagogy 
have reached even the soil of Paris. There was a miserable 
attempt at an appeal to arms which sank into shame. All 
conspirators are acquainted with each othtr; evil passions 
are able to unite; and the three projected centres of in¬ 
surrection were Rome, Florence, and Paris ... On the 
subject of the conference we have declared to all the 
Powers that we would not formulate any program. Do you 
wish to be more urgent than they? We shall present our- 

26. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 827-828; 
Annual Register ( 186*/)» pp. 236-2^7• 

27. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 829; La Gorce, 
Second Empire, V, 3ll-3l2. 
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selves to that assembly with our past and our present In 
our hands. And has not the Pope, the most Interested party 
of all, accepted the idea without reserve? How then can 
you feel any hesitation under such circumstances? I now 
come to this dilemma: the Pope wants Rome, and Italy can¬ 
not do without it. We declare that Italy shall not seize 
Rome, never.1 Never will France submit to such a violence 
committed on her honor and on C/atholiclty- in general. ^ 
She demands from Italy the rigorous and energetic execution 
of the Convention of 15 September; and if this be not con¬ 
ceded, she will supply the deficiency herself. Is that 
clear enough? Gentlemen, if your plaudits cause me great 
emotion, they are also the occasion of some little embarrass¬ 
ment, inasmuch as whilst we firmly support the Convention 
of September, we desire to see Italian unity respected and 
strengthened. We wish the two powers to co-exist side by 
side.^9 

Rouher's "never" placed Napoleon III again in the 

embarrassing situation of choosing between Italy and the 

Clericals. To extricate himself, in a council meeting of 

6 December, he complimented Rouher on his excellent address 

and then rebuked him by saying, "In politics, you must 
30 never say never." The Emperor explained that should 

Victor Emanuel and the Pope reach an accord, the Minister 
30 

of State would be greatly embarrassed by his words. 

However, the Emperor officially declared that there was 

no contradiction between Rouher's speech and the policy 
31 

previously pursued by the French Government in Italy. 

28. The italics are my own. 
29. 5 December 1867» Annual Reg1ster (1867)» PP* 237-238. 
30. Olllvier, L'Baplre liberal, X, 229; Pinard, Mon 

Journal, I, 236, quoted by La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 3^4; 
Pinard, Mon Journal, quoted by Maurain, Politique ecclésias¬ 
tique, p. 830. 1Q 

31. Archives de 1 'Admlnistration des Cultes, F ^ 1.937» 
cited in Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, p. 830. 



176 

As a matter of fact, Napoleon's acceptance of Rouher's 

speech was in effect a renouncement of his former Italian 

policy. The Emperor seemed to have forgotten his previous 

promise to Italy that if the Roman question were not settled 

during the lifetime of Pius IX, It would be on the accession 

of a new Pope. Rouher's speech had four distinct consequen¬ 

ces—the Italians were incensed at France forever denying 

them Rome as capital; France surrendered its freedom of 

action toward events not forseen by the Convention; no means 

of exerting pressure on the Papal Government remained to 

the Imperial Government; and the Emperor abandoned his 

policy of conciliation which had as its purpose to “give 

satisfaction to Italian demands while assuring the Holy 

See the free exercise of its spiritual authority."-^2 

Prince Napoleon objected to Rouher's speech and op¬ 

posed the continuance of French intervention at Rome. He 

wrote, "Some grave complications may come from outside. 

In remaining at Romo, we lose a devoted and useful ally, 

the benefits of the war of 1859—and all that for the 
33 temporal power of the Pope.'" 

French opinion as a whole did not react unfavorably 

to intervention at Rome or Rouher's speech. While Nice 

32. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 829-830. 
33* Chlala, Pagine, I, 33. 
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and Haute-Savoie sympathized with Italian aspirations, the 

rest of France approved the actions of the Imperial Govern¬ 

ment either for religious or national reasons. From Aix 

the procureur reported that public opinion was divided on 

the Garibaldian invasion and French intervention. Nice 

favored Italian aspirations, while Aix and Marseilles dis¬ 

liked Italy. Here French intervention was given an unre¬ 

strained welcome. Toulon looked on this same intervention 

as "a regrettable necessity" forced on France by honor. The 

return of the troops to Rome resulted in uniting a majority 

of this district in favor of intervention regardless of 

personal reasons for accepting it. Likewise at Amiens 

opinion was not unanimous on the Roman question. All agreed, 

however, that it was necessary for France to uphold her 

signature on the September Convention and intervene at Rome 

when the Italian Government was not able to control events. 

The direction of the new intervention at Rome increased the 

prestige of the French Government. However, the procureur 

thought intervention had one adverse result—an over excita¬ 

tion of the Clerical party. At Chambéry, the province of 

Haute-Savoie near Switzerland sympathized with Italy and 

the Garibaldian movements. This comprised only a small 

minority, and the majority of people in the district of 
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Chambéry looked on Italy with dislike hut did not censure 

King Victor Emanuel. The attitude of the clergy and the 

fact that Italian rents decreased influenced this feeling. 

This majority received with favor the actions of the Gov¬ 

ernment and Rouher's speech. At Caen opposition to inter¬ 

vention came from two directions—the Democratic party who 

sympathized with Italy and the fear that external complica¬ 

tions might result. However, the sending of the troops to 

Rome was approved by opinion whether for religious reasons 

or for reasons of national honor. The procureur stated, 

"The prudent vigor and the determination of the Imperial 

Government, the rapidity of its execution flattered the 

national pride that Italy’s attitude wounded. Public 

opinion needed to ascertain that France could still make 

her will prevail in the world. Those who feared war 

were somewhat reassured by Europe's attitude, the immediate 

success of France, and the Emperor's speech to Parliament. 

However, they desired other European countries to assist 

France in protecting the Holy See. Paris, on the other hand, 

thought that French action in regard to violation of the 

Convention would prevent external complications. The 

procureur reports: 

The country has seen with a patriotic satisfaction the 
government disengage itself from that double threat of 

34. Reports of the procureurs-généraux: Report of 
Mervllle, Aix, 14 Jan. 1868, A. N. BB-JO 570; Report of Saud- 
breuil, Amiens, 8 Jan. 1868, A. N. BB20 371; Report of Mourier, 
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revolution and of Prussia. It is understood that in op¬ 
posing without default the covetousness of the Florence 
cabinet in Italy, the Imperial policy has given a salutary 
notice to those of the cabinet of Berlin in Germany; and 
in demanding the maintenance of the September Convention, 
it has perhaps taken the surest means of obtaining the 
respect of the treaty of Prague.-55 

The people of Paris had confidence in the government and 

received signs of agitation with "complete indifference," 

for they approved governmental action for religious reasons 

and the maintenance of national honor. The procureur 

thought that opinion might not have been so generally 

favorable if there had been an uprising in Rome and the 

inhabitants had been ready to welcome Garibaldi. Agitation 

against intervention affected only the republicans and the 

working classes. When the French troops left for Rome, some 

Intoxicated laborers at Reims voiced their disgruntled 

attitude. At Montereau radical placards were posted, and 

extreme democratic newspapers published in Geneva were 

distributed to the workers. The upper classes welcomed 

intervention not only for religious reasons but also be¬ 

cause of their dislike for united Italy. They desired 

France to go beyond mere intervention. But aside from 

these two extremes, the great majority sanctioned the 

government's policy. The French expedition to Rome to 

Chambéry, 31 Dec. 1867, A. N. BB5^ 375; Report of Connelly, 
Caen, 2 Jan. 1868, A. N. BB50 375. 

35. Report of De Marnas, procureur of Paris, 14 Nov. 
1867, A. N. BB*50 3 84. 
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prevent the Garibaldian attack met with the whole hearted 

support of the district of Bordeaux. Even the protestants 

were In unison with the Catholics, especially at Bergerac 

and Sainte-Foy (arrondissement of Libourne) where they 

expressed their gratitude to the government for maintain¬ 

ing the September Convention. This reaction was significant 

as Catholics and members of the Clerical party were in the 

minority in this district, and most of the people were 

usually indifferent on religious matters. The procureur 

reported: "So far the expedition to Rome has had a good 

effect on religious relations. For a great number its 

true significance has been a vigorous response to the 

violation of treaties and a necessary protestation against 

the tortuous policy of the Rattazzl Ministry and the too 

manifest ingratitude of Italy toward France."^ At Bourges 

also the intervention was universally approved for religious 

reasons and for the maintenance of French honor. The return 

of the French troops to Rome together with Rouher's speech 

to Parliament was enthusiastically welcomed by opinion at 

Besançon. 

Never has the heart-beat of a country so quickened to 
the thought of the Head of State and to the words of his 
eloquent interpreter. I can say, in applying it to this 
district, what has already been said in a more general 
manner, the vote of 5 December has been here more than a 
vote, it has been an event.' 

36. Reports 
Grandperret, Paris 
rub eux, Bordeaux, 

of the procureurs-généraux: Report of 
. 5 Jan. 1868, A. N. BB^° ^84: Report^ 
1 Jan. 1868, A. N. BBpO 374; Report of 

of 
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Opinion at Lyons universally approved the policy pursued 

hy the Imperial Government. The district was impressed by 

the defeat of the Garibaldians at Ment ana. People were 

no Ions®** preoccupied with the Roman question and awaited 

further negotiations without anxiety. The procureur con¬ 

sidered the government’s actions as gratifying to opinion, 

for "it was a question, not only of our [French] engaged 

honor but of a protectorate mission to fulfil for all the 

Catholics of the entire world.From Rennes the procureur 

reported that the recent invasion of the Papal States and 

the inaction of the Italian Government due either to impo¬ 

tence or to complicity had a disturbing effect on opinion. 

But the allegiance of Brittany to the Imperial Government 

was assured by the sending of the troops to Rome, the 

battle of Mentana, and the speeches of the Emperor and 

Rouher. If the government had followed another course, 

opinion would have been alienated. Although the Legitimist 

party and the radicals attempted to arouse distrust of the 

government's actions, they had very little influence on 

the mass of the people, for the Pope was safe and protected 

by the French troops. Many people did doubt the efficacy 

de Chenevière, Bourges, 9 Jan. 1868, A. N. BB^° 374; Report 
of Blanc, Besançon, 15 Jan. 1868, A. N. BB^° 373» 

37. Report of GaiLLot, procureur of Lyons, 7 Nov. 1867» 
28 Dec. 1867, A. N. BB^° 379. 
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of the congress and placed their confidence in the Emperor's 

ability. Most of the clergy adopted a moderate attitude. 

However, in spite of the second expedition to Rome and the 

speeches in the Corps législatif, some continued to complain. 

They affirmed that the Emperor sent his troops to Rome be¬ 

cause of the pressure of opinion in France rather than a 

personal desire to aid the Pope. Opinion at Toulouse cen¬ 

sured Italy’s attitude in regard to Garibaldi’s attempted 

invasion of Rome. The people believed that Victor Emanuel's 

Government was tolerant or the revolutionary movement if 

not in conspiracy with it. A few protestants did not 

approve of the government's course, but their dissatisfac¬ 

tion was engulfed in the general satisfaction of both town 

and country. Previously French opinion in this district 

had sympathized with Italy, but it resented Italian Parlia¬ 

mentary speeches and the newspaper publications antagonistic 

to France and censured the successive Italian Ministries 

for wasting their efforts in disturbing the country instead 

of working toward economy, consolidation, and peace. The 

French public felt that Victor Emanuel was weakly submitting 

to radical elements. Therefore, the return of the troops 

to-Rome, the defeat of Garibaldi at Mentana, and Rouher's 

speech were enthusiastically received. 

38. Report of Bodfin, procureur of Rennes, 14 Jan. 1868, 
14 April 1868, A. N. BB-50 386; Report of Léo Duprez, produreur 
of Toulouse, 9 Jan. 1868, A. N. BB^O 388. 
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Although Intervention at Rome was resented by the 

French republicans, It was approved by Clericals and con¬ 

servatives. The defeat of Garibaldi was considered a defeat 

of radicalism, for the Geneva Congress emphasized the in¬ 

ternational relationship between revolutionists. Further¬ 

more Italy's alliance with Prussia in 1866 decreased its 

popularity in France, and French opinion demanded that the 

September Convention be enforced. The successful outcome 

of the expedition to Rome strengthened French prestige 

which had recently received several setbacks. Neverthe¬ 

less, some people felt anxiety regarding the result of . 

intervention. Even the Clerical party and the clergy were 

not unanimously agreed on intervention. The extreme group 

believed that the old states of the Pope should be restored 

and opposed Italian unity; the more conservative group were 
40 content with the government's present policy. 

Like intervention, Rouher's never speech was commended 

by the Clericals and conservatives although }.t did increase 

the anxiety of those disturbed by intervention. Notwith¬ 

standing their gratification at the renewed French occupa¬ 

tion, the extreme Clericals thought Rouher's statements 

were forced by the Corps législatif and would be upheld by 

39. See ch. v, pp. 158-159., 
40. Lîaurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 821-823 
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the Imperial Government only by compulsion. The majority 

of the clergy maintained their reticence toward the Roman 

question and seemed more favorable to the government. 

However, the French prefects reported that this attitude 

did not necessarily mean they would support the government 

in the approaching elections. If Napoleon III had permitt¬ 

ed the temporal power to be destroyed, there would have 

been an open break between the Second Empire and the clergy. 

The future attitude of the latter toward the government 
41 

depended on the Emperor's policy toward the church. 

The Vatican, like the French Clericals, was overjoyed 

at French intervention. Cardinal Antonelll, usually very 

reserved, was effusive in thanking Armand for the Snperor's 

intervention. On 13 November Plus IX, receiving the French 

Expeditionary Force, commended them for coming to the 

assistance of the Pontifical troops and bestowed his blessing 

on the soldiers, France, and the Emperor. Although the 

Pope accepted Napoleon's proposal of a congress, he viewed 

the departure of the French troops with anxiety. In an 

address of 20 December the Pontiff thanked Napoleon III for 

his assistance, but the Holy Father was only partly reassur- 
42 

ed by Rouher's speech as to the Emperor's future policy. 

41. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, pp. 832-833* 
^42. La Gorce, Second Empire, V, 307; llaurain, Politique 

ecclésiastique, p. 832; Annual Reg1ster (1867)» p. 254. 
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In Italy, on the other hand, Rouher's speech only 

served to incense opinion which was already aroused by the 

return of the French troops, the battle of Mentana, de Failly's 

remark concerning the chassepot guns, and the fact that 

43 France had not yet withdrawn her troops. The French Gov¬ 

ernment had previously ordered the troops to converge on 

44 
Clvita Vecchla, but Napoleon III was emphatic in his 

stand to occupy that port until any danger to the Pope no 

longer existed. He was still trying to secure a congress to 

45 
settle the Roman question. 

However, the Italians thought that the Pope was now 

secure and wanted the meeting of Powers to be held after the 

French troops left Italy. Menabrea requested France to with¬ 

draw the troops before the conference, and a French Minis¬ 

terial Council held a meeting on 23 November to discuss the 

question of evacuation. They decided to withdraw the troops 

if the conference convened, otherwise the matter would need 

further consideration. Moustier explained the situation to 

46 
Menabrea, and this Minister was willing to accept the ex- 

47 
planation. 

43* Chiala, Pagine, I, 27; Gori, op. clt., X, 495-496; 
Paladino, op. clt., p. 104, 106; Paola Maria Arcarl, La Francia 
nell^plnlone pubbllca itallana dal '59 al *70 (Rome, 1934), 
113-120 

44. This was accomplished by 2 December, and one divi¬ 
sit ion even returned to France. 

45. Maurain, Politique ecclésiastique, p. 821; Mffl 

Rattazzl, op. cit., II, 202. 
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But after Rouher’s speech Menabrea notified the French 

Government that a congress would "be a farce as the address 

of the Minister of State showed that it would be prejudiced 

in favor of keeping the Papal territory Intact. Moustier 

unsuccessfully tried to convince Italy that the Emperor's 

policy was not changed by Rouher’s speech, but Italy’s 

animosity continued. The congress did not assembly and 
48 the French continued to occupy the Papal States. 

When the proposed conference did not materialize, the 

King of Italy called the attention of Napoleon III to the 

advisability of the two countries returning to the status 

of the September Convention before Mentana or of reaching 
49 a new agreement. But Napoleon gave no heed to this sug¬ 

gestion. He still delayed the complete evacuation even 

though he had moved the French troops from Rome to Civita 
80 Vecchia. However, when the French troops were not with¬ 

drawn following the defeat of Garibaldi at Mentana, the 

departure of Italian troops from Pontifical territory, and 

the failure of the proposed congress, the Italian populace 
51 considered the September Convention was violated. 

48. Maurain, Politique ecclesiastique, pp. 831-832. 
49. On 18 November 1867, Napoleon III announced in the 

French Parliament: "For us, the Convention of 15 September 
exists so long as it is not replaced by a new International act." 

50. Chlala, Pagine, I, 34. 
51. Chlala, Pagine, I, 27. Chiala states the Eknperor 

planned to withdraw the French troops after a brief delay, 
but Nlel, Minister of War, advised against it. 
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Therefore, the Italian Government decided to postpone the 

signing of the final protocol concerning the Pontifical 
52 

debt as a protest. They desired to force French with- 
5-3 

drawal by this means. •' 

In July of the next year, however, the Government, 

having failed to influence French policy decided to execute 

its agreement as stipulated by the Convention of 15 September 

and 7 December 1866. The agreement in its final form was 

signed by tne Italian Minister of Finance and Malaret. 

Italy hoped that this action on her part would speed the 

withdrawal of the French troops. As promises had been 

given to the Pope by Italy that his domain would be free 

from invasion and Italy had formulated a plan agreeable to 

France which would insure good relations between the Italian 

and Papal Governments, Menabrea did not consider the Imperial 

Government had any reason to further delay the evacuation of 

the territory. He told Moustier if the French occupation 

continued, he believed it would cause trouble between the 
54 Italian people and their government."^ 

France still took no action, and two months later King 

52. This was voted by the Chamber of Deputies on 21 De¬ 
cember 1867- 

53• Menabrea to Nigra, Florence, 22 Aug. 1868, Origines 
1870, XXII, 53-55; Bastgen, Die romlsche Erase, II, 584-585; 
Nigra to Moustier, Patis, 28 Aug. 1868, Origines 1870, XXII, 
53. 

54. Ibid. 
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Victor Emanuel decided again to request the departure of 

the troops. Moustier, when approached hy the Italian Gov¬ 

ernment, expressed his fear that the disturbances of 1867 

might be repeated. Menabrea, head of the Italian Ministry, 

considered this alarm groundless. He said as the French 

occupation gave radical parties an excuse for complaint, 

the withdrawal of the French troops would have the effect 

of stabilizing public sentiment. Should disturbances occur, 
56 

the Italian Government would be equal to the occasion. 

To discuss French evacuation of Rome, a conference was 

held between the Emperor, Rouher, Vimercatl, and Nigra. The 

latter stated that the Snperor could expect nothing from 

Italy if he refused to withdraw his troops and persisted in 
87 88 denying Rome to the Italians. To this the Emperor 

responded: 

I do not intend to prevent the Romans from exercising 
their proper rights, but I will not consent that the King of 
Italy and Garibaldlan bands carry out anything whatever 
against the temporal domain. I want nothing better than to 
withdraw my troops provided that the Italian Government give 
me some guarantees that the events which brought me to Rome 
a second time will not be repeated and will not oblige me to 
return a third time. If General Menabrea should remain per- 

55* Moustier to Villestreux, 31 Oct. 1868, Ollivier, 
L'Bnpire liberal, XI, 200; Menabrea to Nigra, Florence, 23 
Nov. 1868, Bastgen, pie romiache Frage, II, 594-595* 

56. Ollivier, L*Ênplre llbéralV XI» 200; Menabrea to 
Nigra, Florence, 23 Nov. 1867, Bastgen, Die romische Frage, 
II, 594-595. 

57. Prince Napoleon told the Italian King that Rouher's 
"never" meant that Italy would have to obtain the consent of 
the Emperor before entering Rome. The word was got intended 
in its Inexorable sense. Ollivier, L*Enplre liberal, XI, 200. 

58. Ollivier, L,Emplre liberal, XI, 2Ü1. 
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manently at the head of affairs, that would he a sufficient 
guarantee. Otherwise what assurance have I that his policy 
will he followed?59 

In truth, Napoleon III was undecided as to Just what 

he really wanted from Italy. As the time for the general 

elections In France was near, the Emperor thought it hest 

to delay action until they were dispensed wlth,^0 and 

La Valette agreedwith him. When Nigra informed this French 

Minister that he contemplated mating a formal demand for 

withdrawal, he advised Nigra to postpone such action until 

after the elections and assured him of his support in regard 

to evacuation. Negotiations ceased for a time, only to he 

taken up again in 1869 in connection with a projected alliance 
/T T 

between France, Italy, and Austria. 

Napoleon, in spite of many attempts, had failed to 

receive compensation from Prussia after her defeat of Austria 

at Sadowa in 1866. So, fearing the increased power of this 

German state, he decided it would he wise to reach an under¬ 

standing with Austria. He was able to make friendly approach¬ 

es at the Salzhurg meeting in 1867 and the Paris Exposition. 

Austria was not averse to this reconciliation. Emperor 

59. Ollivier, L1 Empire liberal, ■ XI, 202. 
60. Napoleon feared that if he withdrew his troops at 

this time, it would result in unfavorable election returns, 
for the French Clericals, following the events of 1867, 
decided that their future support of the government would 
depend on the Emperor's policy. Maurain, Politique ecclé- 
slastlque, p. 833» 837. 

61. Ollivier, L'Empire libéral, XI, 202-203- 
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Francis Joseph had no desire to see Prussia expand further, 

yet he did not wish to make war on Worth Germany. Nor did 

Beust, Austrian Minister of Foreign Affairs, wish to turn 
62 

down proffered alliances. 

The French Enperor, however, also wanted Italy’s friend¬ 

ship, and it would he necessary to reconcile these two coun¬ 

tries who had so recently been at war. To this Italy would 

probably be more agreeable as she had acquired Venetia in 

63 
1866» During July 1868 Wapoleon through Metternich, the 

Austrian Ambassador at Paris and special friend of the 

Enpress, made approaches to Beust on the subject of an 
64 

Austro-Italian reconciliation with Wapoleon acting as mediator. 

This proposal met with success, and early in the year 

1869 an alliance of the three countries seemed possible. 

Nigra, Yimercati, and Metternich had been given instructions 

to consider terms. Napoleon was delighted, but he did not 

impart this information to Gramontf^ or La Valette.^ 

Rouher and Prince Napoleon were the only ones included in 

the secret. However by 20 Marct* Prussia had managed to find 

67 
out about these negotiations. 

62. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, pp. 221- 
222; Bury, op. clt., p. 67. 

63» Eourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 222; 
Bury, op. clt., p. 67. 

64. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 223. 
65* French Ambassador at Vienna. 
66. French Minister of Foreign Affairs. 
67» Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 223. 
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The French and Austrian Governments were not of the 

same opinion concerning the alliance, the latter wanting a 

purely defensive alliance. In April, Count Vitzthum66 re¬ 

turned to Vienna for further instructions. Napoleon nego¬ 

tiated further with Nigra, Vimercati, and Menabrea. In 

May, Vit zthum returned, and by the 10th Rouher had drawn 

up a project composed of twelve articles for an offensive 

and defensive alliance. Italy wanted the September,,,Conven¬ 

tion to be executed and the French soldiers to be withdrawn 

from Civita Vecchla. Napoleon did not wish to make promises 

unless he was sure the Pope would not be menaced. He thought 

of giving Italy the Trentino and having Austria compensated 

in Silesia.69 

Austria then proposed more general terms whereby all 

three would reach a reciprocal agreement for the maintenance 

of peace and the guarantee of their respective territory. 

Further they would enter no other agreement without notifica¬ 

tion. Rouher, desiring the arrangement, decided not to push 

the offensive alliance, and by the last of May, Vimercati 

stated that King Victor Emanuel would agree "to a less 

immediate settlement of the Roman question."^ 

68. Austrian Ambassador to Brussels. He was in Paris 
discussing the px*oposed alliance. 

69* Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 224. 
70. Ibid. 
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By June 4 1869 they had come to an understanding on 

the more restricted Austrian proposal. Beust received a 

telegram from Vitzthum stating: "The only difficulty was 

Ronre. We have surmounted it ty patience."^3' Vitzthum 

returned to Brussels, and Napoleon and Victor Emanuel 

decided to submit the matter to La Valette, Prince La Tour 
71 d’Auvergne, and the FLorence Ministerial Council. 

Unfortunately a stumollng block appeared in the 

relations between France and Italy. Mentana and Rouher’s 

"never" had done much to make the Italians forget Napoleon’s 

past services. The Italian patriots desired Rome, and 

Napoleon was not able to grant this. When Victor Emanuel 

had prepared his Ministers for an alliance with France in 

August 1868, they had said that the King should obtain the 

execution of the September Convention and the withdrawal 

of the French troops. In April 1869 Menabrea discussed 

the question of Rome with Napoleon; and, when the negotia¬ 

tions took a more formal turn, both Menabrea and King 

Victor Emanuel formally requested that Napoleon recall his 

troops. Menabrea told Napoleon that an alliance could not 

be made if they did not come to an agreement on the Roman 

question. Some Italian Ministers even thought that the 

Emperor should promise to "leave henceforth the King, the 

71. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 225 
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Pope, and the Romans free to arrange among themselves."^2 

The French Emperor was placed In another dilemma. He 

wished to make an alliance with Italy and Austria, hut on 

the subject of Rome he met obstinate resistance from some 

of his ministers and the Clerical party who were favored 

by the Bnpress at Court. So he had La Valette notify the 

Italian and Austrian Governments that negotiations were 
T5 interrupted for the time being. Notwithstanding this 

notification, Kenabrea did not wish to leave matters in this 

unsettled state, and in August he went to Vienna to talk 

with Beust. At his suggestion Vitzthum left for Paris to 
74 discuss the renewal of negotiations. 

In France, Napoleon was confronted with further diffi¬ 

culty. On 9 August he was seized with a serious attack of 

illness, and it was some time before he felt able to cope 

with official business. Furthermore the election of 1869 

had gone against the government. It was not until September 

when Napoleon's health was a little improved that he renewed 

negotiations with Austria and Italy. He worked secretly 

through La Valette, Metternlch, and Vimercatl. It was de¬ 

cided that the rulers of the three countries should corres¬ 

pond personally; and this, together with a secret brief, 

72. 4 July 1869. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et 
Napoleon III, p. 226. 

73» Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, 
pp. 226-227; Bury, op. clt., pp. 67-66. 

74. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 227. 
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would take the place of the former treaty. The agreement 

was to be defensive, and all were to pursue a common course 

In diplomatic affairs. Further, no engagements would be 
75 made with another power without the knowledge of the others. 

According to this agreement Victor Emanuel wrote Napo- 

leon that in view of the European situation, he considered 

it desirable that countries with mutual interests should 

form agreements. An alliance between France, Italy, and 

Austria would tend toward the peace of Ehrope. Victor 

Enanuel said he was glad to have the opportunity in a measure 

to repay the Emperor for past favors. 

I should desire that the treaty which would consecrate 
the alliance would be concluded promptly; but, on the one 
hand, I understand that on account of the modifications In¬ 
troduced in the French Government Your Majesty is forced to 
delay th© final act; while, on the other hand, I could not 
make a formal engagement upon that subject before the Con¬ 
vention of 15 September 1864 relative to the states of the 
Holy See has again received from both sides it 3 full and 
entire execution.** I look forward to the moment when our 
accords can be definitive. 

75» Tivaroni, St or la Crltlca, IX, 122; Mazziotti, Napo- 
leone III e L'ltalla, p. 292; Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et 
Napoleon III, pp. 227-229; Olllvier, L♦Empire libéral, XlII, 
4^5-447; Rattazzi, op. clt♦, II, 213; La Gorce, Napoléon 
III et sa politique," II, Revue des Deux Mondes (1 June 1933)» 
p. 598. 

76. The letters of the sovereigns were not to be dated 
but Victor Emanuel's letter can be placed in the latter part 
of September as he refers to changes made in Napoleon's Gov- 
ernment--this was the establishment of the liberal Empire 
(8 September 1869)» Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon 
III, p. 230. 

77. The italics are my own. 
78» Olllvier, L*Empire libéral, XI, 611-612; Bourgeois 

and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, pp. 229-230. 
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At this time Napoleon III did not conclude a formal 
79 alliance. However, he seemed to think the matter more 

or less settled and that he could complete the agreement 

when he wished by evacuating Rome. He remarked to General 

Lebrun in November 1869, MWe have a right to consider the 

alliance with Italy as certain and that of Austria as 

assured morally, if not actually."^0 Niel upheld Napoleon 

in his belief that his alliances could be completed In case 
81 of war by withdrawing the French troops from Rome. 

In this he was mistaken, for, while Napoleon did not 

want war until his alliances were completed, Bismarck was 

busy scheming to take advantage of Napoleon's unpreparedness. 

The Spanish throne furnished a good pretext. Bismarck in¬ 

duced the Spanish Government to invite Leopold of Hohen- 

zollern SIgmaringen, a relative of the Prussian King, to 

ascend the Spanish throne, knowing full well that France 

would consider this a hostile act. The plans for the Hohen- 

zollern candidacy were purposely kept secret, and, when the 

disclosure took place, the origin of the plan could not be 

traced to the Prussian Government. Napoleon III had official 

confirmation of the rumors on 5 July. France’s objections 

to the Hohenzollern candidacy were so strong that on 11 July, 

79. Paladino, op. clt., p. 142; Gallavresi, "Le Marquis 
Vlscontl-Venosta," Revue des Deux Mondes (1 June 1915), pp« 70-71* 

80. General Lebrun, Souvenirs, p. 59, quoted by Bourgeois 
and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 232. 

81. IbldT   
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Leopold withdrew his acceptance. Meanwhile on the 6th, 
Op 

Gramont had made his speech to the legislature in which 

he rashly stated that if forced to do so the Government 

"would know how to perform its duty without hesitation or 

weakness." J 

The withdrawal itself did not appease France, for she 

wanted King William’s assurance that he would never consent 

to a like proposal. Benedetti, French Minister to Prussia, 

was assigned the task of approaching King William on the 

matter. The King was annoyed by Benedetti's persistence 

and Instructed Abeken to telegraph Bismarck, authorizing 

the latter to summarize these events for publication. 

This Ems Dispatch was shortened, altered, and published 

by Bismarck. It served to inflame French opinion and 

precipitated the war which was officially declared by 
84 

France on 19 July 1870. 

Shortly before war was declared, Napoleon, realizing 

that a conflict with Prussia was Imminent, sent an entreaty 

concerning the alliance to King Victor Enanuel. He also 

had an interview with Vimercati who was willing to depart 

for the Italian capital and discuss negotiations with his 

82. Minister of Foreign Affairs. 
83* R. H. Lord, The Origins of the War of 1870 (Cambridge, 

1924), 42; Ollivier, L'Empire liberal, KlV, 1TÜ. 
84. For a more complete description of the events 

preceeding the war of 1870, see Lord, The Origins of the War 
of 1870, PP» 3-117. 
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king. Vimercati expressed the opinion that Italy would 

he agreeable if Napoleon would withdraw his troops from 
«g 

Papal territory. J 

Previously the French Government had declared that 

their troops would not he withdrawn so long as the Ecu- 
86 menlcal Council at Rome remained in session, hut the 

Council was now about to end. Ollivier had even promised 

the Catholic deputies, although not officially, that French 

troops would not leave the Papal States unless the legis¬ 

lature was in session.®^ But the session ended before the 
88 Council closed, and Ollivier now informed the deputies 

that he no longer felt obligated to abide by his promise 

because the Council was about to terminate and did not need 
QQ 

French protection. 7 

Napoleon III was now eager to complete the agreement 

85- Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 252. 
86. An Ecumenical Council was meeting at Rome when the 

Cabinet of 2 January 1870 was formed. Ollivier was Garde des 
Sceaux. Daru-Minister of Foreign Affairs; Chevandier-Min- 
ister of Interior; Buffet-Minister of Finance; Valdrome-Minister of 
Public Instruction; Lebceuf-Minister of War; Regault de 
Genoullly-Minister of Marine. 

87» As this caused perturbed feeling in Italy, Visconti 
Venosta made a written protest to Nigra who showed it to 
Gramont. Ollivier, L'Bnplre libéral, XV, 442. 

88. The Council began its sessions on 8 December 1869, 
and the Declaration of Infallibility was made on 18 July 1870. 
When war was actually declared, the Council meetings were 
indefinitely postponed, but the Council itself was never 
dissolved. Galton, op. clt., pp. 198-199; Debidour, op. clt., 
pp. 623-624. 

89. Ollivier, L’Empire liberal, XV, 441-443» 
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reached between Italy, France, and Austria in September 

1869» As Victor Emanuel had not answered Napoleon's wire, 

90 the Emperor again wired him repeating his request and 

notifying the King of Vlmercati's trip.^1 The French 

Emperor realized that France would need the troops sta¬ 

tioned at Clvita Vecchia and, feeling that this would 

assure the alliance, told Gramont: 

The war which is going to begin is too serious for 
us not to reassemble all our rorces. It is then indispen¬ 
sable to recall the brigade from Civita Vecchia. But, 
before doing so, it is necessary to warn and to demand 
guarantees for the front 1er.”2 

Gramont seemed to accept the withdrawal of the French 

troops only "with hesitation and regret.”^ But he inform¬ 

ed Malaret of the Emperor's plans and impressed him with 

94 
the urgency of the situation. 

Napoleon did not neglect to approach Austria as well 

as Italy and requested Vitzthum to go to Vienna. Also he 
QC 

made Prince La Tour d'Auvergne ambassador to Austria. ^ 

90. 16 July 1870. 
91. Napoleon III to Victor Emanuel II, 15» 16 July, 

Figaro, 20 March 1895» quoted by Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome 
et Napoleon III, p. 253; Origines 1870» XXIX, 11. 

92. Ollivier, L'BapIre liberal, XV, 443; Figaro, 20 
March 1895» quoted by Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et~Napo- 
léon III, p. 253* 

93» Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, 
pp. 265-266. 

94. 18 July 1870, Gramont to Malaret, Origines 1870» 
XXIX, 75-76; Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, 
p. 264. 

95» 1Y July 1870, Gramont to Cazaux, Origines 1870» 
XXIX. 46-47; Bouj-geols and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, 
p. 263. 
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Vitzthum arrived at Vienna on 17 July from Paris. The 

Austrian Bnperor and his ministers seemed agreeable to 

assist Napoleon III, but the Hungarian, Andrassy, who was 

more dependent on public opinion for his power, desired 

96 
neutrality. Beust had a point in his favor that there 

was sympathy between Italian and Hungarian patriots, and 

General Turr, a Hungarian, was employed by Italy. So 

97 98 
Austria stated her neutrality and waited. 

On 23 July, Prince La Tour d'Auvergne arrived in Vienna 

and took over his duties. He wired Gramont that "the 

Imperial and Royal Government had to proclaim its neu¬ 

trality in order to give the possibility of preparing its 

99 
armaments and of acting later in our [Prance's] favor." 

Austria insisted on maintaining her neutrality until she 

reached an agreement with Italy. 

In the meantime, King Victor Enanuel, on receiving 

Napoleon's telegram, held a meeting composed of Visconti- 

Venosta, General Govone,^0^ General Claldini, Menabrea, 

102 103 
Sella, and Lanza, the last two being friendly to 

96. In 1867 the Empire of Austria and the Kingdom of 
Hungary were united under one ruler, and Austro-Hungary 
became a Dual Monarchy. 

97. 19 July 1870. 
98. Count Vitzthum to Metternich, Figaro, 20 March 1895, 

quoted by Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoléon III, pp. 270-2 71. 
99* 23 July 1870, La Tour d'Auvergne to Gramont, Bour¬ 

geois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 275» 
100. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 276. 
101. Minister of War. 
102. Minister of Finance. 
103. President of the Council. 
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104 Prussia. All seemed, to desire neutrality, and Victor 

Bnanuel wired Napoleon (17 July) that he wished to he 

agreeable at the same time looking out for Italian interests. 

He inquired concerning Austria’s attitude and promised to 

write Napoleon about the Roman question.The Italian 

King then sent another telegram explaining that hé was 

compelled to write in general terms as his ministers favor¬ 

ed peace, and events had occurred so quickly that he had 
loÆ not had sufficient time to conclude their former agreement. 

However, as Napoleon desired, Victor Bnanuel agreed to 

personally guarantee the protection of the frontiers when 
107 the Emperor withdrew his troops. 

Your Imperial Majesty announces to me his desire of 
executing on his side the Convention of 15 September 1864, 
of which my Government fulfills exactly the obligations. 

Italy, expecting your Imperial Majesty’s present de¬ 
termination, has never denounced the Convention of 15 
September 186?.His Imperial Majesty cannot then 
doubt that she will continue to fulfill the clauses, 
trusting in a Just reciprocity of France to observe its 
own engagements. •'•0° 

104. Malaret to Gramont, 17 July 1870, Rothan, L’Alle¬ 
magne et 1'Italie, p. 61, cited in Bourgeois and Clermont, 
Rome e^Napolèon III, p. 276. 

1Ô5* Victor-Emanuel to Napoleon, Florence, 17 July 1870, 
Origines 1870» XXIX, 53» Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et 
Napoleon III, p. 276. 

Ï06. Victor Emanuel to Napoleon, Florence, 21 July 1870, 
Origines 1870» XXIX, 154; Figaro, 20 March 1895, quoted by 
Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, 278. 

107. Gramont to Bannevllle, Paris, 2l July 1870, Origines 
1870, XXIX, 149-150; Ollivier, L’Empire libéral, XV, 445- 

108. The italics are my own. Italy considered that Napo¬ 
leon haa violated the Convention by keeping his troops at Rome. 

109* Victor Emanuel to Napoleon, Florence, 20 July 1870, 
Origines 1870, XXIX, 154; Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et 
Napoleon III, p. 278. 
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Although Victor Bnanuel desired to aid Napoleon, 

Sella was opposed to an alliance with France; and with 

the support of other ministers on the 22nd he was still 

preventing the King, Viscontl-Venosta, and General Govone 

from carrying out their desires.110 On 25 July, Visconti- 

Venosta pronounced Italy’s neutrality in the Italian Par¬ 

liament, hut a hint was made of a possible arrangement 

with France on the question of Rome.111 Concerning Italy’s 

neutrality Malaret wrote, 

That neutrality will be strict, but Italy reserves 
for herself a full liberty of action for the defense of 
her rights and interests. The Government believes that 
it would be a detestable policy to pronounce herself at 
the moment against France so as to arrive by force to the 
accomplishment of the views of the country. The Cabinet ^2 
will remain faithful to the traditions of Italian policy. 

In spite of this proclamation of neutrality, Victor 

Emanuel, Viscontir Venosta, Menabrea, and Vimercati still 

favored the French alliance. Vlsconti-Venosta realized 

that the ministers antagonistic to alliance with France 

had not forgotten Ment ana or the "never'* of Rouher. If 

France in 1869 had agreed to recall her troops, Italy 

might have been willing to ally herself; but France's ofrer, 

imposed by the imminent war, seemed of little worth to the 

110. Malaret to Gramont, 22 July 1870, Bourgeois and 
Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 279. 

111. Ibid. 
112. Malaret to Gramont, 22 July 1870, Albert Sorel, 

Histolre Diplomatique de la Guerre Franco-Allemande, (2 vols., 
Paris, 1875), I, ^31; Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napo¬ 
léon III, p. 280. 
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113 
Italians. 

Therefore, in order to arrive at an agreement which 

would aid Napoleon, the Italian Minister of Foreign Affairs 

suggested to Lanza and Sella that the Roman question he 

completely adjusted rather than a mere withdrawal of the 

troops. This would assure the support of the Hungarians 
114 to the wishes of Austria. Lanza and Sella agreed to 

115 
this proposal, and Vimercati left for Vienna. 

In Austria, Beust persuaded Emperor Francis Joseph 
116 

to accept the Italian terms in regard to Rome. He, 

like the Italians, thought the Roman question should he 

definitely settled. On 20 July he wrote Metternich: 

I have spoken to you of the evacuation of Rome, a 
question which is important, in my opinion, not to leave 
in suspense, hut to solve immediately. The Convention of 
September, let no one he mistaken about it, no longer fits 
the situation. 

We cannot expose the Holy Father to the ineffectual 
protection of his own troops. The day when the French will 
leave the Pontifical States, it is necessary that the 
Italians should enter there with full right and with the 
assent of Austria and France. Never will we have the 
Italians with us heart and soul if we do not withdraw 
their Roman thorn. 

113- Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, 
p. 280. 

114. Ibid., pp. 280-281. 
115. Ibid., p. 281. Vimercati arrived at Vienna 24 July. 
116. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, 

p. 286. 
117* Bastgen, Die romlsche Frage, II, 619; Chiala, 

Pagine, I, 46; Paladino, op. cit., p7 145; Tivaroni, Storla 
Critica, IX, 122; Prince Napoleon, "Les alliances de 
1 ’anpire, " Revue des Deux Mondes (1 April 1878), p. 497* 
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It did not occur to Beust that Napoleon would back 

down on the point in regard to Italian troops in the Papal 

US 
States. By 25 July, La Tour and Vimercati were both at 

Vienna and entered into discussions with Vitzthum. Beust 

was ready to make an arrangement with Italy for armed 

mediation. Vimercati desired that Italy should receive 

satisfaction in regard to Rome and Beust was agreeable. 

But Prince La Tour did not believe Italy's present ideas 

on the Roman question would be acceptable to France as they 

were not the same as those formerly decided on by the Emperor, 

119 
Gramont, and Vimercati. The plan for solving the Roman 

question had been indefinite. It was to be solved "for the 

120 
satisfaction of Italy and the protection of the Pope." 

While these conversations were taking place, Napoleon 

received a telegram from Victor Emanuel telling him of the 
121 

proposed agreement between Austria and Italy. Concern¬ 

ing this arrangement, Malaret reported to Gramont that 

Victor Emanuel said, 

If the Emperor trusts me sufficiently to give me a 
verbal assurance through you that should Rome be menaced 
by revolutionary bands or anything analagous, he will raise 
no objections if our troops take a similar action to his 
in the Roman state, that is to protect the security of the 
territories by occupying some strategic points: that assu¬ 
rance will suffice and all will become easy.122 

118. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 293* 
.119. Mémoires inédits de Vitzthum, analyzed by Sybel, 

Begriindugn des Peutschen Reichs, VII, 299, cited in Bourgeois 
and Clermont, op. clt., pp. 287-288; Telegram of La Tour, 25 

70, Bourgeois and Clermont, op. clt., pp. 287-288. 
0. Bourgeois and Clermont, 73pT ■CTCT7 p. 293. 

121. Victor Emanuel to Napoleon, Florence, Palace Pittl, 

July U 
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By 24 July, Gramont knew from Beust's letter to 
« 

Lletternlch concerning the Roman question that Austria 

would not ally herself without Italy and that Italy want- 
12’3 ed something more in regard to Rome than evacuation. 

At France the Clerical party and the Empress believed 

such terms originated in the anti-clerical sentiments of 

Prince Napoleon and Beust; naturally this powerful in- 
124 

terest was opposed to the acceptance. But others besides 

the Clericals opposed desertion of Plus IX. Ollivier wrote 

Napoleon III who was then at St. Cloud: 

Sire, the idea which Beust suggests to you of leaving 
Rome to the Italians is contemptible, impractical. For it 
you will find a majority neither in your council nor your 
country. If you adopt it, the exterior crisis will be 
complicated at the moment by an interior crisis, and you 
will see one party of the nation become ice, while it is 
fire. Your Majesty knows that I am not a partisan of the 
temporal power of the Pope; I am only more clear on it when 
I point out that policy before us would lead to some mis¬ 
fortunes. With Italy we have only an honorable contract, 
the Convention of 15 September. Any alliance would only 
lack honor. Honor forbids us from leaving Rome other than 
with the promise of Italy to respect and to make respected 
the Convention of 15 Sept ember. 125 

26 July 1870, Origines 1870» XXIX, 231, Bourgeois and Clermont, 
Rome et Napoléon III, p. 292. 

122. Malaret to Gramont, Florence, 28 July 1370, Andreas 
Memor, Revue de France, 15 April 1878, cited in Bourgeois and 
Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, p. 292. 

123. Bourgeois and Clermont, op. clt., p. 294. 
124. Beust, Mémoires, II, 355, cited in Bourgeois and 

Clermont, op. cit., pp. 295-296. 
125. ”25 July 1870. Ollivier, I^E&llse et l'Etat au 

Concile du Vatican (Paris, 1879), II, 475» quoted by Bourgeois 
and Clermont, op. clt., pp. 296-297; Tivaroni, Storia Critics, 
IX, 123; Chlala, Pagine» I, 47; Paladlno, op. clt., pp. 146-»- 
147; Mazziotti, Napoleone III e L'ltalia, p. 295» Origines 
1870, XXIX, 204-205. 
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The Emperor replied with similar sentiments, and the 

Empress and the Cabinet were unanimously agreed on the 
12 rejection of Italy’s terms. Gramont wrote La Tour, 

"We absolutely cannot renounce it [the September Convention]. 

The Qnperor is engaged and cannot disengage himself. Prance 

cannot defend her honor on the one side and sacrifice it on 

the other."12^ 

The French Minister of Foreign Affairs desired to keep 

the question of Rome distinct from the formation of the 

alliance. He feared that La Tour had already signed the 
128 

agreement and immediately notified him to maintain the 
129 September Convention. La Tour then talked with Vlraer- 

cati who insisted that King Victor Emanuel had been forced 

by the people to agree to such terms. Vlmercati did not 

give up all hope and decided to see Napoleon and try to 
130 

persuade him. 

126. Paléologue, MLes Entretiens de l’Impératrice 
Eugenie,” I, Revue des Deux Mondes (15 March 1928), pp. 50-51; 
Gramont to La Tour, 25 July 1870, 
Bourgeois and Clermont, op. cit., 
p. 146. 

127. "La France ne peut pas 
côté et le sacrifier de l'autre." 
Origines~X870» it is quoted thus, 

Origines 1870» XXIX, 207ï 
p. 297;Paladino, op. clt., 

défendre son honneur d’un 
In ail réferences except 

"La France ne peut 
défendre son honneur sur le Rhin et-le sacrifier sur Tibre." 
Gramont to La Tour, 25 July 1870, Origines 1870» XJ3X, 207- 
208; Bourgeois and Clermont, op. cit., p. 298; Ollivler, 
L'Bnoire libéral, XV, 483; Mazzlotti, Napoleone III et L’Italia, 
p. 295. 

128. Both Italy and Austria claimed that the suggestion 
regarding Austrian aid on the Roman question came from the 
other country. France was inclined to believe Austria's ex¬ 
planation of Italian anxiety in regard to a patriotic revolu¬ 
tion. Figaro, 20 March 1895» cited in Bourgeois and Clermont, 
Op. clt•, py.* 313—314.   

 1297 Gramont to La Tour, 26 July 1870, Origines 1870, 
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When Vim ere at 1 left Vienna for Prance, Vitzthum de¬ 

cided to go to Florence. He desired to get Victor Emanuel 

to agree to an alliance with Austria without involving a 

solution of the Roman question. On 1 August, Vitzthum 

obtained an interview with the Italian King. Victor Emanuel 

stated if he had only himself to consider, he was ready to 

assist the French Enperor; hut some of his ministers caused 

trouble on account of the "unfortunate fmalheureuse] Conven¬ 
ir tlon of September.” 

The Austrian Minister also approached Visconti Venosta 

on the subject, but the latter remarked, 

The negotiations of 1869 have failed by the fault of 
Napoleon III. Italy does not then have engagements but only 
her debt of recognition. But that gratitude has been sub¬ 
mitted to some rude tests with lient ana and the occupation 
of Rome.1’2 

Other friends of Napoleon, Count Arese and General 

Turr, were also working in Italy to bring assistance to 

France. Turr wrote, 

Scarcely arriving here [at Florence], I am going to 
see the Ministers and various men of different parties; 

XXIX, 228-229; Bourgeois and Clermont, op. cit., pp. 299-300, 
306. 

130. La Tour to Gram ont, Vienna, 27 July 1870, Bourgeois 
and Clermont, op. cit, p. 306. 

131. De Vitzthum, Mémoires inédits, Sybel, Bepründung 
des Deutches Relchs, VII, 402, cited in Bourgeois and 
Clermont, op. cit., pp. 324-325; Chlala, Pagine, I, 53» note 1. 

132. IbicTl 
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I am convinced and I should tell your Excellency that if 
you desire to enter Italy promptly and in common action, 
it is necessary to do something more in the question of 
Rome. For the September Convention . . . instead of a 
benefit is a complication for the Italian Government. 

It is understood perfectly that the French Govern¬ 
ment could not deliver the Pope bound hand and foot [pieds 
et poings lies!. But the Emperor's Government, could, it 
not give some secret promises to Italy so that the latter 
could say to the country that the Italian national ques¬ 
tion will have its perfect solution with the war?1^ 

As France did not wish to give Italy further satisfaction 

than the withdrawal of the troops, these attempts failed. 

Vimercati's attempt met with no better success than 

Yitzthum's. On 1 August he arrived at Metz where Napoleon 
1^54 

had gone to take charge of his troops. The Emperor 

insisted that the article on the Roman question should be 

eliminated and suggested other alterations.1^ Although 

Vlmercati agreed to return to Florence and present the 

revised treaty to his government, it was a hopeless task 

as at this time France was losing battles instead of win- 
136 

ning them. 

Meanwhile, the French Government, which was under the 

133* Turr to Gramont, 27 July 1870, Bourgeois and 
Clermont, op. clt., pp. 320-321. 

134. When the Emperor left St. Cloud on 28 July 1870, 
Empress Eugenie was made regent of the Empire. Lenotre, 
"Aux Tuileries, Jadis—Le Impératrice Eugénie," III, Revue 
des Deux Mondes (15 Jan. 1933), P* 322. 

135. Chiala, Pagine, I, 49; Tivaroni, St pria Crltlca, 
IX, 123-124; Mémoires inédits de Vitzthum, cited by Sybel, 
Begründung des Deutscheri RëTchs, VII, 399, cited by Bourgeois 
and Clermont, op. clt., p. 320; Paléologue, "Les Entretiens 
de l'Impératrice Eugenie," I, Revue des Deux Mondes (1 March 
1928), p. 52. 

136. Bourgeois and Clermont, op. cit., pp. 320-321. 
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regency of Bnpress Eugénie, was disturbed concerning 

Vlmercati’s intentions. Gramont feared that Vimercati 

would be able to persuade Napoleon unfavorably to the 

Pope. He urged Malaret and La Tour to penetrate the se¬ 

cret arrangement. Beust assured him that Austria would 

not take an unfavorable attitude to the Pope. Re¬ 

assurance as to Napoleon*s position came on 3 August. 

The Emperor telegraphed Gramont, "Notwithstanding that 

which Vimercati brings and in spite of the efforts of 

Napoleon [Jerome] I will not give in on Rome. 

While these last negotiations were taking place, 

Fiance was also planning for the withdrawal of her troops 

from the Papal States. When France declared war on Prussia, 

fear was felt by the French Clericals that Napoleon III 

would use the excuse of war to recall the troops from Rome. 

Some Clerical members of the Corps législatif questioned 

Ollivier concerning the Emperor's intentions. Ollivler 

reassured them implying the French flag would continue to 
139 guard the Pope. 

However, Napoleon told Gramont that the gravity of 

137. Gramont to La Tour, Paris, 29 July 1870, Gramont 
to Malaret, Paris, 30 July 1870, Origines 1870. XXIX, 293- 
294, 310; Bourgeois and Clermont, op. cit., pp. 321-323; 
La Tour to Gramont, Vienna, 31 July T870, Origines 1870, 
XXIX, 330. 

138. Paladino, op. cit., p. 149. 
139. Chlala, Pagine, I, 38; Paladino, op. cit., p. 144. 
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the situation on account of the war would force them to 

recall their troops from the Papal States. Before evacua¬ 

tion the Enperor planned to secure guarantees from the 

Italian Government regarding the "boundaries between Italy 
140 and the Holy See. He approached Italy, and King Victor 

141 Emanuel agreed to personally guarantee the frontiers. 

In spite of this, French evacuation was unexpectedly 

delayed. Discussions for an alliance were still in pro¬ 

gress between France, Italy, and Austria. Beust told 

Gramont he thought it essential that Italy be allowed to 

send soldiers into the Papal States when the French depart- 
142 ed. From Malaret also Gramont learned of a "concession" 

14 "5 desired by Italy on the Roman question. This suggestion, 

presented by both Austria and Italy, was opposed not only 

by the Empress and the Clerical party but also by the 
144 Emperor and his entire cabinet. 

.er, L'Empire libéral, XV, 443; Figaro, 
toted by Bourgeois and Clermont, op. clt., 

140. Ollivl 
20 March 1895» quoted 
p. 253. 

141. Victor Emanuel to ITapoleon, Florence, 20 July 
1870, Origines 1870» XXIX, 129; Bourgeois and Clermont, 
op. cit., p. 278» Gramont to Bannevllle, Paris, 21 July 
1870, Origines 1870, XXIX, 149-150; Ollivler, L'Empire 
libéral, XV, 445» 

142. Beust to Metternich, 20 July 1870, 
Die romische Frage, II, 619; Sorel, op. cit., 

Bastgen, 
I, 236-238; 
145; Bourgeois Chlala, Pagine, I, 46; Paladino, op.~~£Tt~., p. 

and Clermont, op. clt., pp. 282-284; Tivaroni, Storla Crltlca, 
IX, 122. 

143. Malaret to Gramont, Florence, 25 July 1870, 
Origines 1870, XXIX, 220-221. 

, 144., Paléologue, "Les Entretiens de l'Impératrice 
Eugenie, I, Revue des Deux Mondes (15 March 1928), pp. 50-51; 
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France then pressed Austria to relinquish the pro¬ 

posed solution of the Roman question for the Imperial Gov¬ 

ernment intended to maintain the September Convention. 

Austria agreed to this request and promised to urge Italy 
145 to respect the Convention. Italy was also informed of 

France's decision. On 26 July, Gramont wrote Llalaret: 

You do not state precisely the concession on the 
Roman question of wl ich you have repeatedly spoken* If 
it is the entrance of the Italians in Rome after the 
departure of our troops, that is impossible. We have 
warned Vienna concerning it, and you notify him [Visconti- 
Venosta] in straightforward language. .We will remain 
faithful to the September Convention. 

The Imperial Government promised to recall its troops on 

5 August if Italy would consent to comply with the agree¬ 

ment of 1864. However, if Italy refused, the troops would 
147 not be withdrawn. 

But Italy had no intention of refusing. The Italians 

wanted the French troops removed from the Papal States. 

On 30 July, Nigra informed Gramont that Italy would abide 

Gramont to La Tour, Paris, 25 July 1870, Origines 1870, XXIX, 
207; Bourgeois and Clermont, op. clt., 297; Paladino, op. 

p. 146. 
145. Gramont to La Tour, Paris, 25 July 1870, Gramont 

to llalaret, 27 July 1870, Origines 1870, XXIX, 207, 245; 
La Tour to Gramont, Vienna, 31 J'tly 1870, ibid., p. 330; 
Metternich to Beust, Paris, 27 July 1870, Hermann Oncken, 
Pie Rhelnpolltlk Kaiser Napoleons III von 1863 bis 1870 und 
der Ur sprung des Krieges von 1870/71* 13 vols., Berlin, 1'92 6), 
III, 478-479. 

146. Gramont to llalaret, Paris, 26 July 1870, Origines 
1870, XXIX, 227-228. 

147. Gramont to llalaret, Paris, 27 July 1873, Origines 
1870, XXILX, 246, 249; Bourgeois and Clermont, op. clt., p. 299. 



211 

"by the Convention and expected Prance to do the same."^® 

On the same day Malaret also notified his government con¬ 

cerning Italy's intention regarding the Convention. 

Gramont then wrote Malaret, 

For them [the Italian Government] as for us the Con¬ 
vention of 15 September has preserved all its value, and 
the only question which remained to be solved between the 
two cabinets was to know at what moment we could place 
ourselves on that ground. That moment has come for the 
Government of the Baperor. The Cabinet at Florence by 
its reiterated declarations, by the elevated language it 
has recently held in Parliament offers us some guarantees 
spontaneously. We are resolved to recall the troops now 
at Civlta Vecchia, and the evacuation will commence on 
5 August. We place thus, from the present, the security 
of the Pontifical territory under the sole safeguard of 
the Convention of 15 September, and we leave to the Italian 
Government the mission that Article I conferred to it, of 
protecting against all aggression, coming from outside, 
the security of the states of the Holy See.50 

Meanwhile, Visconti-Venosta was questioned in the 

Italian Parliament by Nicotera. He wanted to know how‘ 

Italy would conduct herself should France continue the 

occupation of Clvita Vecchia. Visconti replied that he 

was uncertain of France's plans, but regardless of French 
151 decisions, Italy's conduct would not be Influenced. 

The day after this speech, Gramont informed Italy 

148. Visconti-Venosta to Nigra, Florence, 29 July 1870, 
Origines 1870« XXIX, 297-298; Bourgeois and Clermont, op. 
cit., p. 309; Chiala, Pagine, I, 47-48; Tlvaroni, Storla 
flritl'ca, IX, 123. 

149» Malaret to Gramont, Florence, 30 July 1370, 
Origines 1870, XXIX, 309-310; Bourgeois and Clermont, op. 
cit., p. 313* 

150. Gramont to Malaret, Paris, 29 July 1870, Origines 
1870, XXIX, 287. 

151. Malaret to Gramont, Florence, 31 July 1370, 
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that France would abide by the September Convention.1^2 

This French decision was announced to the Italian Parlia¬ 

ment by Vlsconti-Venosta. 

The September Convention has never been denounced.^53 
The Government of the Emperor has reminded us of its re- 
solution to recall its troops. We have taken account of 
it. We have decided to accomplish loyally and energeti¬ 
cally the engagements that we have contracted. 

The Roman question is a moral question which can not 
be solved by violence. No one will be permitted tp sub¬ 
stitute his initiative to that of the Government.1-^ 

The policy followed by the Ministry was then given the 

approval of the majority.1^ 

The Vatican as well as Italy was informed of the 

impending French withdrawal. Without doubt, at the time 

of France's early negotiations for an alliance, the Vatican 

was alarmed concerning the withdrawal of the French troops 
leg 

from its domain. With the declaration of war the fear 

of the Vatican Increased. This alarm was well founded, for 

on 26 July, Banneville, French Minister at Rome, told 

Cardinal Antonelli that France would be forced by the war 

to recall her troops. France was assured by an exchange 

of correspondence that Italy would protect the frontier. 

Origines 1870. XXIX, 326; Paladino, o£^ clt., p. 147. 
152. Paladino, op. clt., p. 14?; Bury, op. clt., p. 146; 

Gramont to Malaret, Paris, 26 July 18?0, Origines 1870. XXIX, 
228. 

153. The Italics are my own. 
154. Origines 1870. XXIX, 366, note 1. 
155. 3l July 1870, Paladino, op. clt., p. 148. 
156. Bury, op. clt., p. 68» 
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King Victor Emanuel had previously given his personal 

promise for the security of the Papal territory, and now 

this promise was replaced by Italy's agreement to conform 

to the terms of the September Convention.'*'-^ Banneville 

then advised Antonelli to begin at once to plan measures 

to meet the emergencies of the situation as the actual 
IgQ 

evacuation would take place on 5 August. 

Antonelli was greatly perturbed at this hews and 

stated that the Papal Government did not trust Italy's 
ICQ 

promises. Pius IX, on hearing what was contemplated, 

placed his trust in God saying, "Now Is the time for 

160 
prayer, but everything will end well." 

In an attempt to reassure Antonelli, Banneville in¬ 

formed the Cardinal that the small brigade which occupied 

Clvita Vecchia guaranteed the security of the Holy Father 

only because it had behind it the army of France. Now as 

a result of the war that army would not, be available. The 

September Convention was still in force; and as Italy agreed 

157- Italy did not actually Inform France until 30 
July that she would adhere to the September Convention, but 
on the 26, while still urging the Italian Government to 
agree to uphold the convention, France told Pius IX that 
the matter was settled. 

158. Gramont to Banneville, Paris, 21, 26, 27 July 
3.870, Origines 1870, XXIX, 150, 228, 252; Bourgeois and 
Clermont, op. clt,, p. 310. 

159. Bourgeois and Clermont, op. clt., p. 310. 
160. D'Ideville, Les Plémontais à Rome, p. 151» cited 

in Bury, op. cit., p. 147. 
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to enforce it without reservations, France would be 

violating the Convention by leaving even one soldier at 

Civita Vecchla. If France retained the small garrison 

in the Papal States, the Pope would only De endangered, 

for this would arouse Italian radicals. Therefore, the 

execution of the September Convention would be the best 

safeguard for the Pope.’^'*' 

On 2 August, France notified the Vatican that the 
162 time had arrived for the departure oi the troops, but the 

163 last contingent did not leave until 12 August. On 

their departure Antonelli remarked, ”If there are any who 

have the least idea that we can find any human support 

outside of the French troops, they are certainly very 

blind." After the withdrawal of the French troops, 

the Papal Secretary of State told Jervoise, English Minister 

to Home, that the present position of the Holy Father was 

satisfactory but the future was unpredictable. He thought 

if the French Government changed to a Republic, Italy and 

161. Gramont to Banneville, Paris, 31 July 1870, 
Origines 1870. XXIX, 316-320. 

162. Bourgeois and Clermont, op. clt., p. 322; Ollivier, 
L»Empire libéral, XV, 502. • 

l63« Bourgeois and Clermont, op. clt., p. 334; 
The Annual Réglâter (1870), p. 272, states that the 

last troops left on 9 August, while Paladino, op. clt., p. 149, 
dates their departure between the 4th and 6th or August. 

164. Banneville to Gramont, Rome, 5 August 1870, 
Bourgeois and Clermont, op. cit., p. 322; Bastgen, Die 
romlsche Frage, II, 618. 
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Rome would be affected disastrously. Although the 

present Italian Government had agreed that It would not 

use.force in order to possess Rome, another Ministry might 

not react so favorably.1^ 

Meanwhile, Cardinal Bonaparte, alarmed for the safety 

of the Holy Father, requested the Empress^® to permit the 

French colors to continue to fly at Clvlta Vecchla as a 

symbol of French protection. His request was communi¬ 

cated to the Enperor, but Napoleon believed this was in¬ 

advisable as the September Convention would be in part 

violated. France could not then insist that Italy con¬ 

form to the stipulations."^® However Eugénie, acting as 
169 Regent, sent the Orénoque to Civita Vecchla. 

England also thought that the withdrawal of the French 

troops might cause disturbances in the Papal States. She 

sent a warship to Civita Vecchla to serve as refuge for 

British citizens. Jervoise, English Minister to Rome, was 

instructed that should he be approached by Papal agents 

165* This conversation took place at a reception on 
26 August 1870. Jervoise to Granville, Rome, 27 August 
1870, Bastgen, Die romlsche Frage, II, 621-622 

166. Through Banneville, the French representative at 
Rome. 

167» Gramont to Napoleon III, Paris, 28 July 1870, 
Origines 1870, XXIX, 269- 

168. Napoleon III to Gramont, Châlons-sur-Marne, 
Origines 1870, XXIX, 270. 

169* Paladino, op. clt., p. 149. 
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seeking a refuge for the Pope, he would he at liberty to 

extend the hospitality of the British warship to His Holi¬ 

ness. However, he was not of his own volition to offer 

this refuge. 

When France began the evacuation of the Papal States, 

she formally notified Italy. In acknowledging this noti¬ 

fication, Visconti-Venosta stated that the Italian Govern¬ 

ment would uphold the September Convention.1*^1 Although 

the Italian Government recognized the withdrawal of the 

French troops as a return to the status provided in the 

September Convention, the agreement of 1864 was no longer 

popular in Italy. As the Government of King Victor Emanuel 
172 had never abrogated the September Convention, the 

Ministry promised to enforce it but their hearts were not 

with their task.1*^ 

170. Granville to Jervoise, Foreign Office, London,' 
21 Aug. 1870, Bastgen, Die ronlsche Frage, II, 619-620. 

171» Visconti-Venosta to iligra, Florence, 4 Auç. 1870, 
Origines 1870, XXIX, 385-386; Ollivier, L'Empire liberal, 
XV, 502. 

172. Several times, on account of the continued occu¬ 
pation of the French troops, it had been proposed to abrogate 
the September Convention but never agreed upon. Malaret to 
Gramont, Florence, 1 Aug. 1870, Origines 1870, XXIX, 346. 

173. Malaret to Gramont, Florence, 1 Aug. 1870, Origines 
1870, XXIX, 346-347. 
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CHAPTER VII 

THE STATUS OP THE SEPTEMBER CONVELITIOII 

From the "battle of Montana to the outbreak of the 

Franco-Prussian War the Italian Government attempted to 

secure the withdrawal of the French troops from the Papal 

States. Napoleon III was finally forced by the war to 

withdraw his troops without securing either an alliance 

or new guarantees. The Italian Government did promise 

to uphold the September Convention. But on the troops 

departure from Civita Vecchia, the Italian populace de¬ 

manded an advance on Rome. The French Enperor, whose 

army was suffering repeated reverses, in a desperate 

attempt to gain Italian support sent Prince Napoleon to 

King Victor Enanuel1 2 to press his interests. For the 

assistance of Italy, the Emperor was now willing to agree 

to the Italian terms concerning Rome. But this step was 

taken too late. Lanza told Prince Napoleon, "We need a 

month to get ready—in a month the fortune of France will 
„2 

have been settled." 

Although the Italian King was willing to help his 

1. 20 August 1870. 
2. Bourgeois and Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, 

pp. 333-334. 
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friend, he could not afford to antagonize the people con¬ 

sidering the strength of their feeling.^ The Ministry 

intentionally delayed action on Rome, for Lanza2* and Victor 

Emanuel were at odds. The opponents of the Government, 

especially Rattazzi, were urging immediate action. Although 

a Council meeting was held on 28 August, no definite de- 
g 

cision was reached on the Roman question. 

Viscontl-Venosta then notified France of the situation. 

He considered that French occupation maintained three years 

after Ment ana encouraged the Pope in his stubborn resis- 

tance to Italian attempts to settle the issue. The Papal 

Court was further encouraged in its attitude by the actions 

of the Antibes Legion which aided in establishing forti¬ 

fications at Clvita Vecchia, openly admitted its connec¬ 

tion with France, and in violation of the September Conven¬ 

tion enrolled non-Cathollc foreigners. In dealing with 

the Roman question, Viscontl-Venosta believed that Italy 

had always endeavored to be impartial toward both sides. 

On account of the European situation, the September Conven- 

3. Chiala, Pagine, I, 66-67; Mme Rattazzi, op. clt., 
II, 34-0; Bury, op. clt., pp. 147-148; A. Comandim, II 
principe Napoleone nel risorplmento ltaliano (Milan,-1922), 

4. Prime Minister. 
5. Tavallini, La vita di Ok Lanza, II, 28, Castagnola, 

Rlvlsta storica del rTsorgTmento italiano, I, 21, cited in 
Bury, op. clt., p. 148; M“e Rattazzi, op. clt., II, 348. 
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tion had not served for some time to overcome outside 

obstacles which prevented a natural settlement of the 

question. He thought that European events made a solu¬ 

tion more necessary.** 

Prance did not have time to reply to Italy's proposal 

of a solution of the Roman question, for Napoleon III was 

disastrously defeated by Prussia on 2 September. When 

news reached Italy of Napoleon's defeat and capture at 

Sedan, the pressure of the opposition in Italy became much 

stronger."^ As the Imperial Government was replaced by the 

Government of National Defense, it was no longer necessary 

for Italy to achieve Rome as Cavour desired "in concert 
O 

with France fdi concerto colla Francia 1.” 

Count San Martino then persuaded King Victor Emanuel 

that immediate occupation was imperative, for the King as 

well as the Pope was endangered by republican agitation. 

San Martino told Victor Emanuel that he should no longer 

consider himself obligated by the terms of the September 

Convention as that document had already been violated by 

Napoleon III.^ With the overthrow of Napoleon's Government 

6. Visconti-Venosta to Nigra, Florence, 29 Aug. 1370, 
Bastgen, Die romlsche Frage. II, 622-626. 

7. Van Duerm, Vicissitudes politiques du pouvoir 
temporal des popes, p. 403, quoted by Bury, op. clt. ,~p. 148. 

8. Chiala, Pagine, I, 70. 
9* Mme Rattazzi, op. clt., II, 349; Bury, op. clt., 

pp. 148-149. 
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in France, the September Convention no longer had any 

weight in the eyes of the Italians even though both the 

Emperor and Italy had recently agreed to again enforce 

its clauses.10 

So Victor Emanuel advised his Ministers that they 

should occupy Rome after San Martino notified the Pope 

that he would retain complete spiritual liberty. As 

rumors spread concerning these decisions, the Ministry 

had the newspapers, the Oplnlone and the G-lornaie Uffl- 

clale, publish a denial of San Martino's trip, for the 

Italian Government desired to leave the impression that 

public opinion forced their action.11 

As haste was made all the more imperative by the 

formation of the Third French Republic, Visconti-Venosta 

sent a circular to the Catholic Powers explaining the posi¬ 

tion in which Italy was placed and stating that the Holy 

Father would be benefitted by Italian occupation of the Pa¬ 

pal States. Lanza opposed these plans to such an extent that 

he resigned, but he continued in office because all were agreed 
12 

that a governmental change at this time would be disastrous. 

10. Paladino, op. clt., p. 153• 
11. Lanza to Ponza, Florence, 8 Sept. 1870, Bastgen, 

Die romlsche Frage, II..643-644; Paget to Granville, 9 Sept. 
1870, ibid., p. 645; Mme Rattazzi, op. clt., II, 337; Cas- 
tagnola, Rlvlsta storica del rlsorglmento iTaliano, I, 34» 
cited in Bury, op. clt., p. 149. 

12. Favre, Rome et la république f rang al se, p. 388, 
cited in Bury, op. cit., p. 149; Paladino, op. cit., p. 155» 
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Visconti-Venosta, Influenced by the pressure of 

public opinion to take Rome, made every effort to get 

the new French Government to abrogate the September Con¬ 

vention.^ When Jules Favre^ approached Nigra in an 

attempt to gain Italy's aid for the new French Republic, 

he received no encouragement. Moreover, Nigra informed 

him that Italy could no longer delay action in regard to 

Rome and that the Italian Government was endeavoring 

through Ponza di San Martino to reach an amicable agree¬ 

ment with the Holy Father. If this could not be arranged, 

Italy would be forced to take Rome as she was compelled 

to protect her own interest as well as safeguard the Pope. 

Prussia's military success over France encouraged radicalism 

to such an extent that Italy was unable to care for the 

situation after the withdrawal of the French troops without 

entering Rome. Nigra expressed Italy's satisfaction at 

the moral support given by the new French Government, but 

asked Favre, "Why do you not abrogate the Convention of 

1-5 September 1864? You have constantly attacked it; It is 
«15 annihilated in reality." 

13. Gallavresi, "Le Marquis Visconti-Venosta," Revue 
des Deux Mondes (1 Jan. 1915)^ 
 147 1 FFëtYCh Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

15. Declaration or Jules Favre on Nigra, Paris, 6 Sept. 
1870, Bastgen, Die r omise ha Frage, II, 639-640; Chiala, 
Pagine, I, 72-73; G. Rothan, "Souvenirs Diplomatiques--La 
France et l'Italie, 1866-1870," II, Revue des Deux Mondes, 
(1 Dec. 1884), pp. 527-528. 
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Favre responded to the Italian Minister: 

I realize fully how irrefutable your observation is. 
The Convention of 15 September is certainly dead. However, 
I shall not abrogate it.^ If France were victorious and 
prosperous, l would eagerly cede to your wish. I would be, 
as you have already said, consistent since I have always 
combatted the interference of France in favor of the Pope 
in Italian affairs. But my country is conquered; I am too 
miserable to have the courage to inflict a venerable old 
man, sadly broken himself, and who would suffer from a 
useless demonstration of abandonment. I do not wish to 
further sadden my Catholic compatriots who will be greatly 
troubled fconsterneront] by the misfortunes [malheurs] of 
the Papacy"! So I shall not abrogate the September Conven¬ 
tion. I shall not Invoke it any longer ... I cannot and 
do not wish to prevent anything. I believe as you do that 
if you do not go there, Rome will fall into the power of 
dangerous agitators. I would like to see you there, but 
let it be well understood that France gives you no consent 
and that you will accomplish that enterprise on your own 
responsibility.x' 

Vlsconti-Venosta also informed the English Minister, 

Paget, of Italy's plans concerning Rome. In Justification 

of his government's intentions, he stated that France now 

realized that the September Convention was no longer bind¬ 

ing on Italy and that other governments made no objection 
18 to the proposed Italian occupation. 

Meanwhile, San Martino departed for Rome. On 9 Sept¬ 

ember he had an interview with Cardinal Antonelli and in¬ 

formed him of Italian plans. 

We reserve to ourselves the right to send our troops 
into Roman territory when circumstances convince us of the 

16. The italics are my own. 
17. Declaration of Jules Favre on ITlgra, Paris, 6 Sept. 

1870, Bastgen, Die rpmlsche Frage, II, 639-640; Chiala, Pagine, 
I, 73; Rothan, "Souvenirs Diplomatiques—La France et l'Italie, 
1866-1870," II, Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Dec. 1884), p. 528. 

lo. Paget to uranvïlie, Florence, Q Sept. 1870, Bastgen, 
Die romlsche Frage, II, 642-643. 
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necessity, "but we will permit the population to arrange 
for the administration of its own affairs. The Govern¬ 
ment of the King and his forces will confine themselves 
entirely to conservative action, to the protection of the 
imprescriptible rights of the Romans, and to the interest 
felt by the whole Catholic world for the independence of 
the Pope. ^ 

OA 
Martino then presented Victor Enanuel's letter to the 

Pope and a heated discussion followed. Plus IX gave his 

usual non possumus and refused to permit the King's sol- 
_ 21 

diers to enter Rome. 

This decision of the Pope did not prevent General 

Cadorna from crossing the frontiers. He did indeed try to 

placate the citizens of the Papal States by an announcement 

thct "the Pope would be better guarded by free citizens 
n 22 than by foreign soldiers. General Bixlo took some of 

the troops to Civita Vecchia while General Cadorna approach¬ 

ed Rome. No resistance was made to Bixio's entrance; but 

General Kanzler, Commander of the Papal troops, replied to 

Cadorna's request for admission to Rome by reaffirming the 

Pope's determination to resist. Cadorna and his soldiers 

19. Castagnola, Rlvlsta storlca del rlsorgimento itallano, 
I, 38, D'Ideville, Journal d'un diplomat en Italie, p. 16$, 
quoted by Bury, op. clt., p. 150. 

20. The text of King Victor Snanuel's letter is printed 
in Annual Reglst er (1870), pp. 275-277. 

21. Paget to Granville, Florence, 13 Sept. 1870, Bastgen, 
Die roalsche Frage, II, 647; Mme Rattazzi, op. clt., II, 356; 
Castagnola, Rlvlsta storica del rlsorgimento itallano, I, 39, 
quoted by Bury, op. cit., p. 150. 

2g. Proclamation in La Llberazlone dl Roma, p. 128, 
quoted by Bury, op. clt., p. 150; Terni, 11 Sept. 1870, Bastgen, 
Die r omlsche Frage, II, 648. 
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stationed themselves outside the walls of Rome, and Count 

Arnlm,^ acting as mediator, tried unsuccessfully to per¬ 

suade the garrison to open the gates. Although the Pope 

ordered no real resistance, a cannonade lasted four hours. 

Losses however were small on both sides. On 20 September 

the Italian army entered the city after they penetrated 
24 the wall. 

General Cadorna and the Commander of the Pontifical 

forces, General Kanzler, then arranged terms of surrender. 

These permitted the Italian anny to occupy all parts of 
25 Rome except the Leonine city. The soldiers of the Holy 

Father left Rome on 21 September after receiving their 

discharge. ° At last the Italians had achieved their 

ambition, and Rome would become the capital of Italy. 

The recognition by the Powers of the Italian occupa¬ 

tion of Rome and the fact that the Holy Father did not 

leave that city brought a feeling of great satisfaction 

23. Minister from North Germany to the Pope. 
24. Bury, op. clt.,pd51; Proclamation of General Kanzler 

to the Romans, Rome, 12 Sept. 1870, Proclamation of General 
Kanzler to the Papal Army, Rome, 20 Sept. 1870, Bastgen, Die 
romlsche Frage, II, 649-651; General Kanzler to General 
Cadorna, Rome, 15 Sept. 1870, ibid., p. 649; Annual Reglster 
(1870), p. 277; D'Ideville, Journal d'un diplomat en Italie,~~ 
p. 185, 190, 192, cited in Bury, op. cit., p. 15Ï* 

25. It was by the Pope's own request a few days later 
that the soldiers of the Italian King entered the Leonine 
quarter and the Castle of St. Angelo to protect him against 
violence. Bury, op. clt., p. 151. 

26. Cadorna, La Lib era z lone dl Roma, p. 203» cited in 
Bury, op. clt., p. ^51. 



27 to the Italian Cabinet. Senard, French Ambassador to 

Florence, wrote Victor Emanuel congratulating him as a 

French citizen and also in the name of his country.2® 

Previously Jules Favre told Senard, when the latter was 

informed of Italy's Intentions to take Rome, to declare to 

the Italian Government that the reason he had not officially 

abrogated the September Convention was "because it had been 

understood with Nigra that by the very fact of the fall of 

the Empire, the Convention had virtually ceased to exist." y 

Senard, exceeding his instructions, wrote the Italian King 

the following: 

The Convention of 15 September has virtually ceased 
to exist, and we have Your Majesty to thank for under¬ 
standing and appreciating the motive which has alone pre¬ 
vented the official abrogation of a treaty which had been 
practically nullified by both sides.3° 

In expressing his appreciation for this congratulatory 

message, Vlsconti-Venosta remarked that his government was 

gratified to receive a written statement confirming Favre's 
51 conversation with Nigra. However the French Government 

was not so pleased when Senard's letter came to their atten- 

27. Leroy-Beaulieu, "Un Roi et un Pape," II, Revue des 
Deux Mondes.(15 May 1878), p. 405* 

28. Senard to Victor Emanuel, Florence, 22 Sept. 1870, 
Bastgen, Die romlsche Frage, II, 778-779; Chlala, Pagine, I, 74. 

29. " Chlala, Pagine, I, 73-74. 
30. FlorenceT 22 Sept. 1873, Bastgen, Die romlsche Frage, 

II, 778-779; Chlala, Pagine, I, 74. 
31. ♦ Visconti-Venosta to Senard, Florence, 28 Sept. 1870, 

Bastgen, Die roml sche Frage, 779-780; Chlala, Pagine, I, 74. 



226 

tion. The French Minister to Florence was cautioned by 

Count Chaudordy, Minister of Foreign Affairs,^2 to he 

more prudent when speaking in the name of the French Gov- 

eminent.-^ With this rebuke the discussions between 

France and Italy on the Convention ceased, for defeated 

France had neither the ability nor the desire to obtain 

the execution of the Convention of 15 September 1864. 

Italy's observance of this Convention seemed to be 

determined by the prestige of the Second Empire. As the 

power of the latter waned, Italy's respect for the terms 

of this document decreased. According to d'Harcourt, ”The 

events of 1866 in weakening our [French] influence in 

Europe shook the Convention. Our disasters of 1870 gave 

it the final blow."54 

Yet Italy was not the first to violate the Convention. 

France by her activities in connection with the Antibes 

Legion exposed herself to the accusation of having violat¬ 

ed the Convention of 15 September. Various historians are 

convinced that if France did not actually break the terms 

of the Convention, she did not uphold the spirit of her 

agreement. 

32. Jules Favre decided to stay in Paris when the Gov¬ 
ernment of National Defense moved its headquarters to Tours, 
and Count Chaudardy replaced him as Minister of Foreign 
Affairs. Chi ala, Pagine, I, 75» 

33. Chlala, Pagine, I, 75» 
34. D'HarcourtT Les quatre ministres de Drouyn de 

Lhuys, pp. 334-335* 
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Maurain, discussing the French promise to discontinue 

recruiting of Frenchmen who had not fulfilled their service 

at home, declares: 

The Imperial Government thus recognized that the 
practices followed up to that time were irregular and that 
in its desire to aid the Pope it had swerved, if not from 
the literal stipulations* at least from the spirit of the 
Convention of Septemher.^5 

Debidour also considers that France did not live up 

to the spirit of the September Convention. He attributes 

this to the state of the Bnperor's health which gave Empress 

Eugenie control over him and his policies, and states that 

Dumont's speech clearly showed the relation between Paris 

and Rome.-^ 

The speech of Marshal Randon to the Legion of Antibes 

when they were about to embark for France illustrates, in 

the opinion of Paladino, that France still felt a responsi¬ 

bility toward the maintenance of the temporal power and 

intended to continue the occupation of Rome regardless of 
"57 the September agreement.-'' 

Ollivier, one of Napoleon's own ministers, does not 

believe that France stayed strictly within the Convention. 

The Minister of War, Niel, in order to speed recruiting 

35. Maurain, La politique ecclésiastique du Second 
Empire de 1852 à 186g, p. 747. 

36. Debidour, HIstolre des rapporta de 1'Eglise et de 
l'Etat en France de 1780 à 1870, p. 598, 60I. 

37. Palaaln o, Storla il lust rat a del Ri s or pimento nazlo- 
nale. Rom a. Storla d'Italia dal IB56 al 1&71 con parti colare 
rlguardo alla Questions Romana, p. 42. 
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allowed French soldiers in active service to enter the 

Antihes Legion. This meant, as their term of service had 

not terminated, they could he punished hy French law should 

they desert the Legion of Antihes. Olllvler remarks, "it 

was an evident violation of the engagements of Drouyn de 
•5? Q 

Lhuys [the September Convention].”-3 

Charles Mazade, in an article published in the Revue 

des Deux Mondes in 1867, states that France made use of the 

Antihes Legion to camouflage a continued occupation. He 

though that "diplomatically the Legion seemed to continue 

the intervention under an indirect and weakened form,” and 

considered that Dumont's visit to Rome and Niel's letter to 

Colonel d'Argy concerning the punishment of deserters illus- 
39 trated this fact. 

This same periodical, which reflects contemporary though 

not unprejudiced opinion, looked on the Legion with suspicion. 

In the section entitled "Chronique de la quinzaine—Histoire 

politique," Forcade states: 

Perhaps the organization and the recruiting of the 
Antihes Legion have not been examined scrupulously enough 
even hy the opposition in France. That Legion is an ambi¬ 
guous thing. It contains a singular mixture of audacity 
and timidity ... We have declined the official respon¬ 
sibility of It; we cannot spurn the moral solidarity.40 

38. Ollivler. L'Empire libéral, IX, 29-30. 
39. Mazade, "Le Second Expédition de Rome," Revue des 

Deux Mondes (1 Dec. 1867), p. 733• 
40. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Aug. 1867), p. 1056. 
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The organization oi the Legion is compared with the loans 

41 
made to Mexico. While the Imperial Government did not 

officially endorse the loan, it was handled by close 

associates of the Emperor and the French public was en- 
A p 

couraged to subscribe to it. 

In October 1866, after the departure of the Antibes 

Legion for Rome, the Revue des Deux Mondes prophesied that 

this force would eventually be an embarrassment to France. 

It thought that 111 el's letter to d'Argy and d'Aurelle's 

address at the time of the Legion's departure from France 

would be added factors in increasing difficulties rather 

than diminishing them. In the opinion of Forcade, the 

French Government should not have undertaken to organize 

the Legion when it became evident that soldiers would be 

difficult to recruit, for in order to obtain the required 

quota it was necessary to enlist some soldiers still in 

the French army. Without doubt this practice was irregular.^ 

On the basis of the above accusations against French 

good faith in the execution of the September Convention and 

in the light of the facts in the preceding chapters, certain 

41. For a discussion of these loans, see La Gorce, 
Second Empire, IV, 36-41, and Ollivier, L'Empire liberal, 
VII, p. 537. 

42. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Aug. 1867), P« 1056. 
43. Revue des Deux Mondes (1 Oct. 1866), p. 755; . 

ibid., (1 E0vT"iS57)7pp.“S55=255* lt>ia., (15 Nov. 1867), 
p. 482. 
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general conclusions may "be drawn. Although Debldour believes 

Empress Eugénie Influenced the Emperor's policy regarding 

the execution of the September Convention, there were also 

other reasons why Napoleon became more pro-Vatican only a 
44 short time following the signing of the September Convention. 

The French Emperor during the year 1865 lost his two liberal 

and anti-Clerical advisors. Morny died and was replaced by 

Walewski, a Clerical; Prince Napoleon incurred the resent¬ 

ment of the Emperor by his speech at Ajaccio and resigned 

as Vice-President of the Council. Moreover Eouher, who 

exerted much power in the government, became more favorably 

inclined toward the Pope after the death of his friend 

Thouvenel. The reaction of French public opinion to the 

failure of the Vegezzi mission was an added factor in in¬ 

fluencing Napoleon III to support the temporal power. 

In regard to the execution of the September Convention, 

the conduct of France toward the Antibes Legion from the 

time of its organization and delivery to the Pope until 

the beginning of tne war of 1870 was not above suspicion. 

In the first place, the Imperial Government, contrary to 

the Convention, enlisted French soldiers who still had an 
45 

unexplred term to serve with the French army. However, 

44. See ch. ii, pp. 50-52; and ch. iii, pp. 55-57 
45. See ch. iii, pp. 74-79; and ch. iv, p. 109. 
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when questioned by Italy, France emphatically denied 

irregular enlistments. In spite of this denial, several 

facts demonstrate the close connection between France and 

the Antibes Legion. Paladlno gives, as an example, the 

speech of Marshal Randon. In addition to this speech, the 

address of General d’Aur elles as well as Niel’s letter to 

d’Argy, on the occasion of the departure of the Legion to 

Rome, clearly indicate that France considered this Legion 
A 5 

as a substitute for the soldiers they planned to withdraw. 

When this Legion was placed at the service of the Pope, 

the Imperial Government was supposed to have no further 

Jurisdiction over its administration and enrollment. Yet 

Napoleon III wrote Niel that he desired gradually and 

47 quietly to augment the size of the Legion. But instead 

of being able to increase the Antibes Legion, the French 
ho 

Government was faced with the problem of desertions. ° 

Niel desired to have these deserters from the Legion punish¬ 

ed by the French War Council, but Napoleon III vetoed the 

proposal of his Minister of War, for it would have been an 

acknowledgement of France’s continued connection with the 

Legion of Antibes. However Niel, disregarding the Bnperor’s 

veto, sent General Dumont to Rome. This French general 

46. See ch. iv, pp. 107-108. 
47. See ch. iii, pp. 74-75; and ch. iv, p. 109. 
48. See ch. iv, pp. 109-110; and ch. v, pp. 129-130. 
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threatened the deserters with military discipline in no 

uncertain terms. As his speech and Niel's letter to d'Argy 

received publication, Italian opinion was instantly arous- 
49 ed. Although General Dumont's mission was not exactly 

official and cannot be used as definite proof that France 

violated the Convention, his speech verified the rumors 

formerly denied by France that soldiers of the French army 

were serving in the Antibes Legion. This enabled Italy 

to maintain that France was violating the Convention, and 

the Imperial Government was forced to promise (2 September 

1867) that recruits with unexplred terms in the French 

army would not be permitted to enter the Legion.**0 By this 

promise France acknowledged that her previous actions had 

not been above reproach, notwithstanding this, when France 

gave her promise as to her future actions in regard to the 

Antibes Legion, Italy accepted it and by her acceptance 

continued the existence of the Convention of 15 September. 

It is evident, however, that France had no Intention of 

relinquishing her control of the Legion, for in 1870, when 

the Franco-Prussian War broke out, the French Government 
51 ordered the Antibes Legion to return to France. 

49• See ch. v, pp. 130-136- 
50. See ch. v, pp. 136-137. 
51. Available sources contain little information on 

the Antibes Legion after 1867- Bury in his History of the 
Papacy in the Nineteenth Century, p. 150, male es "this state¬ 
ment on the recall of the Legion in 1870, but he does not 
comment on the fact that it should not have been the prero- 
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In addition to France's transgressions in regard to 

the Legion of Antibes, that country committed another 

infraction against the September Convention before Italy's 

violation in 1867* During the last months of 1866 the 

Imperial Government, in attempting to create friendly re¬ 

lations between the Vatican and Italy before her complete 

evacuation of the Papal States, considered it important to 

reach a settlement on the Papal debt.^2 Negotiations 

between France and Italy, begun in November 1865> continued 

intermittently until November 1866. However, when it 

appeared that negotiations would not be completed before 

the withdrawal of the French troops from Rome, the Imperial 

Government informed the Italian Government that it would 

not withdraw the French troops until Italy signed a Conven¬ 

tion on the Pontifical debt. This was a threatened viola¬ 

tion of the Convention by France, for Italy had only pro¬ 

mised that she would be ready to enter an agreement for the 

settlement of the debt, not that she would actually settle 

the debt question before the French troops departed from 

Rome. France did not have the prerogative to make quali¬ 

fying statements in regard to the terms of the Convention 

of 15 September. But Italy did not question this demand 

of France, for the latter was a stronger power and the 

gative of France to order the return of the Legion of Antibes 
52. See ch. iv, pp. 103-107. 
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Italian Government desired above all things to end the 

French occupation of the Papal States. Therefore on 7 

December 1866, four days before the withdrawal of the last 

French troops, Italy signed a Convention with France on 

the settlement of the Papal Debt. 

These Infractions were committed by France before the 

activity of the Garlbaldlans ana the inaction of the Italian 

Government forced France to return her troops a second time 

to Rome. Although France was the first to violate the Con¬ 

vention, Italy's subsequent course certainly was not in 

accord with her promises in the agreement. This was largely 

the fault of the Ministry directing the Italian Government. 

» At tne time of General Dumont's mission to Rome, when France 

was accused by Italy of violating the Convention, Italy 
*5*5 

herself was guilty of irregularities. Perhaps the reason 

the Italian Government did not abrogate the Convention at 

this point was the fear of investigation into her own activ¬ 

ities and the belief that France might return her troops to 

Rome if the Convention ceased to exist. By not abrogating 

the Convention of 15 September, Italy obligated herself to 

continue the execution of this agreement with France. 

But the Italian Government during the year 1867 did 

not abide by either the spirit or the terms of the Conven- 

53- See ch. v, pp. 128-129, 133, 139-140 
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54 tion. In June 1867 "both Crlspl and Rattazzi, through 

Major Gherelli, furnished money to organize a company of 

Insurrectionists. During this year activities of revolu¬ 

tionists increased, and France repeatedly complained to 

Rattazzi. This Italian Minister, although endeavoring to 

minimize the importance of the situation to France, con¬ 

tinued to allow enrollment hureaus and committees of aid 

to exist. He did not even destroy ammunition stores or 

prevent Garlhaldians from crossing the frontier, liihen 

Napoleon III refused permission for the Italian troops to 

enter the Papal States to suppress a revolution, he planned 

a Roman expedition in defiance of France and secretly fur¬ 

nished munitions to the captain of the frigate Orengo.^ 

Even after his resignation, following Victor Emanuel’s 

veto of the Roman expedition, Rattazzi permitted the 

Convention to he further violated hy allowing Garibaldi 

to cross the Pontifical frontier.^ 

Neither Rattazzi nor the majority of the Italian 

populace had sufficiently considered the effect that the 

actions of the Garlhaldians and Italy would have on the 

prestige of Napoleon III.*^ Rattazzi, lacking the clever¬ 

ness and shrewdness of Cavour, endeavored to imitate the 

54. 
149-153. 

55. 

See ch. v, pp. 128-129, 133, 137-140, 142-143, 

Giovanni Cadolini, Nuova Antologla (1 Nov. 1913), 
cited in Paladino, op. clt., pp.'“60-61. 

56. See ch. v, pp. 156-157. 
57- See ch. v, pp. 158-161. 
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strategy of this Italian statesman without realizing that 

the situations in I860 and in 1867 were not parallel. As 

it was clear that Italy was not upholding her part of the 

September Convention and that there was no indication of 

an uprising at Home, Napoleon III was forced to return his 

troops to the Papal States to protect the Pope against 

Garibaldi. If Napoleon had not sent a second expedition 

to Rome, he would have endangered not only the prestige 

of France but his own personal prestige. 

The course taken by Napoleon III has been Justified 

by several historians. Olllvier in L’Empire libéral states: 

In the disorganization following the resignation of 
Rattazzi, when no one was commanding or obeying, interven¬ 
tion was absolutely necessary; honor required it; and the 
conduct of the Emperor at that time, prudent and determined, 
circumspect and decisive, deserves full approval.58 

La Gorce remarks, 

If after abandoning in 1866 the cause of the old right 
fvieux droit], the Eaperor had in 1867 abandoned his own 
Catholic subjects, if he had let his still recent signature 
be made worthless, if he had calmly allowed a second Castel- 
fidardo without any show of surprise, how much greater would^ 
have been the moral damage.’ How irreparable the discredit î*^ 

In the opinion of Mazziotti, 

The infraction of the pact of September appeared to the 
majority of citizens as a slur to the national dignity. The 
conviction of the absolute necessity of Intervention at Rome 
was unanimous. The Bnperor had to submit to it, though with 
grave regrets, in order not to further compromise the prestige 
of the state. 

58. Ollivier, L’Empire libéral, X, 161. 
59. La Gorce, Histoire du Second Empire, V, 315» 



237 

The abandoning of the Holy See and of the old Pontiff 
would have appeared to the French people a disloyal neglect 
of a solemn engagement of honor [the Convention of 15 Sept¬ 
ember], an Irreparable offense to the religious faith of 
the nation.60 

Negri agrees with Mazzlottl in this conclusion. He 

vindicates Napoleon's actions thus: 

That Napoleon would be obliged to oppose with force 
an assault of volunteers against Rome, no one could doubt. 
A complete intellectual blindness would be necessary to 
believe that the Emperor would have the faculty of refus¬ 
ing ... If Napoleon, in the midst of the irritation 
Sadowa had brought about in France, under the judgment of 
weakness and unskilfulness by which his conduct was con¬ 
demned, would have assisted unmoved at the march of the 
volunteers on Rome, he would have fallen into ridicule 
rcaduto nel rldlcolo], and under the disapproval not only 
of France but of Europe. He would perhaps have been able 
to Justify his inaction if a large revolt had broken out 
in Rome itself; but his position forced him to oppose an 
enterprise which moved from outside of^Rorae and therefore 
had every characteristic of violence.0± 

Although Napoleon III cannot be censured for returning 

his troops to Rome, the fact that he continued the second 

French occupation for an indefinite period after Mentana is 

open to criticism. In spite of the violation of the September 

Convention by Italy in 1867» Napoleon considered that agree¬ 

ment still in existence, for he told the French Parliament 

(18 November 1867) that the Convention existed until it 

was replaced by a new international act. Yet when Victor 

Emanuel proposed that both countries return to the status 

60. Mazziotti, Napoleone III e 1'Italia, pp. 255-256. 
61. Gaetano Negri, Opere (Milan,.1905-1914), I, 276, 

quoted by Mazziotti, Napoleone III e l'ltalla, p. 255. 
62. See ch. VI, pp. IJQ-TTTT 
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of the Convention before Mentana or reach a new agreement, 

Napoleon III did neither and continued to maintain the 

French occupation of the Papal States.^ 

This renewed occupation was a contradiction of Moustier*s 

circular issued when the troops were ordered to Rome. It was 

also a violation of the Convention which Napoleon maintained 

still existed, and Italy considered it as such. Therefore 

on 21 December 1867, the Italian Parliament voted to postpone 

the signing of the final protocol concerning the Pontifical 
64 debt. However, even now Italy did not denounce the Sept¬ 

ember Convention. As Italy's protest did not secure French 

withdrawal, the Italian Government in July 1868 executed its 

agreement on the debt. Following this action, Italy again 

urged Napoleon III to execute the Convention; but the French 

Emperor first wanted guarantees that would assure him that 

he would not have to send a third expedition to Rome.^ 

Napoleon was uncertain regarding the future policy of the 

Italian Government on account of the ministerial changes. 

Perhaps Napoleon felt the events of 1867 might not have 

occurred if Rattazzi had not headed the Ministry. In 1869 

the French Emperor tried to secure an alliance with Italy 

and Austria before he executed the September Convention 

63. See ch. vi, p. 186. 
64. See ch. vi, pp. 186-187* 
65* See ch. vi, pp. 187-189* 
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and withdrew his troops. Bur this alliance was not com¬ 

pleted before the Franco-Prussian War forced French evacua¬ 

tion.^ Even under this necessity, Napoleon III secured 

Italy*s promise to uphold the Convention before he with¬ 

drew his troops. 

But promises are sometimes unreliable, and the force 

of circumstances often plays an important role in govern¬ 

mental policies. Although Italy agreed (30 July 1870) to 

execute fully the September Convention, the Italian popu¬ 

lace ignored the government's promise and insisted on 

taking Rome after the departure of the French troops from 

Civita Vecchia in August.^ After Napoleon's defeat at 

Sedan, the pressure of the opposition became more insistent, 

and the King was persuaded that both he and the Pope were 

in peril. Victor Bnanuel, using as excuses the fact that 

Napoleon had violated the Convention®® and that the French 

Einpire had been replaced by a Republic, recommended to his 

ministers that Italy occupy Rome.®^ 

66. See ch. vi, pp. 189-198. 
67. See ch. vi, pp. 210-211; and ch. vll, pp. 217-218. 
68. France enlisted soldiers in the Antibes Legion who 

were not free from service in the French army and renewed 
the occupation of Rome after Ment ana. Visconti-Venosta, in 
a letter to Nigra on 29 August 1870, claimed that the Antibes 
Legion in violation of the Convention enlisted non-Cathollcs 
in its ranks. He evidently refers to enlistments made after 
the Legion had been presented to the Pope by France. See 
ch. vii, pp. 218-219. 

69. See ch. vii, pp. 219-220. 
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Although Italy was fully determined not to abide by 

the terms of the Convention of 15 September, she endeavor¬ 

ed to obtain from the new French Government an abrogation 

70 
of that agreement. If Italy could have secured this 

repudiation by France, she need not have taken the full 

responsibility of her future actions. 

But Jules Favre, although he realized that the Con¬ 

vention had ceased to exist, would not denounce it; how¬ 

ever, he did not discourage Italian acquisition of Rome 

even while refusing the consent of France and thereby 

making Italy alone accountable for her acts.^ As Pius 

IX refused to consent to the occupation of Papal terri¬ 

tory by Italian troops, Italy, in violation of the Sept¬ 

ember Convention, crossed the Pontifical frontiers and 

seized Rome on 20 September 1870. 

It is interesting to note that during the short 

existence of the Convention of 15 September 1864 (September 

1864-Sept ember 1870), although it was never abrogated either 

by France or Italy, infractions were committed against all 

the articles of that agreement by the contracting parties. 

In December 1866, France threatened to violate Article II 

and Article IV by refusing to withdraw her troops until 

70. See ch. vii, p. 221 
71. See ch. vii, p. 2 22 
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the Debt Convention was signed. Article III was in a 

measure violated "by France from 1866 to 1870, for this 

country enlisted other than Catholic volunteers^2 in 

the Legion of Antibes and continued remote control of 

that body after its deliverance to the Pope. After the 

battle of Montana, in 1867» Napoleon III violated Article 

II by retaining his troops at Home for almost three years; 

and as a consequence from December 1867 to July 1868 

Italy postponed the execution of Article IV. Finally 

Italy twice violated Article I—first in 1867 when she 

failed to prevent outside attacks against the Papal terri¬ 

tory and again in 1870 when Rome was seized by the Italians. 

72. See ch. vii, note 68 
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APPENDIX 

CONVENTION 

ENTRE LA FRANCE ET L'ITALIE, TOUCHANT L'ÉVACUATION DES 
ÉTATS PONTIFICAUX PAR LES TROUPES FRANÇAISES 
15 SEPTEMBRE 1864. 

LL. MM. l’Empereur des Français et le Roi d'Italie 
ayant résolu de conclure une Convention, ont nommé pour 
leurs Plénipotentiaires, savoir^ 

[Suit l'énumération des Plénipotentiaires, avec 
leurs titres.] 

Lesquels, après s'être communiqué leurs pleins 
pouvoirs respectifs, trouvés en bonne et due forme, sont 
convenus des articles suivants: 

ARTICLE PREMIER. L’Italie s'engage à ne pas^atta- 
quer le territoire actuel du Salnt-Pere, et à emçêcher, 
même par la force, toute attaque venant de l'extérieur 
contre ledit territoire. 

ART. 2. La France retirera ses troupes des États 
pontificaux graduellement et à^mesure que l'armée du 
Saint-Père sera organisée. L'évacuation devra au moins 
être accomplie dans le délai de deux ans. 

ART. 3» Le Gouvernement italien s'interdit toute 
réclamation contre l'organisation d'une armée papale, 
composée même de volontaires catholiques étrangers, 
suffisante pour maintenir l'autorité du Saint-Père et 
la tranquillité tant à l'intérieur que sur la frontière 
de ses États, pourvu que cette force ne puisse dégénérer 
en moyen d'attaque contre le Gouvernement Italien. 

1. Les origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870- 
1871» Recueil de documents publié "par Te ministère des 
affaires étrangères, IV, 366-3é8. 



ART. 4. L'Italie se^declare prête à entrer en 
arrangement pour prendre à sa charge une part propor¬ 
tionnelle de la dette des anciens Etats de l'Église. 

ART. 5- La présente Convention sera ratifiée et 
les ratifications en seront échangées dans le délai de 
quinze jours, ou plus tôt si faire se peut. 

En fol et témoignage de quoi les Plénipotentiaires 
respectifs ont signé la présente Convention et l'ont 
revetue du cachet de leurs armes. 

Fait double à Paris, le quinzième Jour du mois de 
septembre de l'an de grâce mil huit cent soi xante-quatre 

(L. S.) Signés Drouyn de Lhuys. (L. S.) Signé: Nigra. 
Pepoll 

PROTOCOLE ET DÉCLARATION 

FAISANT SUITE À LA CONVENTION SIGNÉE A PARIS ENTRE LA 
FRANCE ET L'ITALIE, TOUCHANT L'ÉVACUATION DES 
ÉTATS PONTIFICAUX PAR LES TROUPES FRANÇAISES. 

La Convention signée, en date de ce Jour, entre 
LL. MM. l'Bnpereur des Français et le Roi d'Italie 
n'aura de valeur exécutoire que lorsque S. M. le Roi 
d'Italie aura décrété la translation de la capitale du 
Roy atome dans l'endroit ^ qui sera ultérieurement déter- 
minéjpar Sadite Majesté. Cette translation devra être 
opérée dans le terme de six mois, à dater de ladite 
Convention. 

Le présent Protocole aura même force et valeur 
que là Convention susmentionnée. Il sera ratifié, et 
les ratifications en seront échangées en même temps 
que celles de ladite Convention. 

Fait double à Paris, le 15 septembre 1864. 

(L. S.) Signé: Drouyn de Lhuys. (L. S.) Signé: Nigra. 
Pepoli 
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DÉCLARATION 

Aux termes de la Convention du 15 septembre 1864 
et du Protocole annexe, le délai pour la translation 
de la capitale du Royaume d'Italie avait été fixé à 
six mois à dater de ladite Convention, et l'évacuation 
des États romains par les troupes françaises devait 
être effectuée dans un terme de deux ans à partir de 
la date du décret qui aurait ordonné la translation. 

Les Plénipotentiaires ^italiens supposaient alors 
que cette mesure pourrait être prise en vertu d'un 
décret qui serait rendu immédiatement par S. M..le Roi 
d'Italie. Dans cette hypothèse, le point de départ 
des deux termes eût été presque simultané, et le Gou¬ 
vernement italien aurait eu, pour transférer sa capi¬ 
tale, les six mois ^ugés nécessaires. 

Mais, d'un côte, le Cabinet ^de Turin a pensé 
qu'une mesure aussi importante réclamait le concours 
des Chambres et la presentation d'une loi; de l'autre, 
le changement du Ministère italien a fait ajourner du 
5 au 24 octobre la réunion du Parlement italien. Dans 
ces circonstances, le point de départ primitivement 
convenu ne laisserait plus un délai suffisant pour la 
translation de la capitale. 

Le^ Gouvernement de l'Empereur, désireux de se 
prêter à toute combinaison qui, sans altérer les arrange¬ 
ments du 15 septembre^ serait propre à en faciliter 
l'exécution, consent a ce que le délai de six mois pour 
la translation^de la capitale de l'Italie commence, 
ainsi que le délai de deux ans pour 1 ^évacuation du 
territoire pontifical, à^la date du décret royal san¬ 
ctionnant la loi qui va être présentée au Parlement 
Italien. 

Fait double à Paris, le 3 octobre 1864. 

Signé: Drouyn de Lhuys Signé: Nigra 
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