Chapter Nine

1858: The ‘Orsini’ Affair

AFTER a career spanning thirty-three years in which he had established himself as
one of Europe’s leading baritones, Eugéne Massol announced his farewell benefit
concert for 14 January 1858, to be given by L ’Opéra de Paris in their house on the
rue Le Peletier. This building, opened in 1821 as a temporary structure employing
sections and fragments from earlier opera houses, occupied the garden of the former
Hotel de Choiseul just north of the boulevard des Italiens. It was therefore not far
from the Tuileries, but in an area still largely untouched by the rebuilding of Paris.

The occasion of Massol’s retirement was the highlight of the cultural season. Most
of the best singers, dancers, and actors of Paris were there to support him, and the
audience was one of the more illustrious and educated the theatre had seen for many
years. It was a strange and eclectic show whose contents would be much discussed in
cafés for many months to come. Adélaide Ristori, Rachel’s principal rival in tragedy,
played Mary Queen of Scots in the bravura final act from Schiller’s five-act tragedy
Maria Stuart; Carolina Rosati danced inl.e Bal masqué de Gustav , the popular tale of
how Jacob Anckarstrom had assassinated Gustavus III of Sweden at the Stockholm
opera house in 1792; and Massol sung in extracts from Rossini’s last opera Guillaume
Tell, the story of the fourteenth-century Swiss revolutionary patriot, and also La
Muette de Portici , the tale of the Neapolitan insurrection Louis Napoleon had last
heard in Birmingham.

Louis Napoleon and Eugénie had decided to attend this performance against the
advice of Pierre Piétri, the Corsican deputy who was now prefect of police. Piétri had
been receiving vague reports of a proposed attempt on Louis Napoleon’s life for some
weeks. At about 8:25pm, the imperial carosse left the Tuileries accompanied by an
escort of thirty gardes de Paris . It had been an exceptionally warm day for mid-
January throughout Western Europe — against his journal entry for New Year’s Day,
Malmesbury wrote simply ‘A summer’s day’ — and although the clear night would be
very cold, the evening was still mild. The streets of Paris were therefore filled with
boulevardiers, particularly along the boulevards de La Madeleine, des Capucines, and
des Italiens, a stretch of light and air in the middle of the old squalor that was soon to
be swept away by Haussmann.

After winding its way through the hovels north of the Tuileries, the carosse trotted
up these airy boulevards before entering the narrow medieval streets once again.
Waiting for the emperor and empress at the imperial entrance was their court
chamberlain and the director of the theatre, while Prince Albert’s older brother, Ernst
IT of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, was waiting for them in the imperial box. Although the
proposed imperial visit had not been widely reported in the press, it was generally
understood that it would take place. Thus, in the gaslit street outside, numerous
policemen had been stationed from the rue Rossini to beyond the Salle Le Peletier. It
was a standard precautionary measure; none had been expecting anything other than
an ordinary imperial visit.

In a deposition given on 11 February to the Metropolitan Police in London,
Inspector Jules Granger of the Sireté described what happened next:

On Thursday 14 January ... at about 8:45 or 50 the Imperial Carriages arrived and when near the
Imperial Entrance two explosions took place within a second or two of each other. From the first he



[Granger] received two blows, one violent, in the left side. About one minute after the second
explosion a third took place, and he saw several persons struck down.'

Coming from the opposite direction was Inspector Hilaire Piel, a former soldier who
had fought in the Crimea. He confirmed that at about 8:30 ‘an explosion took place
and a moment or two [later] a second one, when he [Piel] was struck in the right thigh
by a fragment of the projectile which caused him to fall ... he got up and walked 5 or
6 paces when a third explosion took place’.

Three bombs had been hurled at the procession. The first had detonated against the
side of the imperial carosse, blowing in the door and forcing the carriage out of line
and to a halt. The second then exploded in the middle of the advanced escort, bringing
the entire procession to an immediate stop. The third then detonated under the rear left
axle of the carosse — directly beneath the imperial seat — hurling it into the air several
feet and depositing it on its right side. All the surrounding gaslights were extinguished
from the shock waves of this third blast. The door of the carosse had been pushed in,
the glass everywhere smashed out, and a wheel blown off while seventy-six pieces of
shrapnel had embedded themselves into its body.

The imperial couple had been thrown to the right side of the carriage as it fell, but
apart from some bruising Louis Napoleon suffered no more than a cut chin and nose
while Eugénie received a cut eye from a tiny piece of glass. General Count Christophe
Roguet, aide-de-camp to Louis Napoleon since 1848 and a senator since 1852, was
also inside, sitting opposite the imperial couple. He was wounded in the nape of the
neck by a large fragment. It was not a serious injury but a very bloody one, and as he
fell to his left Eugénie came into contact with him and her white dress became
splashed with his blood.

The imperial carosse had been plated all over — including the undercarriage — with
rolled-iron sections, a new idea based on Louis Napoleon’s coast attack barges used
in the Baltic. Had it been an ordinary carriage, he, Eugénie, and Roguet would have
been instantly blown apart. After attending to some of the wounded, the imperial
couple calmly entered the theatre, insisting that the performance be resumed, which it
was to a clamorous standing ovation, while Massol bowed and continued with his
performance of extracts from Guillaume Tell .

At first it was supposed that two or three independent fanatics had perpetrated the
attack. However, as the pieces of the puzzle were gradually put together, a very
different picture began to emerge. Within twelve hours, it was clear that a complex
conspiracy had been uncovered in which Felice Orsini, a former senator of the Roman
Republic of 1849, had apparently led a band of at least three fellow conspirators in
Paris: Giuseppe Pieri, Count Carlo di Rudio, and Antonio Gomez.

Although a failure in its immediate and obvious objective, the 1858 attack on
Napoleon III would prove to be the most significant assassination attempt of the
century. It would finally precipitate progressive French intervention in Italy,
contributing directly to its unification; it would seriously damage theentente cordiale,
bringing the two nations closer to war than at any other time since 1815; it would alter
England’s attitude to immigration for ever; it would remove Lord Palmerston from
office for the second time; and it would help change a fundamental statute in English
Common Law.

Pieri had been the first of the conspirators to be arrested, in fact shortly before the
attempt and at about the time when Louis Napoleon left the Tuileries. Although he
had been expelled from France in 1852 and was known to the authorities from
circulating photographs, his arrest was the result of chance rather than effective police
work. A little before 8:30 he was recognized loitering outside the Salle Le Peletier by



Chief Inspector Hébert of the Siireté, who had been charged with the surveillance of
all foreigners lodging in hotels as well as Parisians of no fixed address. Hébert took
Pieri by the arm and began to frog-march him towards Inspector Joseph Chevalier
whom he touched on his coat to indicate that he should follow and assist.

Pieri, who might easily have escaped before this juncture, did not resist. Seconds
later, Hébert did the same with Inspector Francgois Estiu, who had been walking
towards them, and the officers then motioned to a fourth policemen on the other side
of the street, Inspector Alfred Galland, to come forward. Once surrounded by these
four men, Pieri was taken to the nearest poste where he was searched. Almost
immediately a bomb was found, wrapped up in a black silk handkerchief in an outside
pocket. When the police first removed it and began to unwrap the silk Pieri became
very agitated and warned ‘mind how you handle it, or it may explode!” But when
asked if it was a bomb he replied ‘not exactly’, claiming it was a new mechanical
invention that might nevertheless detonate if not handled by an expert. It was the
absurd denial common to those experiencing the shock of apprehension by the
authorities. Within moments, further searching revealed a six-barrelled revolver made
by the large Birmingham firm run by Isaac and Ebenezer Hollis and Isaac Sheath in a
breast pocket and a couteau poignard with a retractable six-inch blade close to his
body.

If the police had at this point acted with insight and swiftness the three detonations
might have been prevented; but they did not. Since May 1857, they had been vaguely
aware that a bombing attempt was likely. They had even followed Orsini on his
arrival in France but lost track of him at Lille. Yet twenty minutes before the attempt
they still did not believe that Pieri had any accomplices out in the streets. A £20 Bank
of England note was also found in Pieri’s pocket and so he was asked whether he had
come from England. He replied in the affirmative, furnishing them with his
Birmingham address where, he said, he lived with his daughter. He then explained
that he also had an adolescent son living nearby whom he had come to see.

Thus a man had apparently travelled from London to Paris armed with a bomb, a
revolver, and a knife to see his son, and the police, instead of immediately sweeping
the area where he had been apprehended, wasted valuable time by confirming the
only verifiable part of the preposterous story. The boy was quickly brought in for
questioning, his family association was established, and then he was locked in a cell
where he would remain until the following morning. ‘I am innocent’ were the only
words Pieri kept repeating as Piétri continued to interrogate him in Italian, as Pieri
could speak little French and Piétri was the only officer fluent in Italian. It was at this
moment that they all heard the first two successive bombs explode in the distance.

Pieri was immediately placed in detention while Hébert raced out to the scene of
the bombing where he found the imperial carosse damaged and pushed to one side of
the street. With great presence of mind he leaped onto the step of the carriage and
tried to wrench open the twisted door, but he was violently thrown back onto the
street by the third explosion as the coach rose into the air from the pressure of the
detonation underneath. Remarkably, Hébert survived, although he was slightly
wounded in both legs and badly in one shoulder. In spite of barely being able to walk,
and having a large piece of shrapnel embedded near his neck, he was on his feet and
helping to direct affairs.

Before Hébert left theoste he had sent a telegram, by electric telegraph, to
Richard Stephens, chief of police in Birmingham, requesting him to verify Pieri’s
address and, if genuine, search it. The address was found to be genuine — as it
happened Stephens lived a few doors away from it — and the following morning it was



searched. The police found little other than some incriminating papers locating
Orsini’s address in London — 2 Grafton Street, Aland Road, Kentish New Town —
where he lived with his young son.

The police then discovered that Di Rudio had a room in Soho where he lived with
his English wife and son. Gomez, of no fixed address, was discovered to have been
commuting between Pieri’s home in Birmingham and London where he worked as a
waiter in the Café Chantant . This was the capital’s only French-style singing coffee
house, located in Savile House on the corner of Leicester Square and Cranbourne
Street, and forming part of the EI Dorado Music Hall.

The Metropolitan Police were immediately informed of these findings. Orsini’s
house was searched, empty other than Elizabeth Cheney, a girl who had served as a
maid at 2 Cambridge Terrace, Regent’s Park, where Orsini had lodged in July 1856,
and who subsequently became his personal housekeeper and confidante after he
moved into his own house in Kentish Town on 13 March 1857. Through her they
were able to establish that at least one more central conspirator had been involved,
still living in London. His name, she said, was Simon Bernard, but she did not know
where he lived. After an intensive investigation, Detective-Inspector John Sanders —
in charge of the London side of the case — and Detective-Sergeant Frederick
Williamson arrested Bernard at his address in Bayswater on 14 February. They found
a Harvey five-shot revolver, a brass knuckle-duster, and a plan of Paris with a
drawing of the rue Le Peletier attached. They also discovered some chemistry
equipment with a quantity of fulminate of mercury — the explosive used in the bombs
— and a Reader’s Admission Ticket to the new Round Reading Room of the British
Museum, allegedly signed by Panizzi.”

Bernard turned out to be an exiled ex-surgeon in the French Navy who was at this
time president of the French Debating Society, which held its meetings on an upper
floor at James Wylde’s busy little newsroom and coffee house at the peculiarly-
numbered 16-and-a-half Leicester Square. Witnesses placed most of his social
activities in an establishment popularly known as the Café Suisse, in Tichborne Street,
Haymarket,’ frequented by refugees and run by two brothers, Giuseppe and Pietro di
Giorgi, with Pietro the owner.

Shortly after Pieri’s arrest, then, it became clear that the conspiracy had been a
loose though complex one involving numerous persons in three countries. The
operation had been planned in England, launched from Belgium, and refined in
France. Orsini was soon perceived to be both the originator and captain of the
conspiracy while Bernard was thought to be the technical executor and lieutenant.
However, in reality it was Bernard who had conceived, masterminded, and financed
the entire assassination attempt, using the firebrand Orsini as a puppet.

* * *

Felice Orsini was born in Meldola, the son of a revolutionary patriot descended from
a cadet branch of the great Orsini family of Black Nobility, on 18 December 1819.
Although never a Napoleonist, by 1840 Orsini had read enough on French and Italian
history to realize that whatever else it had done Napoleonic rule had at least unified
the peninsula under one rule of law. The idea that Italy ought to be united by a single
external force was one view among several, promoted by Antonio Gallenga and the
risorgimento philosopher and ex-prime-minister of Piedmont, Vincenzo Gioberti.
Crucially, it was this view Orsini supported, as opposed to that which believed the
unifying force should come from the people in the form of insurrection. In 1843,



Orsini graduated from Bologna and the following year he contradicted himself by
being arrested for revolutionary activities and sentenced to life in the galleys —
chained to the walls of a prison on a hard bench.

When Mastai-Ferretti was elected pope in 1846, taking the name Pius IX (‘Pio
Nono’), he immediately announced a political amnesty on condition that those
released would refrain from further activities. Orsini agreed and was released, but he
was soon elected to the assembly of the short-lived Roman republic, and afterwards
became a member of Mazzini’s Giovine Italia , which he served on a few
insurrectionary missions against his better judgement. He was exiled in October 1853
after one of these failed.

Orsini came straight to England, lodging in Golden Square, Soho, where almost
half the thirty-eight properties served as lodging houses for refugees. On 18 March
1854, he left again, as a merchant from Ravenna named Tito Celsi, for an insurrection
planned in Modena. It was there that Orsini first met Carlo di Rudio, a volunteer
whose father was also a revolutionary patriot. Orsini did not form a high opinion of
Di Rudio, while the insurrection again failed and he barely escaped with his life to
Switzerland.

It was now that Orsini lost his faith in Mazzini’s monocular vision of a free Italy
unified from within, a doctrine that Orsini believed had resulted in the succession of
failures. Rather boldly, he went to Vienna disguised as a Swiss watchmaker in order
to join the Austrian army. But Orsini failed to maintain the integrity of his new
identity and he was arrested — for the fifth time — in December. After four months in a
Viennese gaol, he was taken to Mantua, interrogated, and imprisoned in the fortress of
San Giorgio. In September 1855, he was sentenced to death, but on 30 March the
following year he escaped. Mazzini advised him not to come to England, but the
advice was disregarded and Orsini arrived at the end of May 1856. Almost the first
thing he did was to have a five-hour talk with Mazzini at his headquarters in Chelsea,
which did not go well. Orsini made his new position clear, stating that he was putting
his faith in political rather than revolutionary unification.

Like most Italian refugees, Orsini soon made contact with Antonio Panizzi, who
was able to furnish him with several useful contacts. Among them was Holyoake,
who in this rare instance told the truth when he claimed that he helped Orsini get his
pamphlet The Austrian Dungeons in Italy  published by George Routledge in August
1856. The book was an immediate success. At the Greenwich Institute in October,
Orsini began a long series of lecture tours based on his experiences, although he failed
to inspire parliamentary support for his cause.

By the beginning of 1857, Orsini was utterly estranged from Mazzini, leaving him
free to pursue his own goal while Mazzini continued to attract popular acclaim. By
March, Orsini was offering his services to Camillo Cavour, prime minister of
Sardinia-Piedmont since November 1852. But Cavour reluctantly rejected the offer on
political grounds. In May 1857, The Memoirs and Adventures of Felice Orsini was
published with Bernard’s financial assistance, again to great acclaim. Bernard had
become Orsini’s close associate, organizing another series of successful lecture tours
beginning with the Town Hall at Sevenoaks on 1 July. Bernard had given an idea of
what these lectures involved to a friend on 26 June:

Now I must explain what is Orsini’s object: to expose the abominable tyranny of the pope, which
would be certainly turned down in an instant, when the French troops of occupation would be
withdrawn from Rome ... the British people who enjoy liberty at home, and like to see liberty triumph
on the Continent, are bound to protest against this monstrous intervention of despots against the Roman
people.



Simon Frangois Bernard was born in Carcassonne on 28 January 1817 of a sea-
faring family. After failing to fully qualify as a physician at Montpellier Medical
University, he joined Louis Philippe’s navy as a barely-qualified surgeon aboard the
corvette Fortune. However, he was soon cashiered for sedition, fleeing to Perpignan
where he edited L 'Indépendent des Pyrénées-Orientales , a minor Radical journal,
before moving to Paris after the February Revolution.

There were at least 300 political clubs in Paris in 1848, and Bernard began to gain a
reputation for speaking at most of them, earning for himself the epithet ‘le Clubiste’.
On 28 June, the Assembly voted overwhelmingly to close the clubs whereupon
Bernard immediately opened one up, calling it La Bonne Nouvelle . He was
subsequently condemned five times for sedition — 6 December 1848; 9 and 24 January
(twice) 1849; and 21 May 1849 — and he was facing the maximum penalty of 2,000
francs and five years’ imprisonment when he fled to Belgium, where for two years he
lived in Brussels.

In the summer of 1851, Bernard settled down in London, setting himself up as an
‘orthophonist’ in a consulting room at 40 Regent’s Circus, on the corner of Piccadilly
and George Court. It was a single room rented from a bootmaker, but at a time of few
regulatory bodies, he was able to earn a living treating speech impediments,
particularly psychogenic disorders such as stammering and stuttering, which he
claimed to do homoeopathically.

Bernard’s consultations were private and never advertised, for obvious reasons
since he was unqualified, but by the summer of 1854 he was financially secure and
able to leave his small room, moving into formal rented accommodation at 10 Bark
Place, a small terraced property just north of Kensington Gardens in Bayswater. At
the same time, he rented access to a spare room at 28 Cornhill in the City, owned by
an Italian jeweller and goldsmith, to which he transferred his lucrative practice.

Bernard then became a familiar figure in the areas he frequented, walking
everywhere so long as the weather was fine, due to his distinctive physical
appearance. He was of below average height and excessively slim, almost gaunt, with
a sallow complexion and almost black eyes. He wore his black hair very long,
brushed back from a receding forehead, and he sported a thick, drooping moustache.
His gait was strident and his sartorial habit shabby-genteel, often wearing a black
wideawake hat and a dark frock coat, which was often stained with the food he had
been eating as he walked. Between the summers of 1854 and 1857, Bernard could be
seen walking between Bayswater and Cornhill almost every day, always taking the
same route south to Uxbridge Road then east past Marble Arch and along Oxford
Street to Holborn, a distance of several miles.

On 3 December 1851, twenty-seven French republican refugees signed a
proclamation after the coup d’état , which they sent to Paris: ‘Louis Bonaparte has just
crowded into a few hours more crimes than it would have been thought possible to
include in the life of man’. The lengthy critique and exhortation to opposition found
its way into The Times (5 December) in translation, with the signature of ‘Bernard le
Clubiste’ at the top, above even Louis Blanc. However, Bernard immediately wrote to
the paper denying that he had appended his signature to it, stating that although he
had been approached by the signatories he had expressly forbidden them to use it. But
he had particular reasons for this, as he explained to 7he Times on 6 December:

In times of revolution some say ‘Fight, and we will come to join you’. Others remain quiet until such
an occasion that makes it the right time to act, then their call is this: ‘We are fighting, come and join



us’. I am of the latter disposition, and if my signature should appear at the bottom of a call to arms it is
on the crest of a barricade that I would be writing, a pen in one hand and a pistol in the other.

Bernard used his complaint (which bears a striking resemblance to one inserted into
the same paper by Louis Napoleon years earlier) to justify an open letter expressing
his position on the question of direct action. But he caused no further comment until
his public association with Orsini, whom he met in 1856, either at Wylde’s or at the
Café Suisse .

Carlo di Rudio was born in Belluno, Venetia, on 26 August 1832. His father was a
dispossessed minor aristocrat who had joined the carbonari and had been involved in
an insurrection at Cadore under Fortunato Calvi in 1848. In September 1853, he and
Calvi were arrested and imprisoned with Orsini at Mantua. Carlo escaped capture and
settled in London early in 1855, finding employment as a rush bottle case maker and
lodging at 49 Baldwin’s Gardens in Holborn, a lodging-house owned and run by
Giuseppe Tresoldi, who also happened to be an Italian refugee. Temporarily staying
in the same house with Tresoldi was his wife’s adolescent niece, Elizabeth Booth,
with whom Di Rudio soon began an indiscreet affair. Within weeks she and Di Rudio
were forced to run away, settling in Dock Street, Wapping, where he became a basic
dockyard labourer.

Elizabeth was the daughter of William and Jane Booth — respectively a cottage
framework-knitter and lace-finisher — producing hand-worked textiles on wooden
frames at their slum home in Nottingham. There were about 50,000 of these
underpaid and overworked labourers in England, and times were so hard that in 1853
the Booths left Nottingham to make a fresh start in Godalming in Surrey, then a
centre for framework-knitters, where they lived with Elizabeth and three very young
sons.

On 13 June 1854, a fourth son was born, and Elizabeth was keen to escape her
cramped and noisy tenement, one of two dozen on the tiny Pound Lane off the High
Street, next to a blacksmith and a public house. Later, Elizabeth described her father
as ‘ill tempered’, and so she stayed either with her grandmother in Nottingham or her
aunt in London as often as she could to escape both him and their home. Four days
after the flight to Wapping, however, Jane Booth found Elizabeth and returned her to
Godalming, where the usual ultimatum was issued to Di Rudio now that her honour
had been sullied. But she and Di Rudio were in love and he had no objection to
marrying her, doing so on 9 December, by banns, at the parish church of SS Peter and
Paul. Elizabeth, like both her parents at that time, was illiterate, signing the register
with her mark.’

A few days later, Elizabeth moved to Nottingham to stay with her grandmother,
also a lacemaker, at Hounds Gate, while Carlo remained in Godalming with his in-
laws until the following May when he joined her after an enforced sojourn in London.
After a short stay in Freeman’s Hill, they took a furnished house, 5 Castle Square,
where they stayed until October. Carlo established himself as a ‘professor of
languages’ before returning to London and taking a room at 17 Brooke’s Market, also
in Holborn. In December, Elizabeth joined him for a few days then moved on to
Godalming. She returned the same month, and they finally settled down at 9
Bateman’s Buildings off Queen Street, Soho, although Elizabeth sensibly returned to
the more salubrious Hounds Gate to give birth to her son Hercules in June 1857.

Bateman’s Buildings was a fine set of tenements built on the site of Lord
Bateman’s destroyed Monmouth House, a pair of blocks with a passage running in
between. The engraver Richard Dagley had tenanted number 9 in the 1820s, but by



1857 London’s population was double that of Dagley’s day and almost all the
tenements were running as lodging houses. Number 9 was thirteen feet wide and
nineteen deep, with three floors and a tenanted cellar. The landlord who owned the
property rarely had fewer than a dozen tenants. Dagley may have had the house all to
himself, but the Di Rudios occupied a small room in what had become a slum.

Giuseppe Pieri was born in Lucca, Tuscany, in the winter of 1807. In 1829, he was
imprisoned for theft. He was released just in time to take part in the insurrections of
1831, taking refuge in France two years later where, in 1834, he married a girl in
Lyons. After a spell in the Légion Etrangére , he participated in the February
Revolution after which he was exiled by the Provisional Government. Pieri returned
to Tuscany where he offered his services to Duke Leopold who created him a major,
but, after Leopold’s flight to Gaeta, Pieri joined the revolution, only to try and change
sides again when Leopold returned. He failed, returning to Paris where he resumed his
revolutionary activities until he was exiled after the coup d’état , leaving France early
in 1852. He went directly to Birmingham where he moved into 10 Court, Bath Street,
one of ten recent developments, each of eight tenements accessed through alleys
along the street about half a mile east of the town centre. In common with the
majority of immigrants, Pieri set himself up as a ‘teacher of languages’.

Antonio Gomez was born in Naples in the spring of 1829, the son of an employee
in the ministry of finance who was a Spanish national. After a spell as a merchant
seaman on a Spanish vessel, Gomez joined the insurrection in Lombardia in 1848,
subsequently escaping to Chile so as not to fall into the hands of ‘the oppressors of
liberty’, as he later put it. Louis Napoleon’s amnesties allowed him to return to France
where he settled in Marseilles. From May 1852 until July 1855, he also served in the
Légion Etrangére , at Sidi-bel Abbés in Algeria, before buying himself out. He
returned to Marseilles and was soon in trouble for stealing a cash-box, serving six
months in gaol before leaving France and settling in London in July 1856. It is not
known where he lived in London, and the police reported that he was ‘of no fixed
address’. However, when he was not waiting at the Café Chantant , and then after he
lost his job there in 1857, he travelled frequently to Birmingham, lodging at the Bird-
in-Hand at 9 Bath Row, run by Colonel Lajos and Mary Anne Egaszy. Colonel
Egaszy was a Hungarian refugee from 1848 who had married a Birmingham
seamstress, settling down and subsequently doing everything in his power to help
fellow refugees.

Although Orsini had accidentally shot and killed his uncle’s cook in 1836, he was
not a natural assassin. It was Bernard — a man whose passion was chemistry — who
had the idea to kill Louis Napoleon with bombs. Orsini had met Pieri in Birmingham
in April 1857 during one of his lecture tours — he may have known him from his
earlier exile of 1853 — but they knew nobody else other than Bernard. However, there
was an obscure Italian in London, Signor Carmotti, who was known to have been a
political refugee since 1848 when he set himself up as a liaison agency for exiled
revolutionaries. It was Carmotti who introduced Gomez to Pieri and then, after
Gomez lost his job, suggested that he get in touch with Orsini. Gomez did so on 3
November 1857, writing to ‘illustrious sir’ and explaining: ‘I fought as a son of Italy
in the plains of Lombardy ... I now have to ask your excellency whether from this
you think me sufficiently worthy of your confidence ... and even in this world (or in
this time) to execute justice on that man [Louis Napoleon] who until today vilifies and
calumniates’.

Two months earlier, Carmotti had been in touch with Di Rudio at Orsini’s
instigation. It was Pieri who answered Di Rudio’s letter to Orsini, in December, and



on Saturday 2 January 1858, Bernard arrived at Bateman’s Buildings for the first of
many surreptitious late evening visits. Carlo happened to be out and Elizabeth
received both the good news of her husband’s acceptance as a conspirator — although
she remained ignorant of what the ‘good news’ actually meant as she would always
be sent out whenever the two men met — and the gift of a half-sovereign. When Carlo
returned he was naturally elated, and that same evening he wrote a scribbled and
evidently passionate note to his mother-in-law in Nottingham: ‘I am so merry that I
don’t know what to do; I am kissing my dear little son, my dear wife all the time.
Bless them for ever’. He did not, of course, explain the precise reason for his elation.

On Thursday 15 and Friday 16 October 1857, at theCafé Suisse and Bark Place
respectively, the final decision was taken by Orsini and Bernard to proceed with the
assassination. Pieri had full knowledge of the entire conspiracy, but Di Rudio knew
little and Gomez virtually nothing. Orsini was the first to leave England, arriving at
Ostend on 28 November 1857 and Paris on 12 December, travelling as an Englishman
named Thomas Allsop. Three days later he moved into a furnished apartment at 10
rue du Mont Thabor, between the rues de Rivoli and Saint Honoré. Pieri and Gomez
left London together on 6 January for Calais and then Lille, Pieri travelling as a
Prussian merchant with virtually the same name, Josef Andrea Pierey, and Gomez as
his English servant, Peter Bryan Swiney. After a short and secretive private trip to
Brussels, Pieri rejoined Gomez in Lille on 8, and they both arrived in Paris the
following day. Pieri lodged at the Hotel de France et de Champagne at 132 rue
Montmartre, just northeast of the Louvre, and Gomez at the Hotel de Saxe-Coburg at
223 rue Saint Honoré. Di Rudio was the last to leave, arriving in Paris on Sunday 10
January travelling as a Portugese salesman named Da Silva, and lodging separately at
the Hotel de France et de Champagne.

The conspiracy had been carefully planned but ineptly executed. Orsini and
Bernard had had little choice with their associates as they had been obliged to avoid
using anyone with Mazzinian connections, or those who might betray them to
Mazzini. When Pieri left Gomez to go to Brussels he stayed with a Koblenz-born
prostitute, Rosalina Hartmann, to whom he boasted about what he was going to do.
But although Pieri was travelling as a Berliner, he could neither speak nor understand
German. On 13 January, Hartmann informed the Belgian authorities who immediately
contacted Paris. But the French police wasted precious time searching Lille when he
was in fact already in the capital.

However, Pieri was not the only fool. The day after the attempt, Di Rudio was
arrested when he returned to his hotel not knowing that Pieri had panicked and
needlessly divulged to Piétri his having travelled with a Lisbon salesman called Da
Silva — the name on Di Rudio’s passport — although Di Rudio could neither speak nor
understand Portugese. Gomez — named ‘Swiney’ by Bernard as a private joke at his
expense since he spoke no English and had, as the court transcript later put it, a
‘sallow’, ‘expressionless’ face of ‘no intelligence’ — also panicked after the bombing.
He left his English five-barrelled revolver behind at the Café Broggi at 19 rue Le
Peletier, where he had been waiting for the signal to strike, and where it was found by
a garcon de café , Léon Diot, who kept it. When questioned, Diot was easily able to
link it to Gomez who was arrested by the police — they had been quietly sitting at a
table waiting for him — when he stupidly returned to collect it the following morning.

There had been five grenades in Paris, three of which had been thrown. Orsini at
first claimed not to have thrown one at all but to have placed his in the gutter of the
rue Rossini. In fact, one of the undetonated bombs, wrapped in sackcloth, was found
there by Claude Vuillaume, a garcon d’hotel , while not far away, near the corner of



rue Lafitte, an officier de paix found a bloodstained French six-barrelled revolver.
Since another unused device had been found on Pieri, had two men thrown three
bombs? Orsini’s co-conspirators later claimed they had each thrown one except Pieri,
but Orsini denied this and claimed a fifth colleague, the so-called ‘woman in black’,
but he was not believed. In fact, Orsini later presented himself as the sole assassin,
disowning his inept associates.

Orsini may have been more able than his three colleagues but he was to be no less
unfortunate. Orsini had indeed thrown the third bomb — one significantly different
from the first two — but had underestimated the force of the blast and was himself
badly injured by it, suffering wounds to the head and one of his legs. At first he
staggered into the pharmacy of Vautrin-Moussu, 34 rue Lafitte, where the owner
attempted to treat the wounds. But Orsini immediately changed his mind and
stumbled out again, shortly afterwards falling to the ground where Jean Decailly, a
coachman, attended to him ‘sur le trottoir’. Decailly later testified that Orsini had
blurted out significant facts to him — who he really was and what he had just done —
while clutching at his his injured leg. David Maistre, a local physician whose practice
happened to be at 12 rue du Mont Thabor, confirmed this. He had been at the Salle Le
Peletier watching the show and had ran out when asked to do so by the police, soon
finding himself called to help Decailly. But Orsini did not wait for further medical
attention, also making the fundamental mistake of going back to his apartment where,
nursing his wound, he was arrested and searched in the early hours of the following
morning. More English currency was found on him, part of a total of £230 in Bank of
England notes that was discovered on the four men, all that remained of £430 Orsini
had bought with gold the previous November.

Thus within twelve hours of the assassination attempt all four Parisian conspirators
were under arrest.

In Brussels, the Café Suisse at 6 Place de la Monnaie was a sister establishment to the
one in London — hence the English byname in London — located at the bottom of the
Hotel Suisse. Luigi Righenzi owned both parts, with Giuseppe di Giorgi in
partnership with him as the /imonadier — café-keeper — to the hotel above it. Another
revolutionary establishment was a hotel, the Lyon Belge, and yet another was located
at 17 Places des Martyrs, the private house belonging to Désiré¢ Bangel, a proscrit
since 1851 writing on commerce described by the police as ‘a very dangerous man’,
at whose place ‘meetings and revolutionary dinners’ often took place.

Bernard and Orsini frequented all of these locations and had links with another
obscure Italian named Pianchini who, like Pieri, had been expelled from Jersey in
1855 during the Hugo scandal.

After Hugo’s pamphlet England’s Disgrace was published, the governor of the
island, Sir James Love, a veteran of Waterloo, placed his activities under surveillance.
During his governorship, 1852 to 1856, many French exiles settled there, including
Charles de Ribeyrolles, a Radical journalist who set up a newspaper on the island,
L’Homme, with the help of a Polish exile, Zeno Swietoslawski. It was suppressed by
Love for publishing a venomous article by Félix Pyat, who on 22 July 1852 had been
sentenced to ten years in prison in absentia for planning to assassinate Louis
Napoleon. Thirty-four proscrits were obliged to leave by 2 November, including
Pianchini and Pieri, who happened to be there on a brief visit. Hugo complained and
was himself expelled by Love with his sons, and he was obliged to spend the next



twenty years of his self-imposed exile in Guernsey. Seventeen of the proscrits
followed Hugo to the neighbouring island, while twelve took a boat to Southampton
and then travelled to London where, in 1857, Swietoslawski set himself up at 178-179
High Holborn; Pianchini moved to 2 Inverness Place, Queensway, Bayswater — a few
minutes walk from Bernard.

Because of this, it was at first thought that the bombs had been made in Jersey or
Belgium. But police enquiries soon placed their origin in Birmingham, a revelation
whose complexities were not fully understood until after Orsini ceased to be news,
and which hinged on the identity of a man named Thomas Allsop.

In February 1858, 3,000 posters appeared in towns throughout England and Wales
— as well as in national newspapers — offering £200 reward for information leading to
the arrest of Thomas Allsop of the London Stock Exchange. Allsop, a land speculator
declared bankrupt the previous October, had absconded on 27 January and
disappeared completely. At first it was believed that Orsini’s passport had been
entirely fictitious, but it soon became apparent that there was a real ‘English Allsop’
involved who had lent Orsini his name and papers, and who then left false trails
mixed up with Allsop’s genuine ones. To disentangle the mess became one of
Inspector Sanders’s principal tasks, and the police chased the mystery man hidden
behind a peripatetic ghost to exhaustion.

The real Thomas Allsop’s involvement was beyond dispute. It was discovered that
he was a friend of Blanc — who had recently lodged with him for ‘several weeks’ at
his temporary lodgings in Nutfield, a village two miles east of Redhill in Surrey — and
Mazzini. He had been a very close associate of Samuel Coleridge, the poet whose
violent antipathy to Napoleon had been almost a monomania, and whose Letters,
Conversations and Recollections Allsop had published in 1836. When Feargus
O’Connor had been elected Radical member for Nottingham, it had been on Allsop’s
gift of property qualification in the form of a £300 land grant that he had been able to
enter Parliament. Furthermore, Allsop had met Orsini in Nice in 1851.

Quite by chance, Sergeant John Rogers found a deeply incriminating letter Allsop
had written to Bernard, on 1 January 1858, on 7 March at Bernard’s house in
Bayswater where it had been overlooked during the earlier search. Rogers was fluent
in French and had been used by Sanders to infiltrate both Wylde’s newsroom and the
Café Suisse . This letter, however, was in English, and in it Allsop made his feelings
very clear:

My Dear Doctor ... The abominable miscreant the 2™ December seems to have reached his
culminating point; have you seen the withering contempt which Smith O’Brien alludes to the Queen
kissing this unconvicted felon ... If I was in California now I would at once double the amount offered
by Landor to the man who should perform an act of justice upon that most wretched Caitiff ... he must
be killed and with him the system which he somehow seems necessary to keep up ... be kind enough to
assure Orsini of my warmest sympathy ... and respect with the offer of my poor services at all times ...
May this New Year see the first instalment of justice to the people, the dawn of life, true life to
humanity.

Earlier, in an undated letter, Bernard had written to another sympathizer, Pierre
Ferdinand Outrequin, a commission agent in the silk trade: ‘You will receive next
Tuesday at 277 rue St Denis a packet containing two specimens of rich fire-arms ...
Don’t talk about the price to my English Allsop — that will be arranged between him
and me’. The weapons were collected from Pierre’s wife Marie, who later claimed she
knew nothing about them. Orsini had bought his revolver from Louis Devisme — a
highly regarded and respectable gun dealer at 36 boulevard des Italiens — who had
also repaired an English revolver for Gomez on 12 January. But all the other weapons



were English, and a second Hollis & Sheath revolver was found at Pieri’s hotel room
while another one later found at Gomez’s room had been bought for him by Pieri on
23 November 1857. Allsop, who ‘speaks our language like a Frenchman’, was
involved in selling English cased revolvers, at 150 francs each, to both Orsini and
Pieri in Paris as ‘samples for the police ... in Rome’.

It was Allsop who ordered the bombs — based on wooden models Pieri had
designed — from Joseph Taylor, whose Broad Street Foundry at 6 St Martin’s Place,
Birmingham, produced steam engines, coining machines, pumps, and saw and rolling
mills. The bombs were of two types: three round ones that could be held in the palm,
and three larger pear-shaped ones that had to be thrown underarm. Allsop ordered
these on 16 October 1857, travelling to Birmingham to collect them on 23 November
under constant instruction from Bernard who wrote him five letters between 17 and
23 November at Orsini’s dictation. Taylor was paid £2 6s 6d for this final favour, and
£8 4s altogether.

Before this, however, in September, the conspirators had attempted to find a
manufacturer by themselves. William Taylor (no relation to Joeph), a general
ironfounder, machinist, and millwright of the Globe Foundry, 66 Moor Street, had
been approached:

by two foreigners ... with a drawing and a model of a shell, but not making themselves perfectly
understood they went away ... another foreigner called with the same drawing ... but Mr Taylor, not
making such small articles, declined to execute the order, but it was he who suggested that they should
unscrew at the middle, for the pattern ... only had a hole at the top.

Taylor could not identify these ‘foreigners’ sent by the conspirators. But he knew one
as having been ejected from a local public house ‘for being disrespectful of the
Queen’.

It was then that Allsop had been engaged as a better choice of intermediary. He
took Pieri’s modified design — as suggested by Taylor — and also added the second
model, but to begin with had no better luck. He first approached a manufacturer he
already knew, Henry Smith of Spring Hill Works, who told him that he dealt with
large shells only — in fact, his foundry had supplied the British Army in the Crimea.
But it was Smith who put Allsop in touch with Joseph Taylor, and it was through
Taylor that Allsop first became a suspect when he linked him with events in Paris.
Taylor later identified the bombs from — among other fragments — a large piece of
shrapnel taken from a dead charger by a veterinary surgeon at 21 rue de Ponthieu, one
of twenty-five found in the body: ‘To the best of my belief it is part of one of the
shells made by me’.

It was Bernard and Giuseppe di Giorgi who took the shell halves to Brussels
through Ostend, Bernard going twice — the second time with the explosive, when he
was let through by a sympathetic customs officer who was subsequently dismissed —
and Di Giorgi once. Bernard later told his counsel that they had been concealed in
firkins of butter. In fact, he had taken them very early in the mornings of 9 and 23
December aboard the Prince Frederick William and the Vivid packet ships in a ‘small,
shabby carpet bag’ as ‘new machinery’ for gas appliances. Presumably, Di Giorgi had
done the same, and this explanation was maintained throughout the journey to Paris.
Bernard had not dared go himself as he was too well known, and while in Brussels —
five and four days respectively — he had lived with ‘a low prostitute of the name of
Adeline’ he had known since 1849 to conceal his tracks. Orsini also slept with her,
described by the police as ‘one of the lowest characters in Bruxelles’. Both men also



stayed, and probably slept, with Rosalina Hartmann. Bernard’s free and easy use of
numerous prostitutes would have fatal consequences for him.

Bernard soon put his theoretical chemical knowledge to practical
manufacturing the required amount of explosive in his room at Bark Place, located on
the first floor at the back above the kitchen in an extension that meant there was
nobody above, beside, or behind him. He chose to make fulminate of mercury, a
compound of protoxide of mercury united with fulminic acid formed of cyanogen and
oxygen. On 4 November, and then after his first Brussels trip, on 15 December, he
went to Herrings & Company, the wholesale druggists at 40 Aldersgate, where he
bought the materials he needed. The shop was owned, lived in, and run by James
Herring, with one ‘clerk druggist’ assistant and two servants, in addition to his family.
Herring was a druggist, not a chemist, and as an added precaution, Bernard ensured
that on both occasions the assistant served him, also ensuring a reasonable interval
between purchases.

use,

The manufacturing process was simple enough: a quantity of mercury (‘100

grains’) was dissolved in twelve parts of nitric acid (‘1 and a half fluid ounces’) to
which eleven parts of pure alcohol (‘2 ounces’ extracted from brandy) were added
when the solution cooled. When Bernard heated this over a flame, the reaction
eventually left deposits of yellowish crystals — fulminating powder. This was an
extremely explosive substance when dry and might have detonated even when rubbed
against a hard surface, so Bernard had to keep it damp to render it inert. It took a
week to make enough for his purposes, requiring no more than a small burner and
some glass tubes and beakers. Bernard was ready in time for his second Brussels trip.

While Orsini carried the one-kilogram pack of fulminate from Brussels to Paris,
keeping it damp with water from a hip flask, Bernard inveigled a waiter from the Café
Suisse, Casimir Zequers, eager to see his sister in Paris, to take the bag of shells with
him. Zequers asked no questions, leaving on 11 January on the same train as Orsini,
who was known to him only as ‘the Englishman’ since he spoke English well.

Zequers may have asked no questions but he certainly looked. According to his
deposition, the cargo ‘consisted of ten pieces of round iron hollow in the interior and
the exterior polished ... connected together they formed an elongated globe ... There
were three ... of one size and two of another’. At the customs house in Valenciennes,
he was asked to describe the contents: ‘I replied that it was for a new invention in gas
— the customs house officer ... asked me the value, I answered that I did not know, to
which he replied that as the value was so small it might pass without duty’.® At 6:30
in the morning, Zequers arrived at the Hotel de Lille et d’ Albion on the rue de Rivoli,
where Orsini was staying for a few days, on Bernard’s horse that had been sent on
ahead. After tying it loosely, he entered the lobby where, following Orsini’s
instructions, he left the bag with a waiter to give to Pieri — another ‘Englishman’—
who was still asleep. Zequers, having played his part well, left the horse behind and
went to meet his sister on foot. The horse was later found running loose on the rue Le
Peletier, uninjured but frightened; either Orsini or Pieri had used it to reach his final
destination.

Pieri had other plans for the sixth bomb that never made it to Paris. A deposition
made in Belgium on 18 February by Susanna de Meckenheim, the wife of an engineer
living in the rue de Napoli, stated that before his final departure for Paris, Pieri, an old
friend:

Gave me something in my hand ... I took it and thanked him, thinking it might be a packet of bonbons
for my child, but he said ‘C’est n’est pas pour vous’. I said, ‘Oh, dear, how heavy it is’, at which he
laughed very loud. I asked him what it was, he replied laughing ‘It is a new invention and when I return



from France in a few days your husband shall take out a patent for me’... Pieri’s manner was excited
and irritable ... in the railway carriage he said ‘Goodbye. Hope to see you in a few days’.

Needless to add, she did not, but it transpired that the sixth bomb would have been the
template for a series of mass-produced devices manufactured by Louis de
Meckenheim, who with Susanna subsequently testified against Pieri when this bomb
was produced in London. What precisely Pieri intended to do with them, however,
was never revealed, although it seems likely that they would have constituted the
arsenal for liberating Rome after freeing France.

Although both Allsop and his family were closely watched — Mrs Allsop and her
two sons lived as ‘Mrs Allen’ in Clapham Terrace — he was never formally charged.
The plan had been to prosecute him together with Bernard ‘if we were in possession
of sufficient evidence to make a prima facie case’, as John Greenwood, prosecutor for
the law offices of the government, put it. But, on 12 July, Home Secretary Spencer
Walpole instructed Horatio Waddington, permanent under-secretary since 1848, to
inform Sir Richard Mayne ‘that it is not advisable to take any further steps in the
prosecution against Mr Allsop, the Government have consequently determined to put
an end to the proceedings ... and to withdraw the offer of a reward for his
apprehension’.

Within weeks of the ‘wanted’ poster going up, Allsop had been positively
identified in Santa Fe, the capital of New Mexico, a town with no railway. But at the
same time he had been apprehended in Ireland where he had been teaching French — a
mistake, one would think, for an Englishman hiding out under those circumstances —
and also at Chislehurst. He was also ‘seen’ in Southampton trying to obtain a passport
for himself, his wife, and one son in the name of ‘Joseph Husband Smith’, and letters
to the regional offices of the police force described a nation full of Allsops. No doubt
everyone was glad not to have to pursue him, but in fact there would be a far more
important reason for letting him go.

* * *

The history of the bombs as derived from the files of the Metropolitan Police is clear,
but these have never been examined until now and publicly their story has been
muddied by the claim made many years later in the lunatic fantasies of Holyoake. His
name did not appear in the police records, the press, or in the writings of anyone
connected with the event. But, when he published his ‘memoirs’ (1892), he revealed
an allegedly hitherto completely unsuspected addition to the story in a display of
audacious mendacity that, if it were believed uncritically, would upset the entire
chronology and content of the Orsini Affair.

There is no doubt that Holyoake knew Allsop and Bernard, and he had met Orsini
in July 1856 when he referred him to Routledge. To say more than this would be
speculation. But this was not how Holyoake saw and recreated his own past as an old
man who had achieved nothing in his long life. According to him, he met Bernard and
Allsop at Ginger’s Hotel in Westminster where he was presented with two of Taylor’s
primed bombs in order to test them. Holyoake claimed that he knew nothing of the
proposed assassination attempt, believing the devices to be prototypes for the Italian
patriotic resistance movement to be used ‘when the enemy might be in the streets
firing into houses, as the Louis Napoleon troops did in the days of the Presidential
butchery in Paris at the coup d’état °. He then described how he took the bombs home
in his pockets, noting that it would have been ‘undesirable to fall down’ as he ‘might
not be found’ when he ‘wanted to get up’.’



The following day, Holyoake and the bombs allegedly took a train to Sheffield
where he was due to lecture. It took him two days to find a suitable location for the
test, and all the while he carried the bombs in his pockets. Eventually he found a
disused quarry, threw one of the bombs into it then dived to the ground and waited for
the explosion, which was considerable. He then apparently sent a cryptic message to
London: ‘My two companions behaved as well as could be expected. One has said
nothing; perhaps through not having an opportunity. The other, being put upon his
mettle, went off in high dudgeon. He was heard of immediately after, but has not
since been seen.”

When Holyoake returned to London — still carrying his primed unused device
Bernard casually gave him a third bomb to test. Holyoake decided to detonate these
two ‘companions’ in Devon where he knew someone who was both a sympathizer
and an intimate, charging Bernard thirty-two shillings for the third-class train fare.
Holyoake and his sympathetic friend found what they believed to be a quiet lane and
one bomb was lobbed onto it; but it was a dirt track and since it had recently been
raining it sank into the mud without detonating. Both ‘companions’ were then thrown
onto a road with a harder surface whereupon they exploded violently and
disintegrated. Holyoake then sent a second cryptic message to London: ‘Leniency of
treatment was quite thrown away upon our two companions. As a man makes his bed,
so he must lie upon it; still out of consideration, we wished it to be not absolutely
hard. But that did just no good whatever. The harder treatment had to be tried: and I
am glad to say it proved entirely successful. But nothing otherwise would do’.” After
this second testing, Holyoake claimed that his involvement with the Orsini Affair
came to an end, and the next he knew of it was through reading the details in the
newspapers.

All the irreconcilable contradictions arising from Holyoake’s amusing claim
disappear when it is accepted that just because a ‘memoir’ has appeared in print does
not mean that it contains no lies. Holyoake’s contribution to the genre was in fact
based on little else.

It is true that Allsop stayed at Ginger’s Hotel where he wrote four letters to Taylor
between 17 and 23 November 1857. But Holyoake did not explain why Allsop and
Bernard risked passing him two primed bombs in the coffee room instead of at Bark
Place or any other private address. It may be argued that Bernard lived in very
restrained circumstances, since 10 Bark Place, a narrow two-storey property, was
owned throughout this period by George Parker, an auctioneer’s clerk who lived there
with his wife, two sons, and a daughter. In 1861, there were nine people living there —
Parker’s family, a servant girl and three lodgers including Bernard — which was the
average for the street.'” But since Bernard had been able to produce fulminating
powder in his room for one week, at probably two dozen sessions a day, he could
surely have passed bombs to someone without fear of detection, or even arousing
suspicion. Bernard lived for almost ten years at this address, and it is even possible
that Parker at least was sympathetic to him and his activities since he was not asked to
leave either after his involvement in the Orsini Affair was publicly exposed, or
subsequent to his dramatic mental deterioration.

Holyoake also did not explain why Bernard gave him a third bomb before the
alleged trip to Devon, and it is difficult to see how the conspirators could have
afforded to lose so many devices, even if they had them, which they did not. It is
stated that Holyoake’s ‘friend’ was none other than Thomas Allsop, who had rented a
cottage called ‘The Den’ near Teignmouth. If so, Holyoake did not explain why he
had been selected at all when Allsop — or any of the conspirators — could just as easily



have ‘tested’ the bombs. Conveniently, none of these incidents was dated, but they
must have occurred after Taylor had manufactured the bombs in November and
Bernard had produced the explosive, which the police revealed could not have taken
place before 15 December. It would have been foolish in the extreme to produce such
an unstable and potent explosive sooner than the latest possible moment, and Bernard
was certainly no fool.

But in any case the bombs did not require testing. A sample of fulminate could
have been detonated anywhere, and a percussion cap set off using a vice and hammer.
Once these were seen to work the bomb had to explode, and testing would have
proved nothing except that the bomb would have exploded in Paris but instead had
been wasted at great and unnecessary risk. Orsini injured himself because the bombs
had been too powerful and had been poorly designed for the particular task. Nobody
had known that Louis Napoleon’s carriage was armour-plated, and if the bombs had
been properly tested, Bernard would not have increased but rather reduced their
strength by partly filling them with wax.

Holyoake’s ‘memoirs’ fall into that psychological category in which retrospective
invention is used to rectify biographical discrepancies, through which the
disappointed and frustrated memorialist lives an alternate life. Holyoake’s gift lay in
being able to persuade others of this, often using specious literary devices that in the
end proved his undoing. The meeting in the hotel begs the introduction of a visitor
whose presence requires the sudden hiding of the bomb, which is what happened and
Holyoake had to thrust it under a cushion. Incredibly, the same thing happened in
both Sheffield and Devon when stray members of the public stumbled on the
proceedings, forcing Holyoake to think on his feet and save the situation in a manner
worthy of any penny dreadful.

The way in which Holyoake rearranged his miserable life to make it more
interesting to leftist idiots in the future can best be seen by his account of another
event, important for a fact he never knew — it involved one of the conspirators.

Holyoake called it ‘Stabbing spies in London’, according to which, in 1857, an
Italian ‘patriot’ stabbed ‘four foreigners in a restaurant in Panton Street, Haymarket’.
He had lured the ‘foreigners’ there because he knew they were ‘spies supposed to be
in the pay of the Emperor Napoleon’. The stabber escaped, and Holyoake became
involved when he was asked to put him up at his house. Conveniently, however,
because of an ‘illness’ in his family, he was forced to decline and ‘other
arrangements’ were made for the mysterious hero. Meanwhile, the four ‘spies’ were
taken to hospital:

They knew very well who their assailant was, but would never tell, nor could the police induce them to
appear before the magistrates and make any charge. They had sufficing reasons for not allowing their
own identity, or the nature of their business, or the name of their employer, to be known, and the
fourfold attempted assassinations in Panton Street consequently passed out of the memory of
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London.

The ‘attempted assassinations’ may well have ‘passed out of the memory of
London’ by 1892 and then into Holyoake’s inner fantasy world, but they were in fact
carefully noted by The Illustrated London News (19 and 26 April 1856; 17 and 24
May 1856; 1 August 1857).

The ‘stabbing’ occurred on 17 April 1856, in fact, and the location was actually
Luigi Stucchi’s Franco-Italian restaurant at 45 Rupert Street. A quarrel arose between
two Italians disputing a private matter, and one, Foschini, stabbed his friend Rossi
who staggered out into the street. A waiter, Rouelli, intervened and tried to take



Foschini’s knife away but was himself stabbed. Two other Italians seated nearby then
intervened — Chiesa and none other than Carlo di Rudio — who both failed to disarm
Foschini and were also stabbed. Foschini, a young ‘ruffian’ who in fact knew Di
Rudio, had his description circulated and £100 was offered for his capture, but he was
not found — in June 1857, however, he was captured after the failed Neapolitan
insurrection and shot himself. Rossi and Di Rudio were discharged from Charing
Cross hospital in mid-May, and Di Rudio, who had been visiting London from
Godalming, then left for Nottingham. Rouelli and Chiesa were released from the same
hospital two weeks later.

Holyoake, perhaps vaguely recalling the germ of a story he had heard thirty-five
years earlier, wove himself into it hoping that everyone else had forgotten. The irony,
of course, was that he had inadvertently labelled an Orsini conspirator as one of Louis
Napoleon’s ‘spies’.

For several seconds after Orsini’s large bomb had detonated there was virtual silence
on the rue Le Peletier; a silence punctuated only by the cries of the wounded people
and animals. Louis Napoleon and Roguet found themselves sprawled against the side
of the carosse with Eugénie on top of them. At first there were no lights anywhere
and it was dark, but gradually the stunned passers-by recovered from their immediate
shock. Candles and lanterns were brought out of the theatre and nearby houses,
carriage lamps were re-lit, and even candelabra were set up on the pavements near the
bodies before the gaslights could be safely re-ignited. Louis Napoleon, Eugénie, and
Roguet were helped out of the broken side of the carosse in a state of remarkable
calm. The imperial couple and Roguet attempted to assess the situation and to help
some of the wounded, but the police and staff insisted they enter the theatre
immediately as nobody could be certain there would be no more bombs, or some
other attempt on their lives.

In spite of the many high narrow streets, the explosions could be heard from the
Louvre-Tuileries district in the south to Butte-Montmartre in the north, from Elysée in
the east to Enclos Saint-Laurent in the west. Within minutes, the entire area of the
Opéra was filled with people, part curious part frightened depending on how close
they had been to the bombing. An English journalist, who had dined in the Champs
Elysées that evening, made his way to the Salle Le Pelletier at about 10:30:

I ... asked the nearest man what was the matter. He answered excitedly, ‘They have tried to assassinate
the Emperor; the boulevard is barred; you cannot go on’. Then up came a policeman shrieking out the
order to turn back and clear the way ... As everybody was bursting with the news, I was told in half a
minute by a half-a-dozen eager strangers that an infernal machine had exploded an hour before ... I
learnt too that every street was closed, that no one was allowed to approach the scene, and that it was
idle to dream of getting any farther. The emotion of the mob was immense; horror of the crime and
attachment to the Imperial dynasty were loudly professed ... The crowd was thickening everywhere,
for people were arriving from all parts of Paris; feelings of rage and horror, and particularly of shame,
were being expressed in loud voices.'?

Sala, now contributing to Dickens’sAll the Year Round , was in the Café Riche on the
far corner of the rue Le Peletier, sipping liqueurs after his meal when he heard ‘three
successive and violent concussions as if three huge doors had been slammed to’."
Cowley, for whom the distant rumble might have been mistaken for falling
scaffolding, was informed of the attempt an hour and a half later. At 10:15, he sent a

brief dispatch to Clarendon stating the bare facts, as he knew them, and then went to



the Tuileries to wait for Louis Napoleon and Eugénie to return. This they did at
midnight, and Cowley — the first diplomat to extend sympathy and congratulations —
only returned to the embassy at one o’clock in the morning, much relieved at their
escape. ‘They were both of them quite calm and collected, and gave with great
courtesy all the details as far as they were then known to them”."

But these details were vague, as the full extent of the carnage became evident only
after some time. Although there was destruction everywhere, with windows and
frames wrecked up to the fourth floor, it was clear that no one had been killed
instantly. However, two victims died on 15 January, five more within one month, and
two after the closure of the case. Five were civilians: Jean Wallreau, Joseph Haas,
Jean Chassard, Marie Girodon, and Monsicur Raffin; four were from the escort:
Eugéne Riquier, an aide-de-camp to Plon-Plon, and gardes de Paris Jacques Dalhen,
Herion, and Nicolas Batty. Girodon and Herion were the last to die, she at the Hopital
Lariboisiére on 18 March and he at the Hopital Val-de-Grace a month later, having
been personally decorated by Louis Napoleon for the courage with which he bore his
fatal injuries. But the fate of 14-year-old Marie Girodon — unknown by all previous
historians of the case — was perhaps the most pathetic: she had lost at least two limbs
and suffered horrific injuries to the rest of her body, which finally gave up life after
five weeks of agonising periods in between the bouts of heavy sedation.

Due to their design, the bombs had exploded downwards and sideways, and the
lower half of women’s bodies were protected by the fashionable crinoline of the day,
so widely mocked but which had certainly saved lives. Even so, 156 people had been
injured sustaining a total of 511 individual wounds: sixty-nine male passers-by,
twenty-eight policemen, twelve members of the Imperial Guard, eleven gardes de
Paris, four palace police, twenty-one women, and eleven children. Many lost limbs,
hearing, and eyesight, and one adolescent girl had a kneecap blown off. In addition,
seven horses were killed, four instantly while three had to be destroyed on the spot;
nineteen more were injured. Even a few stray dogs were blown to pieces.

That nine persons died may now be officially recorded rather than the eight
previously cited by historians; but the terrible and debilitating injuries many had to
carry for the rest of their lives should not be ignored and forgotten, as they usually
are.

The trial of Orsini, Pieri, Di Rudio, Gomez, and Bernard in absentia began at the
Cour Impériale on 25 February. The Code Pénal reserved the penalty of ‘la peine du
parricide’ for an attempt against the life of the king or emperor, and ‘la peine de mort’
against members of the royal or imperial families.”” As the same code allowed for the
death penalty for any premeditated homicide, their fates may have appeared to have
been sealed, but this was not so. Orsini and his accomplices were in fact charged
under Article 86 alone; that is, for an attempt on the life of the emperor and empress.
While this carried the severer penalty of parricide,'® because neither the emperor nor
empress was seriously hurt this theoretically allowed Louis Napoleon to take control
of the procedure, which was his intention.

People were genuinely horrified by the crime, and they initially wanted Orsini and
his accomplices dead, while Louis Napoleon did not. Morally, he had no right to
forgive those who had committed crimes principally against others. But, once the
indictment had been changed, he was at least legally free to do so and both he and
Eugénie — who concurred with him on this — attempted to save all the conspirators.



The trial itself was straightforward apart from the fact that to the end Pieri denied
everything. When asked why, in that case, he had been armed to the teeth when
arrested, he embarrassed Orsini and amused the court by declaring that ‘In England
everybody goes out armed, and has the right to do so. The mayors of the cities
recommend the inhabitants to protect themselves thus against garrotting’.'” On 13
March, he and Orsini were publicly guillotined at the rond-point of La Roquette
prison. In spite of his efforts, Louis Napoleon had been unable to overturn all the
convictions. Whereas in England the judicial process was entirely independent of
authority, in France it was rather only executive, its purpose being to legally enshrine
the will of the Government of the day — not even the wishes of an authoritarian
emperor were enough to withstand public and ministerial opinion. However, a small
concession was permitted, and Di Rudio’s death sentence was commuted to one of
life imprisonment at Cayenne in French Guiana, alongside Gomez.

In England, the legal matter was very different. When Bernard was arrested, at
10:30 on a Sunday morning, he offered no resistance, saying that had he been in Paris
and had the police been French he would have taken his revolver and shot them all on
the spot. Bernard was driven straight to the headquarters of the Metropolitan Police at
Great Scotland Yard and held there until Monday when he was taken to Bow Street
for his first examination. Two French police officers, including Estiu, and a clerk of
the South Eastern Railway Company gave evidence against him.

The clerk, James Stephen Thomas King, had known Bernard since his arrival in
England as someone who often used his offices for sending items abroad. Most
recently he had been approached by Bernard on 2 January to send ‘a package like a
square box, with a projection on the top, and covered by a rough material like canvas’
to Outrequin in Paris. King asked Bernard to declare its contents and value ‘and he
said it contained two revolvers, value £12, and some samples of pitch, of no value’.
King then asked Bernard to put this in writing, to which he had replied ‘I think I had
better not do that; my name is known in France as a “proscrit™’. King then asked him
if he would, or could, ever return to France. ‘No’, Bernard had replied, ‘but I will go
to France when that other one [Louis Napoleon] comes back here’.'® As soon as King
heard about the bombing, he communicated his suspicions to the French Embassy.
For the police, King’s testimony was vital, as by this time Outrequin’s involvement
was known to have been crucial. Subsequently, on 22 August 1858, Outrequin would
demand increased compensation from Mayne on account of his ‘honesty’ and
‘innocence’ — £25 would be collected by Marie Outrequin from Cowley in Paris — but
it had long been known that he had met Bernard at London’s Café Suisse on 16
October 1856 and again the following March.

By the time of the fifth examination, on 11 March, William Sleigh, Bernard’s
defence counsel at this stage, began for the first time to use the notion that Britain was
‘truckling to France’. In a more virulent form this attitude would later help undermine
the entire prosecution. But not everybody thought this a worthy form of defence.
David Jardine was so angered by the public support given to anti-French comments
that for the sixth and final examination, on Saturday 20, he declared a closed court,
excluded the press and public, and speedily committed Bernard to Newgate to await
his trial at the Old Bailey.

Immense legal problems immediately presented themselves. To begin with,
Bernard was not a British national and therefore he could not be tried under common
practice and procedure of law. Instead, a special commission of oyer and terminer was
convoked under the Great Seal, a method by which a royal commission of assizes
could examine every aspect of Bernard’s case. Bernard was initially indicted for



Conspiracy to Murder, and subsequently as an Accessory before the Fact in a murder
committed abroad. The first offence was classed as only a misdemeanour, carrying
with it a fine and a maximum term of imprisonment of just three years. The second
incurred the death penalty, but the Offences Against the Person act (9 Geo. IV c¢.31
s.7) applied only to subjects of the Realm, which of course Louis Napoleon was not,
and in any event he had not been killed. Allsop, Orsini, Pieri, Di Rudio, and Gomez
were to be tried in absentia with Bernard for the first offence only, even though by
then two were dead, two imprisoned, and Allsop hiding out in New Mexico.

Bernard’s trial opened on Monday 5 April under the three judges of the
commission, Lord Chief Justice Campbell, Sir William Erle, and Sir Richard
Crowder. The prosecution was conducted by the attorney-general, Sir Fitzroy Kelly,
with Kenneth Macaulay Q.C., William Welsby, William Bodkin, and John Clerk as
counsel, and of course John Greenwood. The eccentric barrister and amateur actor
Edwin James Q.C. undertook the defence, with Sir Henry Hawkins, John Simon,
William Sleigh, and Andrew Scoble as counsel, and the attorney Arthur Brewin.

Justice Campbell, popularly known as ‘Hanging Campbell’, was eager to put the
noose around Bernard’s neck, and Hawkins (ironically also known as ‘Hanging
Hawkins’) admitted the case to be hopeless. The first prosecution statement made this
clear:

The assassination was attempted to be carried out by means of grenades that were thrown under the
carriage of the Emperor, and it would be shown that the prisoner Bernard was dealing with such
articles shortly before the occurrence took place, and that he sent some of them to Brussels, and was
seen in that place with Orsini, and that he afterwards paid for the transmission of such articles to Paris,
and engaged a person to convey them to that city. It also appeared by the depositions that the prisoner
was in the habit of purchasing and dealing with fulminating powder, of the same description as that
with which the grenades were charged; that he obtained passports in a false name for some of the
persons concerned in the attempt at assassination; that he furnished money and procured clothes for
one of the persons engaged in that attempt; and that he also undertook to provide for his wife during
the period that he should be engaged upon the business for which he was sent to Paris."

Bernard could not have cared less about his fate. When Hawkins presented him
with the grim sight of the row of wax heads of executed prisoners at Newgate, he said
‘Well, if I am hanged, I must be hanged, that is all’.** Although Bernard proudly
confessed his crime to Hawkins in private, he was as disinterested in making a public
confession as he was in denying the charges. He did, however, become passionate in
the defence of his comrades, refusing to implicate them. At an earlier interview with
the police, on 3 March, he was already defending Giuseppe di Giorgi: ‘Bernard ... in
a violent manner said it was infamous on the part of the Belgian government, who
called itself free, to make a victim of a poor man like Giorgi, whose only crime was
“to have obliged a friend””.

Bernard was certainly thought by everybody to be a lost cause. Three days after this
interview, with Bernard locked away in Great Scotland Yard, an informant wrote to
Commissioner Mayne that ‘French exiles put in their head to liberate by force the
prisoner next Thursday, which they hope to effect with the co-operation of some
Chartist leaders’. Quite how they intended to do this was not detailed. Another
informant, signing himself ‘Un ami de I’ordre’, wrote a similar note on 12 March:
‘refugees are planning to liberate Bernard ... keep your activities secret’.

However, whether this was true or the informants simply wanted money for their
‘information’ — the £2 a week the first one demanded was refused — very soon became
academic. To the surprise and shock of half the world, on 17 April the Grand Jury
refused to accept the evidence as to the facts. After deliberating for a little under one



hour and twenty minutes, the jury acquitted Bernard of the second indictment and he
was released on £1,000 bail pending the result of further inquiry into the original
charge of Conspiracy to Murder, which had been abandoned. ‘Such are the chances of
trial by jury!” mused Hawkins.*' Within days, Bernard was again engaged on his
lecture tours, which, along with those given by Orsini, had helped to fund the
assassination attempt in the first place. On 9 May, he gave the opening address for the
Club Démocratique at Wylde’s newsroom in which he openly criticized all the
Ministries of France since 1848, referred to the Emperor as ‘the ignoble Napoleon’,
and concluded with the biting words ‘we do not want to place a bastard of Marrast in
the cradle of a bastard of Napoleon’.

The technical method for convicting Bernard of the second indictment (Accessory
before the Fact in a murder committed abroad), chosen by John Greenwood, hinged
on one of the victims of the bombing rather than Louis Napoleon. Nicolas Batty, of
the 8" company of the 2™ batallion of the garde de Paris , had died at the infirmary of
the organization’s headquarters, the Caserne de Saint Victor, on the day following the
attempt. He had been struck nine times by shrapnel, including a large piece that had
entered his head beneath his left eye. Batty, whose mother was French, had
unofficially Frenchified his name to ‘Battie’, but his was a long-standing surname
from West Yorkshire where his father was believed to have been born although it was
not known where Batty himself had been born. If it could be proved in law that
Bernard had as good as thrown the bomb that had killed Batty and that he had died as
a direct result, then Bernard could be charged under the second indictment so long as
the Grand Jury accepted Batty’s alleged English father and made the necessary legal
adjustments.

It was a clever but tenuous and problematic legal move. Of the thirty-three
witnesses called, nine were from Brussels and thirteen from Paris; none spoke
reasonable English. The day after the trial began, several had still not been called.
Greenwood was particularly keen to have Emile Brullé — an intern at the Hopital
Lariboisiere who had attended to Batty — in London immediately. The Foreign Office
requested his attendance on 5 April but he did not show. The following day,
Greenwood wrote to Mayne that ‘unless we have Keller and Brull¢ at least before the
Grand Jury we shall be in trouble’. Brullé eventually arrived with Jean Keller — a
troublesome garde de Paris who would falsely claim 150 francs compensation for a
stolen watch — and gave evidence, supported by the surgeon Ambroise Tardieu who
had testified in Paris. But the prosecution was still in trouble because by then it was
too late, and what had been obvious to everyone could not be technically proven to
the satisfaction of the Grand Jury, which had already made up its collective mind that
Bernard was ‘not guilty’ of the second indictment. As to the first, Conspiracy to
Murder, the Government eventually dropped its prosecution altogether.

When Bernard was acquitted it was to the cheers of the English Public, the rage of
the French, and the perplexed condemnation of the English Establishment. Apart from
the legal technical aspects, James the actor — he would be disbarred in July 1861 for
bankruptcy and unprofessional conduct — had played on the chauvinism of the Grand
Jury and the public gallery, making them believe that a guilty verdict would be
equivalent to surrendering to France at Waterloo. ‘The acquittal of Bernard is a
dreadful thing’,”> Queen Victoria lamented, and to Cowley she wrote that the
‘unfortunate acquittal’ had been the result of ‘the cowardice of the Jury and the
shameful behaviour of the public’.® Malmesbury agreed: ‘To the disgust of
everybody, Dr Bernard is acquitted. There is but one sentiment — that of abhorrence at
the disgraceful verdict of the jury’.** The Illustrated London News (24 April) was




more thoughtful, reckoning that nobody would ‘impugn the verdict of the jury, or feel
his confidence in this time-honoured institution impaired. The jury found the evidence
incomplete, and therefore acquitted Bernard. The charge against him was not proved’.
Indeed, the paper had been right, and the prosecution had not proved, in law, that
Bernard had murdered Nicolas Batty.

The complexity of the case was further intensified by a change in the Government,
for which the bombing had been indirectly responsible. By the time of the acquittal,
Malmesbury was foreign secretary again, for Bernard’s trial had ousted Palmerston
and brought in Derby.

Originally, the law officers of Palmerston’s administration had charged Bernard
solely with the misdemeanour of Conspiracy to Murder, which he had already tried to
upgrade to a felony by introducing the Conspiracy (Refugee) Bill after it had become
clear that Orsini and his colleagues had hatched their plan in England. This Bill would
have made those found guilty under it liable to a maximum sentence of life
imprisonment, irrespective of whether the intended victim was ‘a subject of her
Majesty or not’.

The measure at first had large support in the House, in spite of severe opposition
from Lord John Russell. He believed that the sabre-rattling in France ‘ought to have
made any minister who had a regard for national dignity decline to enter into any
speculative question with a view of altering the law of conspiracy. I can only say that,
if you persist, as I fear you will, I shall oppose you to the utmost of my power’.” Sir
James Graham echoed this:

I revolt at the idea of altering the law of England in obedience to the dictation of France, and under
threats from the praetorian guard of an usurper. The changes of law now in progress at Paris are a
pretty specimen of the alterations which are best adapted to the tyrant’s taste ... I agree with you
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therefore in your desire to resist the proposal of the Government.

But, on 4 February, Palmerston wrote Sir George Grey: ‘I do not think that John
Russell will find much support in the House of Commons or in the country for an
opposition to our measures founded on pique and anger’.”’ The Times (18 January
1858) agreed: “We do not wish England to be made an asylum for the most cruel and
dastardly assassins’.

Initially, Palmerston was proven right and the first reading, on 8 February, was
carried by 299 votes to 99. However, on 20 January, Walewski, minister of foreign
affairs since 8 May 1855, had written to Persigny, appointed ambassador in London to
replace him, a lengthy dispatch for him to read to Clarendon. Among the hasty
rhetoric, he had written:

It was in England that Pianori formed the plan of striking the emperor; it was from London that ...
Mazzini, Ledru-Rollin, and Campanella directed the assassins who they had furnished with arms. It is
there also that the authors of the last plot have leisurely prepared their means of action, have studied
and constructed the instruments of destruction ... and it is from thence that they set out to carry their
plans into execution ... It is no longer the hostility of misguided individuals, manifesting itself by all
the excesses of the Press and all the violence of language; it is no longer even the work of the factious
seeking to rouse opinion and to provoke disorder; it is assassination, elevated to doctrine, preached
openly ... the most recent of which has struck Europe into amazement. Ought, then, the right of asylum
to protect such a state of things? ... Ought the English legislation to continue to favour their designs
and their plans? And can it continue to shelter persons who ... place themselves beyond the pale of
common right and under the ban of humanity?**

As instructed, Persigny read the dispatch to a sympathetic Clarendon on 21 February.



However, one by one newspapers acquired the full text and published it, which,
along with other offensive statements made in Paris, increased public agitation against
the Bill. At the Freemasons’ Hall and Tavern on Great Queen Street, a meeting was
held on Monday 15 February condemning the Bill. James Wylde opened the
proceedings by reading out a letter of cautious support from John Bright, newly
elected member for Birmingham whose overall support was greeted with loud cheers
by everyone present. But when Wylde read out his subsequent desire that ‘any
opposition should be conducted so as not needlessly to cause irritation’ to France it
was a different matter, and jeering and hissing interrupted the rest of the letter.”” On
Sunday 21, there was a large protest rally against the Bill in Hyde Park, and part of
the demonstration attempted to march to Albert Gate to burn an effigy of Louis
Napoleon, although they were prevented by the police.

In the eyes of his parliamentary enemies, on the other hand, Palmerston’s crime
was that he had not responded satisfactorily to the Walewski dispatch and it provided
them with an opportunity to eliminate both him and his Bill. Thomas Gibson, Radical
member for Ashton-under-Lyne, introduced an amendment on 19 February whereby
any reform to the law should be postponed until Palmerston had dealt with Walewski.
Palmerston had in fact already responded to Walewski in private, but he had also
decided that the publication of his response should be held back until after the second
reading of the Bill, and he refused to change his strategy.

What happened in the Commons that February was similar to what would happen
at the Old Bailey in April. Palmerston was accused of ‘truckling to the French’, the
mood in the House changed and the Government lost the vote by 215 to 234. The
defeat was interpreted as a vote of no confidence. On 21 February, Palmerston
tendered his resignation to a delighted Queen Victoria and an equally ebullient Prince
Consort.

When Palmerston resigned, the press that had favoured the Bill before Walewski’s
dispatch now opposed his support of it, The Illustrated London News (27 February)
reckoning that Palmerston ‘had grown giddy’. Nevertheless, the Bill pressed on
lamely, with William Gladstone (who had resigned as Aberdeen’s chancellor of the
exchequer on Palmerston becoming prime minister) chiefly opposing it: ‘As respects
the Conspiracy Bill, you may depend on our having plenty of fight; the result is
doubtful; but if the bill gets into the House of Lords it will pass’.*

But the Bill never reached the Lords. The third reading never took place because
Derby’s Government dropped it after Bernard’s acquittal. It was the law officers of
Derby’s administration, realizing the futility of pursuing Palmerston’s Conspiracy
indictment, who then introduced the more serious murder charge respecting Batty.
When this was thrown out by the Grand Jury there was no point pressing on with a
lost cause. The first indictment was maintained briefly then withdrawn and Bernard
was legally as well as technically free with his bail restrictions removed.

Disraeli had led the Conservative opposition to the Bill because he was
unfortunately ‘climbing the greasy pole’ and found it useful to oppose it. At the same
time, he had been aware of the absurdity of pursuing the case: ‘If there was the
slightest chance of success for the 2™ indictment [i.e. conspiracy], or it could please
or benefit in any degree our ally, I should be prepared to make any sacrifice or forgo
any advantage ... [France] does not connect our Government with the late trial.>'

Disraeli was right, and when Cowley had his first meeting with Louis Napoleon
after the acquittal, on 29 April, ‘His Majesty spoke without any bitterness but in a
tone which evinced considerable doubt of the possibility of maintaining friendly
relations ... if similar unpropitious circumstances continued to occur’. Louis



Napoleon referred to Bernard speaking at Wylde’s newsroom as ‘a monstrous abuse
of the freedom of speech’, and that ‘a constant repetition of such provocations’ would
‘sap the foundations of the closest alliance’. Cowley justified every confidence in his
skills as he explained that the vast majority of Englishmen did not share Bernard’s
views, and that ‘it was in moments like these that the wisdom of Governments
became a counterpoise to the visitation of the people they governed’. Louis Napoleon
was tactfully reminded that an opinion existed in England that France had bullied it
into trying to change a law that would have changed anyway according to the natural
course of English Common Law, whereupon he repeated his desire to maintain the
entente cordiale and ‘approved completely the decision taken by Her Majesty’s
Government to abandon the second prosecution of Bernard’.*

On the day of the acquittal, the often violently irascible Persigny left London,
having been removed as ambassador on 23 March. Walewski and Persigny, who
disliked each other, reached an impasse over Persigny’s refusal to communicate
through Walewski’s ministry as protocol required, preferring to write directly to
Louis Napoleon. Persigny tendered his resignation only in order to make his point,
expecting Louis Napoleon to reject it. However, Walewski then threatened to resign if
it was not accepted and Louis Napoleon was forced to make a difficult choice at
Persigny’s expense, even though he was aware that Walewski had been largely to
blame.

Unlike Walewski, Persigny was not an Anglophile although he did appreciate the
importance of the entente cordiale . Cowley reported to Malmesbury that Louis
Napoleon regretted the resignation because Persigny ‘was known to be a warm
partisan of the Anglo-French Alliance’ and his sudden withdrawal ‘might be supposed
to indicate an estrangement between the two governments’.”> But Malmesbury, who
disliked Persigny, was happy to see him go. A few days earlier, he had written: ‘I
hope Persigny is really going over as I am sure it would be both difficult and
disagreeable for me to have anything to do with him’.**

Persigny’s replacement was the Duc de Malakov, a respected hero of the Crimea
who had fought with Napoleon during the ‘Hundred Days’ and who was cheered
wherever he went after his arrival on 14 April. Disraeli restated theentente cordiale in
the House to great applause, and English Common Law continued on its natural
course: the 1861 Offences Against the Person act (24 & 25 Vict. ¢.100) declared
Conspiracy to Murder a prima facie misdemeanour punishable by a term of
imprisonment of up to ten years, irrespective of the victim’s nationality. This was a
major step towards making the offence a felony as the principal legal consequence of
Bernard’s bombs.

Unlike the state visit, the Orsini Affair created open antipathy towards Louis
Napoleon, revealing a long and intense history of dissent.

On 25 January 1858, French refugees held a meeting at Wylde’s where the
disappointment at what was publicly perceived as ‘Orsini’s’ failure was openly
declared; they were confident of another attempt, which, they hoped, would be
successful. Pyat, Blanc, Ledru-Rollin, Emile Aubry, Alfred Talandier, and Alexandre
Besson were among the many prominent political refugees who publicly declared
their approval and disappointment. This year also saw the revival of the Chartist
movement, held together by Ernest Jones, a poet and writer of sensationalist fiction.
Many of the ageing members were linked to various refugees, although any outright



conspiratorial programme could not be proved and remained conjectural in spite of
much information to the contrary.

Truelove issued material praising the attempt and regretting its failure. Detective-
Sergeant Williamson entered his premises incognito on 20 February, buying six eight-
page penny pamphlets titled Tyrannicide: is it justifiable? by William Adams, a
Radical Chartist working as a compositor for the /llustrated Times . The message was
clear:

The doom of Roman liberty was sealed in Paris; it is in Paris, then, that Pianori, with strictest justice,
and Orsini, with inexorable logic, strike for [its] liberation ... Tyrannicide, affixing the dagger where
crime has affixed the guilt, executes ... justice ... Little need is there to define the quality of tyranny or
the extent of crime for which an outlawed usurper merits the malefactor’s fate. When public justice is
enchained by him and law becomes his slave, individual conscience reasserts its right; then the
‘assassin’ is the patriot.

Adams was not interviewed, as the police believed his name to be pseudonymous.
But two days later, Williamson arrested Truelove who was committed for trial at the
Old Bailey on 27 February for ‘false and criminal libel’. Soon afterwards, a Polish
exile, Stanislas Czorzewski, was arrested on the same charge for selling Lettre au
parliament et a la presse by Pyat, Besson, and Talandier, published by Holyoake.
Detective-Inspector Jonathan Whicher bought six of these pamphlets on 1 March at
Czorzewski’s Polish Library at 39 Rupert Street, and he appeared at Bow Street on 23
March. Two days later, Czorzewski was committed for trial with Truelove, both to be
prosecuted at the same time as Bernard.

At the Court of the Queen’s Bench on 23 June, however, the case was abandoned
by the attorney-general when the Crown agreed to a verdict of ‘not guilty’ on
condition that the defendants withdrew the pamphlets. Justice Campbell was
particularly disappointed, as he had prepared himself by studying celebrated
precedents: Lord George Gordon for libelling Marie Antoinette in 1788 (sentenced to
Newgate gaol where he died) and Jean Peltier, a Frenchman then resident in England,
for libelling Napoleon in 1803 (found guilty but survived to retire to France at the
Restoration). Nevertheless, Truelove came very close to a prison sentence, although
this did not deter his publishing activities.

Thomas Durrell Powell Hodge and his uncle Richard Bath, a prominent landowner
at Glastonbury High Town described as a ‘red-hot republican, and very violent in his
language’, were found to have helped Bernard and Allsop procure more revolvers for
other anarchists as well as being implicated in the Orsini/Pieri deal. Orsini had met
Hodge in London through Bernard and stayed with him in Glastonbury in February
1857, after which Hodge became a cipher between Bernard and Outrequin. On 26
November, Orsini wrote a letter of introduction for him addressed to several Italian
revolutionary patriots, including Garibaldi, recommending him as a friend of Italy and
an anti-Mazzinian.

Hodge appeared in Paris in December 1857 with Orsini, whom he introduced to
Outrequin with a letter from Bernard, and he was seen at Orsini’s apartment as late as
8 January. During this period he appears to have made several journeys between Paris
and Piedmont. The British Government issued a warrant for his arrest, and on 16
February he was apprehended in Genoa. However, the French Authorities
immediately demanded his extradition after the disclosure of his Parisian connections
had been made public. But it was shown that Hodge had left Paris before the day of
the attempted assassination and the extradition — requiring the consent of the British
Government — was refused. Hodge was described byl he lllustrated London News (20



March) as ‘a young gentleman who, with the amiable audacity of English youth, has
taken upon himself, while travelling, to denounce the institutions of some of the
countries he has honoured with his patronage. But we are glad, for the sake of the
character of England, to record that even for this offence our own Government will
not permit him to be handed over to a French tribunal’.

Hodge did not know his own good fortune. Clarendon had been all for handing him
over but Malmesbury had not, and the change of Government saved him. Hodge then
fled to Sardinia where he was again detained as the rumour spread that he had been
the ‘woman in black’ who had somehow managed to leave the fifth grenade on the
rue Rossini before running off. A stalemate resulted, which was only resolved when
in the middle of March the French authorities agreed to have Hodge tried in Sardinia
by a tribunal in the presence of the French Consul from Genoa. On April 3, however,
Walewski relented and the case was dropped. On 26 May, Hodge returned to England
where Orsini’s daughters Ida and Ernestina had been entrusted, in part, to his care.

A letter on 19 January from the Chief Constable’s Office explained to
Commissioner Mayne that ‘Mr Henry Vincent, the well-known Democratic lecturer,
remarked that he always looked eagerly for the French News in7he Times , as he daily
expected to see that the French Emperor was shot. This was about a few hours before
the attempt was made’. Vincent was indeed a known political agitator who had been
imprisoned in 1839 and 1840 as a Chartist involved with various riots; but nothing
more than an ideological connection” with Orsini could be proved.

In Paris, an Italian refugee was arrested for loitering suspiciously outside the
Tuileries. When his lodgings were searched, an English revolver was found sewn into
his mattress, and it was traced to Susanne Gibson — a daughter of the Royalist Cullum
baronets — who was living in the rue Retiro. At first the police thought he might have
stolen it from her, but when awkward questions began to be asked Gibson hurriedly
left Paris and returned to her husband, the Radical politician Thomas Milner Gibson.
Further investigation revealed that Mr Gibson was a known associate of both Allsop
and Bernard, but again nothing further could be established and perhaps happily for
the Gibsons the line of enquiry was closed.

It was revealed to the police in January that the previous November a Fleet Street
café, the Temple Bar, had hosted what it called ‘The Discussion Forum’ each evening
at which various topics for debate were announced in the window, discussed and then
voted on, with the results displayed for everyone to see. At the beginning of the
month, the two questions were: ‘One: is regicide permissible in certain
circumstances? Two: should Louis Napoleon be assassinated?’ The police were told
that forty ‘foreigners and Englishmen’ attended the discussion and voted unanimously
in the affirmative to both questions. The café was investigated but no charges were
brought.

Georgina Cathcart, widow of Major-General George Cathcart killed at Inkermann,
complained to a local policeman, Sergeant William Lovelace, that a ‘French Count’
who had sold some items of clothing to her daughter was becoming a thorough
nuisance at their home in Eaton Place. He insisted on turning up at the door, every so
often, begging for money and insolently presuming friendship, eventually writing her
a letter on 17 February in which he complained: ‘I have been on exiled ground ... for
more than six years due to the terrible despotism which [exists] in France’. Happily
this attempt to milk a soft target ended when the police apprehended and interviewed
the ‘count’, warning him to stay clear of Georgina and her daughter.

On 19 February, Detective-Sergeant Williamson noted that Egaszy, the refugee
who ran the ‘beer shop’ in Birmingham, was described as ‘a man of violent temper



and frequently carries pistols ... a friend of Kossuth’s and Mazzini ... He has been ...
bound over to keep the peace for threatening to shoot a tax gatherer’. Naturally
enough, on being questioned, Egaszy ‘strongly condemned the attempt to assassinate
the Emperor Napoleon’ and claimed that he ‘does not generally mix himself up with
politics’. But when other witnesses were interviewed a very different Egaszy
emerged, one who ‘talked of political matters and expressed great antipathy to Louis
Napoleon’. Furthermore, Egaszy was alleged to have confessed that ‘if the refugees
were interfered with he should be as ready to fight against Queen Victoria as the
Emperor of Austria. He expressed his approval of the attempt on the Emperor of the
French and regretted its failure’.

On 21 July, Palmerston informed Mayne that Mrs Robertson, a well-connected
governess lodging at the ‘governess house’ at 66 Harley Street, had spoken with ‘a
foreigner’ named David in October 1857 who had boasted that Louis Napoleon would
not live more than four months. This ‘foreigner’ turned out to be Henry David, whom
the police believed to be a Welsh professor of chemistry whose monomania was that
he descended from one of the Neapolitan royal families. He was in fact a law student
living at Verulam Buildings, Gray’s Inn Square, although the rest of their information
was correct, and in spite of his youth David had his name inserted in most of the
Court Directories of the day. However, although he had been in Paris in January 1858
he could prove that he had left the day before the bombing.

On 14 February, Edward George Monro Mayo, who helped his widowed mother
run the King’s Head Hotel in Worcester Street, Birmingham, stated that ‘Mr
Carmotti’ and his ‘friend’ had stayed there for four days in October and three in
November 1857, a statement confirmed by his mother. The ‘friend’ — an Englishman
described as ‘shabby genteel” — told Mayo that Carmotti had said that Louis Napoleon
‘was a liar, a villain, a murderer, and a traitor, that he would never die a natural death
and that he obtained his present position by bloodshed and villainy’.

Most curious of all of these anti-Louis-Napoleon eruptions was the event alluded to
in the letter from Allsop to Bernard. It was widely believed that Landor, exercising
his rights as a subject of Her Majesty’s Realm, had freely offered £100 reward in the
Morning Advertiser from his home in Bath to anybody who would kill Napoleon III.
‘I cannot believe it!” wrote Sir George Grey to Commissioner Mayne, ‘he is, I
believe, nearly 90! Nevertheless, the police approached the paper and made
preliminary enquiries. However, the editor, David Urquhart, wrote back on February
13 stating that ‘I have no recollection of any such advertisement sent by Mr W. S.
Landor ... having appeared in our paper’. Urquhart, a diplomat and Turcomaniac,
detested Palmerston and befriended both Herzen and Karl Marx, the latter using his
paper for his battles with Bakunin. But, although he might have been sympathetic to
Landor’s announcement, Urquhart was telling the truth where his paper was
concerned. The ‘reward’ was also rumoured to have appeared in Atlas, although even
by 1954 it had not been found.”

Grey had been right to be sceptical, because strictly speaking the widespread belief
was not quite true. Landor was, of course, his own worst enemy. He had met Orsini in
Bath in the summer of 1856 but claimed that the meeting had been a purely social one
and that the name of Louis Napoleon had not been mentioned even once. In spite of
this almost unbelievable assertion, he soon afterwards placed an open letter both in
the press and his published work in response to a call for funds for Italian patriots, to
which he had appended his own irresponsible offer: ‘I have only £100 of ready money
... I transmit £5 ... towards the acquisition of the ten thousand muskets ... The



remaining £95 I reserve for the family of the first patriot who asserts by action the
dignity of tyrannicide’.*®

Landor’s peculiar views were well known, while this exhortation applied equally to
Ferdinand of Naples and Franz Josef of Austria, the two other engineers of Italy’s
misfortunes, according to him. But this did not mean that he approved of Orsini and
his bungled attempt in Paris. In fact he did not, although this was for a particular
reason. A letter to William Forster written the day after the attempt was
condemnatory: ‘Miserable Orsini! ... Dreadful work! Horrible crime! To inflict death
on a hundred for the sin of one!”*’ Landor disapproved of terrorism, particularly when
realized through the indiscriminate use of grenades: a knife in the back on the Ides of
March was more to his Classical tastes. However, a few days later he wrote another
open letter, this time to The [lllustrated London News (20 March) stating that the
assassination attempt had been ‘the basest of crimes’. This was true enough, but
Landor also denied that he had ever considered killing Louis Napoleon, which was
not quite true, and that he was an admirer of his and wished him ‘a long life and a
long succession’, which was certainly untrue.

The artist Richard Redgrave, recently elected inspector general for art in the
government school of design, echoed a common sentiment during the Conspiracy Bill
debates: ‘Although one has no ill-will to Louis Napoleon, no one trusts to his
abstaining from anything that would benefit himself or his position’.*®

What became clear as the conspiracy unravelled was that so many people in
England were theoretically indictable that it made no sense to pursue individuals after
the key figures had been dealt with in France, as this would have reflected badly on
both English jurisprudence and the Government.

* * *

Louis XVIII once said that ‘England is not merely the consoler of the distressed, but
also the refuge for sinners’. Perhaps no event in the reign of Queen Victoria so
vindicated this opinion than the so-called ‘Orsini Affair’. It has never been proved
that any Englishman other than Allsop played a key role in the conspiracy, but
England nonetheless bore the brunt of the consequences. The 1848 Revolutions failed,
and because they failed many of the revolutionary demagogues from across the
Continent had been faced with a simple choice — leave or die. Few had the courage to
remain and face the consequences of their actions, and most of the leading figures
made their way to England: Blanc (1848), Ledru-Rollin (1849), Marx (1849),
Friedrich Engels (1849, following his earlier stay in Manchester), Karl Schurz (1850),
Gottfried Kinkel (1850), Kossuth (1851), and Herzen (1852).

The 1848 Revolutions, thecoup d’état , and the imperial leap had swelled the tide
of immigrants who were no longer identifiable as apolitical vagabonds. The thousands
of exiles following the coup d’état were all political malcontents, and naturally they
chose to settle in liberal countries — principally Britain — where they continued to
maintain their resistance to France and all those regimes considered by them to be
illiberal. In 1851, there were bitter complaints to the Foreign Office from numerous
representatives of the nations of Europe complaining about this situation, sent to
Palmerston and circulated by him as a Confidential Office Paper. Walewski criticized:

the Permanent state of conspiracy against all the governments of Europe and against France in
particular, of the revolutionary committees organized by political refugees in London ... The series of
manifestos of the Comité Central Démagogique, presided over by Ledru-Rollin, Mazzini, etc ... are
nothing less than calls to insurrection, and will appear without a doubt ... sufficient to put Her



Britannic Majesty’s Government in a state to take, as regards these conspirators, every measure of
repression which the laws of England permit.*

Walewski was vigorously supported by complaints from the Prussian Embassy,
the German Diet,"' the Austrian Embassy,42 the Austrian Government,* and Russia.**
But what Walewski and his well-intentioned Continental colleagues could not
understand was that there was no single ‘measure of repression’ that could legally
have been used against any refugee in England who had not broken English law. Nor
did they appear to appreciate the difference between a system that evolved by a
tripartite process of precedence, discussion, and legislation, and Roman Law based on
a succession of decrees from Justinian to Louis Napoleon. Furthermore, some of the
Continental powers assumed a petty attitude when they realized that their idea of
justice was not going to be implemented in Britain. On 4 February 1852, Felix zu
Schwarzenberg, prime minister and foreign minister in Austria after the fall of
Metternich, wrote to his ambassador in London, Karl von Buol-Schauenstein, that
henceforth nobody travelling through Austrian territories from England could be
trusted. They would therefore have to endure the full extent of what amounted to legal
harassment on any journey they undertook.

In February 1853, the former lord chancellor, John Copley, who had been created
Baron Lyndhurst in 1827, and Lord Dudley Coutts Stuart — married of course to a
Bonaparte — raised the issue of tightening the law in the House of Lords. It was
opposed by Aberdeen and others who were nevertheless sympathetic but was
demolished, curiously enough, by Palmerston, who said that if there were any
demands for expulsion they would be met by a ‘firm and decided refusal’.* Even so,
the Refugee Question was taken very seriously in England, particularly after 1858, if
not for itself then for the sake of the entente cordiale, which for a quarter of a century
had been recognized as the most important goal in British foreign affairs.

The 1861 Census would calculate a population for England of 18,949,130. For the
first time, ethnicity would be recorded, finding a total of 28,644 Germans alone living
in Britain, 16,082 of whom lived in London, a city of 2,803,034 persons. Moreover,
this figure excluded naturalized British subjects of German origin as well as the
children of immigrants, and of course — as ever — those who did not wish to be
counted and succeeded. In 1858, the Foreign Office calculated that the number of
actual refugees — asylum seekers and not immigrants — in London alone was 2,220:
fifty Hungarian, 150 Spanish, 260 German, 400 French, 1,150 Italians, and 210
others, mostly from Poland. There would have been even more but for the fact that the
Foreign Office had recently paid the passage to America for 960 men, 305 women,
and thirty-three children.*

Cowley complained — with some justification — that as far as the French immigrant
population was concerned Louis Napoleon could blame only himself:

The presence of so many political refugees in England has been caused by France herself ... last year
[1857] ninety-seven persons were embarked at Calais, by order of the French Government, for
England, and ninety-five from Boulogne ... year after year it has been the practice of the French
Authorities to make, as your Lordship once justly observed, a Penal Settlement of British soil.*’

This attitude was not merely privately expressed within the Government. The Times

also took this view (18 January 1858) and made sure its readers were made aware of
it. But these critics were of course only partly justified, because both Clarendon and
Cowley were forgetting the crucial point that could have been made at any time: that



the openly expressed English liberal attitude towards refugees was virtually extending
them an invitation, or inviting others to send them.

Cowley reported that he had made it very clear to Walewski that Britain ‘would
expect that the French Government should desist from the practice ... of sending to
England persons of whom they wished to get rid’. Walewski assured him that the
practice ‘would be discontinued in future’ by the singularly adroit move of sending all
undesirables ‘to America’.*® But there was still a problem to resolve, and the entente
cordiale was crucial for a number of reasons. Britain and France were still negotiating
the final definition of the Asiatic boundary between Russia and Turkey following the
Crimean War, and Anglo-French engineers under Colonel John Simmons and
Marshal Pélissier were surveying this project. The mission was going well, and at the
time of the bombing Cowley requested Palmerston to show ‘the high appreciation’ of
this entertained by France to Walewski, and to emphasize their ‘cordial relations’ and
the ‘perfect harmony’ of the project.” Even such a joint venture could collapse in the
event of a full diplomatic breach.

It was futile to pretend that the Orsini Affair would affect nothing just because
common sense would eventually prevail. The most absurd rumours began to spread in
England.

On the morning of 11 February 1818, Marie Cantillon — a violent and fanatical sub-
lieutenant in the 1% Hussars at Elbing — tried to assassinate the duke of Wellington in
Paris by firing one of two pistols at him from behind a sentry box. The woman he hid
with eventually betrayed him, and although Cantillon was tried he was acquitted.
Napoleon left 10,000 francs in his will as a gift for his attempt on ‘that oligarch’.

Forty years later, the rumour spread that Louis Napoleon was looking for
Cantillon’s poverty-stricken nephew in order to pay him the money. In fact, Cantillon
— who was still alive but demoted to sergeant — had received all the money he was
going to get between 1823 and 1826. It was his wife, in fact, who had demanded
further payment in August 1854 through the commission appointed to carry into
effect the terms of Napoleon’s will — a commission that had decided — with typical
Louis-Napoleonic tact — that Napoleon had been of unsound mind at the time of
making his bequest. She put in a claim for 1,200 francs, but on 29 April 1855 it was
rejected. This ridiculous incident even became a matter for the Government so widely
was it accepted by a public suddenly eager to believe anything of Louis Napoleon. On
12 February 1858, Palmerston had to deny the rumour in the House of Commons.

At the same timeyouchards in London claimed they had found an ‘infernal
machine’ on display in a shop. On investigation, it turned out to be a private sporting
invention of Palmerston’s bootmaker whereby twenty old rifle barrels had been
fastened together and set on a pair of clumsy wheels. Malmesbury went to see it,
writing afterwards to Cowley that ‘It would do for firing into a flock of ducks
providing the ducks, the machine and the shooter were all d’accord — what damned
fools the French police here must be’.”

However, among all the paranoid absurdities, a serious incident did take place.

The Prince Imperial had been born at the Tuileries on 16 March 1856. On 17 July,
a senatus consultum conferred on Eugénie the regency during his minority ‘or, in
default of her, on the French Princes, only in case the Emperor should not otherwise
have disposed thereof by a public or secret document’. Article 18 of this senatus
consultum, dealing with the Council of Regency, was unclear. On 1 February 1858,
Louis Napoleon decreed an amendment and clarification appointing a Council of
Regency to act as a Privy Council under his presidency until such time as Eugénie
would be required to replace him. It comprised: Plon-Plon and Jérdme as ‘two French



princes nearest in hereditary order’; Cardinal Morlot, archbishop of Paris; Marshal
Pélissier; Achille Fould, minister of state since 29 July 1852 and ministre de maison
de ’empereur ; Raymond Troplong, jurisconsult, president of the Cour de Cassation
and of the Sénat since November 1852; Morny, president of the Corps Législatif since
14 November 1854; Baroche, president of the Conseil d’Etat since 30 December
1852; and Persigny, then ambassador in London.

At the end of January, officers claiming to represent the French Army inserted
some vitriolic and provocative passages in three editions of Le Moniteur universel
which were read out in the Corps Législatif after the imperial decree announcing the
clarification of the regency. The 59" Infantry Regiment described Orsini and his
colleagues as ‘monsters’, concluding their tirade with: ‘give us the order, Sire, and we
will pursue them to their [English] strongholds’. The g2 Infantry Regiment declared
that it would find ‘the wild beasts which periodically leave foreign soil to flood the
streets [of Paris] with blood ... even in their [English] lairs’. The 2™ Brigade of the 1
Infantry Division at Lyons declared that it was ‘ready to shed its blood anywhere in
order to reach and destroy the victims of regicide’. The 22 Infantry Regiment
thought it ‘impossible to consider as friends those governments which are capable of
giving asylum to these bandits’.”!

Cowley reported that Louis Napoleon ‘regretted very much that anything should
have been published which could give umbrage to the British Nation’. Moreover,
Cowley stated that Louis Napoleon ‘had himself looked through all the address with a
view of striking out ... anything that could be considered offensive to Foreign
Governments’, but that the remarks in question ‘had escaped his notice’.”> To Cowley
the apology and explanation for the oversight appeared ‘quite sincere’.

But the English public, who were generally unfamiliar with the details of French
Government and Civil Service bodies, could not believe that French officers could be
so ill-disciplined as to make a public statement in the Government paper if it did not
reflect the open view of their emperor. Louis Napoleon told Cowley that he had hoped
that a free declaration by the army would have encouraged their support of the Prince
Imperial — although the articles had been written before the February regency decree —
and that he had always intended to check the address before publication. But either he
did not do this or did so selectively, or poorly. According to Cowley, Louis Napoleon
‘expressed his willingness to do anything in his power to remedy the evil caused by
this inadvertence’.”

On Monday 18 January, in Louis Napoleon’s first speech in the Chambers since the
bombing, it was feared in England that he would whip up anti-English sentiments
following on from the army address. They could not have been more misguided in
their belief. The lengthy and widely published address concluded:

I lament that so many victims should have been sacrificed in order to assail a single life. Such
conspiracies bring with them, however, more than one useful lesson. One — The faction which resorts
to means so desperate proves thereby its own weakness and impotence. Two — Never has an
assassination, even if successful in its immediate object, advantaged those who armed the hand of the
assassin. Neither the blow which struck Casar, nor that which slew Henry IV, profited the authors of
those murders. God permits sometimes the just to fall, but He never suffers the cause of the assassin to
triumph. Thus, such attempts can shake neither my confidence in the present nor my faith in the future
... God save France!

Cowley was present in person and reported that the Emperor’s speech was ‘excellent.
No allusion to refugees ... Nothing could be more impressive or touching than His
majesty’s allusion to the late attempt on his life. Nobody could have heard him
without breathing a silent prayer that that life might be preserved’.”*



In spite of Louis Napoleon’s attempts to maintain thentente cordiale , Cowley
warned that England ‘must be prepared for a great diminution of good feeling on the
Emperor’s part’ as a result of the Orsini Affair; should another attempt on his life be
made according to the wishes of many refugees, there would be ‘a complete
estrangement between the two countries’.” Discussions on this point had been going
on with the minister of foreign affairs ever since the extent of the ‘English
Connection’ had been fully established:

Walewski omits no opportunity of hinting to me that the opinions of all the governments of Europe are
at this moment very hostile to England ... I have told His Excellency that his own agents are making
political capital of it with a view to exciting foreign governments to combine with France in a sort of
crusade against the laws of Great Britain. The result ... would be the very reverse of what was
expected of it.*

Two ways by which a diplomatic breach was avoided was firstly through
immediate and cordial congratulations on Louis Napoleon’s escape from serious
injury and secondly by condemning the attack.

These were not cynical moves, but they were seen as politically expedient and had
to be immediate and open. Cowley had been the first ambassador to do this and
Queen Victoria the first monarch. On 16 January, she instructed Palmerston to convey
her ‘most sincere and heartfelt congratulations’ to Louis Napoleon through the
Foreign Office and the English embassy in Paris. Victoria also added that she ‘shares
with the Govt. and nation’ gratitude to ‘Divine providence’ for ‘having preserved his
valuable life’, and that she was ‘warmly affected by the heroism and calmness
displayed by their Imperial Majesties’.”’ Privately, however, there was another view
in the royal household. Although Albert was glad of the eventual mending of Anglo-
French relations, he was less condemnatory of the assassination attempt and reckoned
that Louis Napoleon had ‘required the lesson’.”®

The City of London was also the first municipal body to send a message. On
Tuesday 19, Alderman Samuel Wilson, a former lord mayor, moved that an address
of congratulation and sympathy should be sent. The motion was supported by Robert
Carden, lord mayor, and carried unanimously. On Thursday, the Court of Common
Council followed their example, and a combined address was delivered to Persigny on
Saturday. The Times (16 January) called the bombing ‘a diabolical attempt’, and at
once improved its opinion of the intended victim:

In the long annals of crime there is no deed blacker than that which was perpetrated on Thursday
evening ... The most hateful element in crime is cruelty ... yet it assumes features of still deeper horror
when it is accompanied with a general disregard of human life ... The late attempt on the Emperor’s
life can have but one effect — to restore his popularity, confirm his power ... many a worse Monarch
has been invested with new attributes and soon his failings forgotten through the attacks of a venomous
faction ... The Emperor Napoleon is capable, like all other French rulers, of governing ill; but, unlike
them, he is also capable of governing well, and doing great things for his country and the world.

The lllustrated London News (23 January) agreed: ‘In the sacred names of liberty
and patriotism an abominable crime was committed, and the Imperialism assailed was
invested with the attributes of martyrdom in the cause of order and humanity’. In his
inaugural ‘manifesto’ speech of 1 March, Derby echoed the sentiments of his
sovereign by publicly stating that the ‘life of the remarkable man’ in Paris was of
‘great and paramount importance’, and therefore his salvation should be ascribed to

the ‘special interposition of Providence’.”



However, there was perhaps another way in which a situation potentially as
explosive as Orsini’s bombs might be defused, and that was to have Bernard and any
others implicated in the bombing extradited and tried in Paris along with Orsini and
his three accomplices. This suggestion was first put forward by Louis Napoleon,
indirectly through Cowley, even before Bernard had been apprehended, raising an
interesting point:

In France there were Poles and Italians of all sorts, and he [Louis Napoleon] would never listen to any
demand to send them away, but there was a great difference between harbouring refugees and
criminals, and he must say that when there was a moral conviction, and unfortunately there could be no
other,Gghat foreigners were conspiring in England to assassinate, those foreigners ought to be sent
away.

Persigny would have surely agreed, but in his reply to the address from Alderman
Wilson he seemed to contradict Cowley:

Popular opinion declares that were there in France men sufficiently infamous to recommend ... the
assassination of a foreign Sovereign ... a French Administration would not wait to receive the demands
of a foreign Government ... France is astonished that nothing of a like nature should have taken place
in England ... Either the English law is sufficient ... and why then is it not applied? Or it is insufficient
... and in this case why does not a free country ... remedy this omission?°'

In addition to Persigny’s careless insult, the truth was that there were countless
refugees in Paris who had recommended the elimination of European rulers but who
were never expelled until their theories were applied, by extension, to the emperor.

Louis Napoleon preferred to concentrate his argument on the moral point he had
made. In March, the Vicomte De La Guéronnicre, editor of Le Pays, Journal de
[’Empire, a Lamartine paper that had begun to support Louis Napoleon after 1852, put
out a pamphlet in collaboration with his emperor. It carried the basic message that the
Orsini Affair would not and should not be allowed to damage the entente cordiale .
Napoléon Il et ’Anglaterre  — of which 10,000 copies were sold in Paris on the first
day — was addressed to both France and England, tracing Louis Napoleon’s
Anglophilia from 1848 to 1858. But the work also outlined anti-French revolutionary
activities in London. After a reference to Peltier and Napoleon, it claimed not to want
England to abandon its historic attitude to asylum but suggested that those like
Bernard — who was not actually named — were essentially different from ordinary
political refugees and therefore ought not to be treated with the same respect.

When Cowley wrote to Clarendon relaying Louis Napoleon’s suggestion, he
already knew the response it would elicit. A few days earlier, the Foreign Office had
written to him explaining that ‘you may say that if the French Govt. will send us over
the facts and evidence ... connecting the refugees in England with the late attack on
the Emperor, our immediate and serious consideration will be given to the matter’.*>
There would be, in other words, no immediate and automatic expulsion but practice
and procedure according to English Common Law.

It was subsequently correctly observed that ‘the Emperor knows as well as we do
the great difficulty’ there would be in obtaining a favourable result.”’ ‘The matter’ in
this case, however, was not extradition — functioning between Britain and France
since 1843 — but summary expulsion. The French Government did not want
extradition, which would first have to depend on determination of guilt, but expulsion
in order for that guilt to be determined in Paris.

But what the administration in the Tuileries did not appear to appreciate was that
for Britain expulsion would also have to depend on proof of guilt, which could only



be obtained in an English court. At the same time, there could be no question of even
extraditing Bernard before the trial since he was still innocent in law. Malmesbury
explained this to Cowley on 27 March:

I have taken the opinion of the law officers on the question whether the French Government can
demand the extradition of Simon Bernard ... and I have been informed by them in reply that ... not
having been accused of the crime ...“within the jurisdiction of the requiring party”... the foreign
Government cannot, under the Convention of 1843, demand his extradition, and that Her Majesty’s
Government would not be empowered or authorised to surrender Simon Bernard if such demand were

64
made.

After Bernard had been declared ‘not guilty’ in court, there could be even less
question of expelling him as he was then ‘proven’ innocent in law and of course only
convicted criminals could be transported or expelled. It was a hopeless cause, and it
was not pursued.

How acutely the moral issue concerned the administration can be seen from the
activities of Mazzini. On 16 January 1858, twenty men met at his Chelsea home,
along with his secretary the revolutionary patriot Federico Campanella, where, an
informant revealed, they ‘appear[ed] astonished at the attempt but at the same time
regret[ted] that it did not succeed’. A little later, however, in public, Italians claimed
to have reached a different opinion on the matter. A spokesman for the Italian
National League declared: ‘That the Italian refugees resident in the United Kingdom
be at once called upon ... to give expression to their sentiments ... of their utter
abhorrence of the recent attempt made by one or more of their countrymen in the life
of the Emperor of France’.”” The immigrant population was distancing itself from
Mazzini, who nevertheless wrote to The Times (26 February 1858)

Whatever opinion of Orsini may be entertained by those who frantically appeal to heaven and earth
against the attempted murder of a tyrant, and do quietly witness, without a single word of indignation,
the lasting murder of a whole people in Rome, none has the right of taxing Orsini with dishonesty,
theft, and concussion. The agents of Louis Napoleon ought to be contented with beheading his
enemies, without calumniating them.

When Cowley read this letter he was incensed and wondered whether it constituted
an indictable offence. Mazzini had never been regarded in the same benign light as
patriots such as Kossuth and Garibaldi, and his re-entry into England early in 1858
after a trip abroad had been almost prevented. Cowley reckoned Mazzini to be
‘capable of any atrocity as long as he is safe himself’. Clarendon wholeheartedly
agreed, stating that he was ‘unworthy of the asylum which he so villainously
abuses’.® Unfortunately, it was not considered that Mazzini had broken any English
laws so he was left alone. But the genuine moral repugnance his presence in England
caused was not something that was widely appreciated at the time, either in England
or France.

Respecting Bernard and the others, the Government concluded on 19 March that
‘we have refused all concessions on the Refugee question and the claims of the
French Government for their extradition”.®’ Strictly speaking, this was not quite true.
One month earlier, the Foreign Office had altered its own policy, informing its staff
that ‘no person whatever will be permitted to land in France [from England] without a
passport, nor will a Consul’s passport given to anyone who may have landed without
one be recognized’.”® It was a minor concession, and not one derived from central
Government. Nor was it one that many people in France would have noticed, but it



again demonstrated that some attempt was being made to address a very complex
issue.

In France, the immediate result of the Orsini Affair was dramatic. ‘In the
excitement of the moment’, Louis Napoleon explained to Victoria three days after the
bombing, the French people ‘want to see accomplices in the crime everywhere, and I
am having difficulty resisting the extreme measures being urged upon me. But this
incident will not deflect me from my usual moderation; and while trying to strengthen
my government, I do not wish to be guilty of any injustice’.”’

However, that any ‘extreme measures’ were taken in the ‘excitement of the
moment’ is doubtful. The Orsini Affair was really the last straw in a series of
attempted assassinations that had been causing some to question the liberalizing
policies of Louis Napoleon very seriously. Piétri’s concern of a possible attack at the
Salle Le Peletier was partly based on an earlier attempt outside the Salle Ventadour —
the Théatre Italien —when Louis Napoleon and Eugénie had also gone to see Madame
Ristori. On Saturday 8 September 1855, Camille Bellemarre, a cobbler from Rouen
who had been sentenced to two years in prison in 1849 for larceny (commuted to two
months by Louis Napoleon) and another two years in 1853 (which he served) took his
revenge by firing a single-shot pistol at the first carriage that arrived at the theatre. As
he prepared to fire a second pistol into it, he was brought to the ground by a sergent
de ville . The carriage had contained nothing more sinister than Eugénie’s ladies-in-
waiting, one of whom was wounded, while Bellemarre was declared insane and sent
to the asylum at Bicétre. The Orsini Affair was in fact the twelfth assassination
attempt since 1851 and the fifth in three years. Quite simply, something had to be
done.

These ‘extreme measures’ were taken in two stages. On 27 January, France was cut
up into five regions, each of which was governed by a special marshal whose duties
included placing all ‘subversives’ under surveillance and creating dossiers on them.
On 21 February, theProjet de loi relatif a des mesures de siireté genérale  , prepared
and submitted to the Corps Législatif by Adolphe Billault, minister of the interior
since 19 June 1854, and approved earlier by the Conseil d’Etat by just four votes (28
to 24) was passed by 217 votes to 24. Six days later, the General Security Law, as it
was more commonly known, became effective.

Under Article 2, every imperial subject who ‘has undertaken activities or
correspondence with the intention of troubling the public peace or inciting hatred or
mistrust of the Emperor’s government’ either at home or abroad found themselves
automatically prosecuted and liable to imprisonment for up to two years. Article 3
made automatically punishable the sale of any weapon without proper authorization.
Under Article 7, all previous expulsions, imprisonments, and transportations during
May and June 1848, June 1849, and December 1851 were automatically renewed if
the offender ‘may again have been pointed out by important circumstances as
dangerous to the public safety’. At the same time, by a decree of 7 February, General
Charles Espinasse, temporarily inducted to put the law into practice with ruthless
efficiency, replaced the moderate Billault as minister of the interior the following day.

This appointment, as well as the law, horrified Liberals and Radicals and was the
cause of Sir James Graham’s outburst to Russell during the Conspiracy debates [ante
cit.]. Even Lord Holland, a ghost from Louis Napoleon’s past, was highly critical of
his perceived action, calling it ‘violent terror’, stating that ‘to divest ill-will at home
... he will judge ... that war is the only game left to him to play’. Not war against
England, however, but ‘against others’. The action was seen as a desperate measure

by a man whose star was ‘not so bright as it was but ... not setting yet’.”’



This was of course a dated view of Napoleonic actions from a man who could
remember Waterloo. A more perceptive analysis came from Cowley, who
nevertheless confessed his ‘inexpressible astonishment’ at the appointment of
Espinasse, a man he described as neither clever nor respected and ‘excessively
unpopular in the army’, and whose only good quality was ‘great courage’.’' In a way,
this made Espinasse the perfect man for the job. Nonetheless, Cowley considered it a
‘very ill-judged effusion’, reckoning that ‘It would make France believe that the
Emperor’s enemies are few in number, and yet it justifies the subjecting of France to
exceptional measures for the suppression and punishment of those few. But the fact is
the Emperor does not believe himself what he would have France and the world
believe’.”

Cowley once again displayed the exceptional insight and judgement that made him
such an ideal ambassador in a Paris where Louis Napoleon reluctantly accepted the
harsh measures. By so doing he could imply that the bulk of the trouble-makers were
either French or living in France — which of course he privately did not believe —
thereby reducing the pressure against England and the entente cordiale, both at home
and in the rest of Europe.

The General Security Law was functional and not ideological. As soon as the
Orsini Affair faded away so did the excessive measures it had inspired. After four
months, Espinasse was removed and replaced by Claude Delangle and a general
amnesty of August 1859 returned to French soil all those deported since the Orsini
Affair — some 400 — who wished to do so. The law itself was soon forgotten, and it
was quietly removed from the statute books in 1865. Louis Napoleon would suffer
only one direct assassination attempt and one identifiable conspiracy against his life
after 1858.

On Monday 25 January, a ball was held in the British Embassy in Paris to mark the
solemnization of the marriage between the Princess Royal and the Crown Prince of
Prussia. Both Louis Napoleon and Eugénie were present, raising their glasses to the
future happiness of the couple and dancing as though there had never been any bombs
thrown at them eleven days earlier. On 30 March, Louis Napoleon took delivery of a
fine 3-and-a-half-inch bore field cannon with carriage that had been promised to him
during the state visit of 1855 but somehow ‘forgotten’. As the magnificent item was
paraded up and down in front of the Tuileries for all to see, Louis Napoleon and
Cowley marched directly behind it. On the side of the great barrel was an escutcheon
bearing the imperial arms of France, and beneath it a plate carrying the brightly
painted inscription ‘To Napoleon III from Queen Victoria’.

It had been a singularly rough ride indeed, but the entente cordiale was saved.

* * *

When Count Pellegrino Rossi had his throat cut in Rome on 15 November 1848, the
pope fled his states, taking refuge in the lands of the king of Naples and Sicily,
refusing to even discuss the future of Italy with the Provisional Government. On 21
January 1849, the Roman Republic was declared and the Italian tricolour replaced the
white papal flag from Anzio in the south to Rimini in the north. Mazzini left London
to take his seat as one of the triumvirate, and then proceeded to govern as well as rule
— the other triumvirs, Aurelio Saffi and Carlo Armellini, being installed merely to
make the neo-Classical affectations of the triumvirate legal.
Mazzini then discovered that there was little support anywhere for his new

Republic. Even America, which had watched with glee as presidents emerged from



the rotten wood of toppled thrones, refused to recognize him. The problem for
Mazzini was that Catholicism was global and not just Roman. Neither America nor
Britain wished to estrange its large Catholic population by openly supporting
Mazzini’s Republic. As Palmerston put it, ‘The British Government must therefore be
desirous, with a view to British interests, that the Pope should be placed in such a
temporal position as to be able to act with entire independence in the exercise of his
spiritual functions’.”

This was an attitude that expressed one desire but which was capable of numerous
interpretations. Pio Nono’s response to Mazzini was not. In February, he called on all
Catholic Nations, and all Catholics in other countries, to overthrow Mazzini’s
Republic and replace papal authority in central Italy. France, Spain, Austria, and
Naples-Sicily were in a geographic position to respond immediately, and they did.

For England, just as for Louis Napoleon, the problem lay in the simple fact that
whichever government restored the pope would subsequently maintain a strong
influence in Italian affairs. For England, this fear also included France. But for Louis
Napoleon it was the reactionary Habsburgs — Pio Nono’s preferred ‘saviours’ — and
Bourbons. In his view, the future of a liberal Italy hinged on keeping Spain and
Austria out of Rome at all costs. Austria was of course the first to move, as it was
already in Piedmont and the north and its forces were within striking distance of
Rome the moment that Pio Nono made his call. With Spanish forces also mustering
and planning an invasion across the Mediterranean, Louis Napoleon decided to act.

Overthrowing the Supreme Pontiff who was regarded dSicarius Christi by
millions of Catholics worldwide was never likely to endow Mazzini’s dream of a
united Italy with any degree of longevity. Louis Napoleon knew this — Mazzini later
confessed that he too had always known it — and for him it was paramount that when
the Republic inevitably fell it should do so to him. He was the only man in Europe
who would then recreate papal temporal authority along liberal lines as espoused by
Gioberti and other theorists. But what Louis Napoleon did not fully appreciate was
how different a man Pio Nono was in 1849 from the one who had saved his life in
1831. He was a man whose first duty was to the Catholic Church, and one who had
undergone an earthly conversion on the road to Gaeta, dispensing entirely with his
liberal alter ego .

On 18 August, Louis Napoleon sent a communication to Pio Nono in Gaeta,
through Edgar Ney, informing him that he was free to return to Rome. It was,
however, conditional on the understanding that he should announce a liberal
constitution, a general amnesty, the reintroduction of the Code Napoléon , and a civil
service of laymen rather than clerics. The letter had not been written with either the
knowledge or approval of Louis Napoleon’s Cabinet, and it was not publicly known
until published by Le Moniteur universel on 7 September. Eleven days later, however,
this indiscretion became academic as Pio Nono rejected the demands in the bull motu
proprio in which the actions of France in restoring him to office were not even
acknowledged. The pope did not return to Rome until 12 April 1850, and when he did
he named the reactionary Cardinal Giacomo Antonelli as his new secretary of state.
Rome was almost exactly where it had been before, only now it was full of French
bayonets.

Louis Napoleon found himself trapped. Unlike Napoleon respecting Pius VII, he
was incapable of forcing Pio Nono to submit to his will with a casual beating and a
stretch in prison. He was nevertheless unable to leave Rome in case the Habsburgs or
Bourbons — who had, as he had anticipated, backed off — should change their minds
and invade.



Narrow-minded and short-sighted Europeans suddenly saw Louis Napoleon as the
guardian of the pontiff, maintaining authoritarian rule when in fact all he had desired
was its abolition. Curiously, Palmerston would become such a man. In later years, like
Pio Nono himself, an intellectual reversion turned him into an ideological
contradiction of his youthful progressiveness. In 1862, his continued criticism of
Louis Napoleon’s presence in Rome irritated even Clarendon who, although no great
supporter of Louis Napoleon, at least revealed an understanding of his position,
applicable at any time after 1849:

I have no patience with all the nonsense talked here on the subject and by Palmerston as much as
anyone who won’t put himself in the Emperor’s place and see that if the Pope was murdered or went
into exile on the withdrawal of the French troops he (the Emperor) would be held responsible for it,
and justly so, by the whole Catholic world and by every man, woman, and child in France who is or
pretends to be religious.”

Cowley understood this too. When he pointed out to Louis Napoleon that his

presence in Rome indirectly upheld papal tyranny, and that up to 15,000 political
prisoners were languishing in Pio Nono’s inhuman prisons, he noted the reaction:
‘Never before did I see the Emperor so excited as when I said this. He absolutely
bounded upon his chair and exclaimed, putting his hand to his face; “And my troops
protect this infamy!”’"

That this report, if accurate to the last detail, revealed a certain amount
disingenuous histrionics on Louis Napoleon’s part must be true. It is inconceivable
that he would not have been aware of the unpleasant realities of having an essentially
medieval prince-pope in an allegedly civilized modern world. Nevertheless, as
Cowley stated, ‘I believe in the sincerity of the Emperor’s sorrow and of his sincere
desire to abandon Italy as a whole to the Italians. But he has managed to entangle
himself in a web from which he has no immediate escape’.”® The tragic irony for
Louis Napoleon was that this entanglement earned for the man who so loved the
freedom and unification of Italy — and for which cause he had once nearly lost his life
— the hatred of everybody whose cause was the same as his own.

One of these was Orsini, a redoubtable fanatic if nothing else. At Nice in 1852, he
challenged Lieutenant-Colonel Karol Chojecki — better known as Charles Edmond,
the playwright and companion to Plon-Plon — to a duel for having insulted Italian
food (a dish of polenta and macaroni). When considering Italian unity, he later
confessed, on the first day of his trial, ‘I freely admit that I considered [Louis
Napoleon] to be an obstacle. And I said to myself: He must be removed. I acted as
Brutus did. He killed my country; I decided to kill him’.”” The first object, then, was
to remove the French Army. Killing Louis Napoleon would precipitate a revolution in
Paris and the automatic withdrawal of the French troops by the new republican
administration, leaving Italian patriots with the space required to expose Pio Nono
and have him deposed by the liberal nations of the world. It was typically muddle-
headed idealistic reasoning, and contrary to what Orsini had once professed to
believe. But in an extraordinary and unprecedented way it eventually worked out in
the manner of his former conviction — but precisely because he failed to kill Louis
Napoleon.

There is no doubt that Orsini considered his assassination of Louis Napoleon as his
final contribution to the welfare of Italy. He was estranged from his Italian wife who
was still looking after his two daughters outside Paris, but he entrusted the welfare of
his illegitimate son — whose maternity was not revealed — to Elizabeth Cheney in case
he never returned. The story that Cheney had been assigned with the very dangerous

of



business of drying the fulminating powder in Orsini’s house in front of an open fire
was more arrant nonsense from the lunatic pen of Holyoake. In fact, she was surprised
at the depth of Orsini’s involvement — whom she had believed to be a conventional
politician in exile — and stated to the police on 23 January that ‘Orsini has often said
that he had had enough of politics and would go into business’. This may well have
been true. Several maps of Mexico were found in his house, and it was later revealed
that Orsini had been trying to persuade a wealthy Liverpool merchant and shipowner,
Peter Stuart, to get him and his son in England passage to the New World from
Liverpool docks.

In fact, the entire group, including Bernard, had been engaging Allsop to look for
land in England for them to buy. Clearly, then, they had been aware all along of the
legal loophole that would enable them to carry out their task and return to London
with relative impunity and then settle down either in England, Mexico, or America, or
partly in all three according to the measure of their success. Bernard, who before the
Orsini Affair had been living very happily with his various prostitutes in London,
took the trouble and risk of exposing himself by going twice to Brussels and returning
to London on 23 December 1857, a move that eventually helped trace his
whereabouts and incriminate him. Had the entire plan been so poorly developed as to
oblige him to do this? The entire conspiracy could just as easily have been hatched in
Brussels without incurring the logistical problems involved in manufacturing the shell
cases in Birmingham and transporting them across the Channel. The Orsini Affair was
planned in England precisely on account of the leniency with which their actions
would be regarded, whether eventually caught or not, or even identified or not. Louis
Napoleon would be dead, Italy would be free, and the conspirators would be living in
Surrey, Mexico City, or Virginia.

It was this perceived Romantic-Poetic drive that began to appeal to both the French
and English public as the trial in Paris got underway. Orsini, young and at his best,
with plenty of black hair, a beard (to begin with), and a classic Italian complexion,
presented himself as a selfless Romantic patriot, sacrificial like a modern Parsifal.
Almost immediately he became the talk of the Second Empire salons for bored ladies
to weep at his fate while ignoring the bereaved women who wept in obscurity for
theirs. But it was not just the swooning female bourgeoisie, riddled with the
perversions of Romanticism and with no better way to amuse themselves, who were
affected by this charismatic man. On 7 April 1858, the dead murderer was already
something of a martyr in England when Greenwood wrote to Mayne: ‘Thanks for
Orsini’s bust — which is much admired here, and adorns my walls. How could a man
cut off such a beard?’

As his trial progressed, Orsini recognized that he had made a terrible mistake and
acknowledged the fact, showing remorse for the deaths and maiming he had caused,
kneeling in private before Eugénie and Louis Napoleon in a classic medieval pose of
obeissance and asking their forgiveness — although he really ought to have done this
before the friends and relatives of his real victims, and those survivors he had
condemned to lifelong agony and deformity. At any rate, at this point, realizing that
his life could not be saved, he agreed to die for Italy rather than just for a terrible
crime. On 11 February, his lawyer, Jules Favre, dictated a letter to him in his cell
calling on Louis Napoleon to ‘deliver Italy’. Two weeks later, it was published in Le
Moniteur universel , and on the following day it was read out in open court to the
astonishment of everybody present.

It was a clever and sensitive appeal to Louis Napoleon, who had suggested it to
Piétri who then presented it as his own idea. Piétri had already tendered his



resignation, on 15 January, as a complaint against what he saw as Billault’s
inadequate protection of Louis Napoleon. He stated that ‘he would not therefore
assume the further responsibility of the Emperor’s safety’.”® However, he was
persuaded to stay on until 7 February for the sake of this ingenious scheme.

Meanwhile, the condemned man, surrounded by admirers and calling on his lawful
executioner to continue the great work that he had unfortunately undertaken in the
wrong direction, was pure French tragedy. But it was a masterstroke. Cowley
immediately appreciated that it gave Louis Napoleon moral cause to liberate Italy
with a military assault, and would meanwhile ‘disarm the hands of other assassins’.”
On 11 March, Orsini wrote a second contrived letter, published in Turin, condemning
political assassination and exhorting Italian youth to lawful civic virtues as the best
means of serving Italy. Ideologically, then, he was seen to have turned full circle.

On the morning of Saturday 13 March, Pieri and Orsini were led out of their cells
to be executed, bare-footed and with their heads covered in black veils. Pieri came
first, led between abbé Nottelet and the executioner of Paris, with Orsini behind him
between abbé Hugon and the executioner of Rouen.

Pieri was very shaken and tried to sing La Marseillaise . But he stammered so much
that he stopped and remained silent as he was led up onto the scaffold where his veil
was removed and he was guillotined after the charges against him were solemnly
recited. It was a fate he endured in complete silence while Orsini sangla Marseillaise
without faltering, having taken it up when Pieri could not go on.

Orsini was then led up to the scaffold. Suddenly, he became aware of the cries of
the thousands who had been silent up until then but who at this moment fell to their
knees, weeping and praying out loud, while many women called out his name
repeatedly, sniffing affectedly into their dainty little handkerchiefs. Orsini was
directed to kneel and his veil was removed, and then the wooden brace was secured
around his neck. At the last moment, he shouted ‘Vive la liberté! Vive la République!
Vive I’Italie! Vive la France!” and then the blade came down. It was a minute or two
after 7 o’clock.

A few days later, everything appeared to be normal again as though nothing had
happened, and Louis Napoleon was riding around Paris fearlessly as usual. Cowley,
out for a walk, saw him in a phaeton ‘accompanied by a single aide-de-camp’ and
then again ‘riding at a foots pace, with a single aide-de-camp and equerry’.*

On 20 July, Louis Napoleon met Cavour in semi-secrecy at Plombiéres-les-Bains in
the Vosges to plot war against Austria. After a discreet alliance — during which Plon-
Plon married Clotilde, daughter of Victor Emmanuel II — Cavour called on Louis
Napoleon to come to his aid after an encouraged ultimatum from Austria to disarm
Sardinia and Piedmont. On 3 May, France declared war on Franz Josef, and after only
nine weeks Louis Napoleon succeeded in eradicating Habsburg influence in the Italic
Peninsula. Although the Peace of Villafranca left the Austrians in control of the
Venetia, it was for them the beginning of the end and for Italians the beginning of
their future. It was said that Orsini’s ghost rode on his spectral horse next to Louis
Napoleon during his battles.

Peter Stuart and his friend Dr John Epps paid Bernard’s £1,000 bail, and Bernard
continued to live at Bark Place while lecturing on Republicanism. The man who had
conceived and masterminded the ‘Orsini Affair’, who had used and fooled his co-



conspirators, and who ensured that he alone would not be caught in Paris and remain
safely behind in London, appeared to have escaped both legal and divine justice.

But then, according to Holyoake, ‘A bewitching angelic traitor was sent as a spy to
beguile him, and to her, in fatal confidence, he spoke of his friends. When he found
that they were seized one by one and shot, he realized his irremediable error, lost his
reason, and so died’.” But, as always with Holyoake, the truth was very different
indeed, although Bernard did not, perhaps, in the end escape divine retribution after
all.

Bernard was the only conspirator who was both unmarried and regularly frequented
brothels in London and Brussels. Those who noted that he became hard of hearing in
the late 1850s did not realize that this was a classic symptom of a syphilitic, by which
the disease attacked the nerve tissues of the ear and brain and caused perceptive
deafness. The sallow complexion and pronounced stoop they noted (tabes dorsalis)
were also symptomatic of the primary and secondary stages of meningovascular
neurosyphilis.

Since Bernard’s condition was latent, it is impossible to know where and when he
became infected. What is certain is that he became one of the statistically few to
develop tertiary stage symptoms within a few years of acquiring the potentially lethal
microorganism — most sufferers live for many years before eventually succumbing

Epps may have been Bernard’s friend by 1858, but he first met Bernard when the
‘doctor’ went to his practice at 89 Great Russell Street for treatment. Epps, whose
half-brother George Napoleon was also a physician, had graduated from the
University of Edinburgh in 1827 with a special interest in the homoeopathic treatment
of neural diseases. The entire Epps family was interested in homeopathy, and George
Napoleon — born while the battle of Waterloo was raging — specialized in the
treatment of spinal disorders at the Homoeopathic Hospital in Hanover Square.
Bernard also consulted him at his practice in Grafton Street.

This Kentish family was Calvinistic and anti-papist, and John was a keen
republican — Schwarzenberg’s death in 1852 was a source of immense delight — and
social reformer. From 1841, he lectured every Sunday at the Working Men’s Church
at Dockhead where, in 1842, he denied the existence of the Devil in a lecture that was
at first published anonymously, creating a furore. In 1847, he stood as a Radical for
Northampton but failed. He knew Mazzini and Kossuth, and became one of the
seventy-strong Council of the Society of the Friends of Italy at 10 Southampton
Street, an organization that included Landor, Allsop, and Stuart in its membership,
and where he had first met Bernard.

After about 1860, Bernard’s behaviour began to display all the irrational
characteristics familiar to students of venereal diseases of this type in their extreme
stages. On 12 March 1861, he walked into Wimbledon railway station where he
bought a second-class ticket for one shilling and got onto what he thought was the
right platform for London. But in 1861 it was still customary for some trains to have
an ‘on’ and ‘off’ side, a system reducing congestion by having passengers board and
alight on particular sides only, stations having platforms on both sides of the train —
one for ‘on’ and one for ‘off’. However, where this policy was not in force, the ‘off’
side of the train was kept locked, and the ‘on’ side was used for both ingress and
egress.

Bernard ought to have known that this was the case with trains from Leatherhead to
Waterloo since he had acquaintances in Wimbledon and travelled there frequently.
But on this occasion, when the 5:45 from Leatherhead arrived, he found himself on
the wrong side of the train. The signalman at Wimbledon testified that Bernard:



stepped onto the platform ... while the train was there, and asked if it was going to London ... Directly
afterwards the whistle was sounded and the train started. He then saw the defendant standing on the
step of a second-class carriage. He called to him and also gesticulated with his hand for him to get
down. The defendant looked round and saw him, but he still stood on the steps. The train had gone too
far for him to stop it ... He was standing on the off-side of the train ... the doors ... on that side were
usually locked.™

Instead of jumping off while the train was still at Wimbledon, Bernard remained
clinging onto the handrail almost all the way to Clapham, a distance of about three
miles — nineteen minutes in 1861 — while two frightened women inside looked on
helplessly. The guard noticed him near Clapham and worked his way along the
carriage roofs, there being no connecting doors between carriages at this time. When
he reached Bernard’s carriage, he entered through the unlocked side and let him in
with his master key. When the guard asked Bernard where he had got on, he had
replied that he had done so ‘where he could’, and when asked to be more specific he
had refused to say anything, even though he had a valid ticket.

Bernard was summoned to appear before James Ingham at Wandsworth Police
Court on behalf of the South Western Railway Company for ‘unlawfully attempting
to enter a second-class carriage while the train was in motion’. But he claimed that he
did not know about the ‘on’ and ‘off” system, that the train had not been in motion at
the time he put his feet on the step, and that nobody had explained the rules to him at
the station. Yet he had been living and travelling widely in London for ten years.
Bernard’s deterioration became still more apparent when he changed from English to
French during the hearing and refused to recognize English as a language he
understood, even though he gave his profession to Ingham as ‘teacher of languages’,
having by then given up his ‘orthophony’. Ingham decided Bernard was more trouble
than he was worth and dismissed the case, as it ‘appeared to have arisen in a
mistake’.

A year later, in May 1862, Bernard was again in Wimbledon where he was arrested
for malicious and unruly behaviour in a public house. After the police interviewed
him, it was clear that his reason was seriously impaired and he was taken before two
Surrey magistrates who declared him insane and committed him to an asylum for life.
He was taken to Brooke House in Clapton, Hackney, where he was looked after by
the resident medical superintendent under the direction of the celebrated mental
specialist Henry Monroe. But there was no hope for a syphilitic in the tertiary stage of
the disease, and in the middle of October he succumbed to dementia paralytica. For
seven weeks the staff fed him porridge and water through tubes, but on 22 November
he contracted terminal hypostatic pneumonia, and three days later he died in the
presence of Samuel Powell, his young personal attendant.™

Bernard’s funeral took place on Sunday 30 November at Paddington Cemetery,
Kilburn, and it was reported that more than 1,000 people attended. When he was
lowered into the ground, they shouted ‘Vive la République, démocratique et sociale’,
Ledru-Rollin’s slogan for La Montagne ; afterwards, they sung La Marseillaise .*°
Bernard was buried in a common grave, he being the eighth burial in a vertical
column of nineteen other paupers in an unmarked site in unconsecrated ground.*

The mystery of ‘Dr’ Bernard does not end there. Brooke House was an important
Elizabethan building that had been leased to a wealthy patron in 1759 as an exclusive
private asylum. In 1820, the Monro family, who produced five generations of experts
on mental disorders, purchased it, and it was originally a private wing of Bedlam, also
run by the early Monros. In 1815, there were just forty patients, each with their own



attendant. In April 1861, there were fifty-six patients, of both sexes, served by ten
male attendants for the men and eight nurses under a female superintendent for the
women, with seven housemaids, five laundry maids, three gardeners, a carpenter,
shoe boy, door keeper, cook, and kitchen maid. As for the patients, their professions
included clergymen, bankers, surgeons, military men, a sculptor, a master potter, a
civil engineer, and numerous ‘ladies’ and ‘gentlemen’ of ‘independent means’.*’

And yet Bernard died in the company of a stranger with no friends present, and
while some at his burial would have been associated with those interred with him, it is
clear that he had not been forgotten. The burial’s simplicity, meanwhile, reflected the
wishes of an atheist, for whom there would have been no other option in 1862.

Elizabeth di Rudio was recognized as one of the innocent victims in the case. She
understood some Italian but no French and, like Elizabeth Cheney, knew little or
nothing of the Orsini Affair, and certainly nothing about its real objectives. When
Carlo left their home at about 9:30 on that Saturday, carrying his carpet bag, he told
her that he was going to Leicester, but he did not explain why. Over the following few
days, she was visited by Bernard who gave her money saying that should she read
about her husband in the press she ought ‘not to be alarmed ... take no notice ... and
answer no questions’. When she asked him if her husband was going to do anything
wrong, Bernard replied ‘I do not know’. On 21 January, she received her first letter
from Carlo telling her that all was well and that he looked forward to seeing her again,
which he did because she was taken to Paris along with Cheney to make formal
identifications. ‘Mrs Rudio was much affected and is now in a very nervous state. She
has begged to see Rudio again tomorrow morning, which I have promised’, wrote
Sanders to Mayne on 19 February.

Elizabeth stated that Di Rudio had been arrested with 200 francs confiscated by the
Paris police and not returned, and that through no fault of her own she was destitute.
Her mother, who had left Godalming and moved to Nottingham to live with
Elizabeth’s grandmother, petitioned William Raynor, chief of police in Nottingham,
on her behalf. When Mayne heard about this from Raynor, he instructed Malmesbury
to offer Elizabeth £25 — an annual working wage in 1858 — so that she could travel to
Nottingham and set herself up as a lacemaker. William Booth stayed behind in
Godalming, where apart from a few temporary journeys north he would remain for
the rest of his life, weaving and learning how to write. On 1 May 1858, he wrote
Mayne a furious letter demanding explanation why his wife had not been
compensated for having to look after their daughter during Di Rudio’s trial. Two days
later, Mayne described him as ‘a very bad man, ill using his wife & children’ and
refused to pay him anything.

Di Rudio and Gomez were sent to the penal colony in French Guiana on the
northeast coast of South America. The three Iles du Salut were reserved for leper
convicts until the smallest, the notorious ile du Diable, became a maximum-security
prison under the Third Republic. Under the Second Empire, prisoners were lodged
either at Saint-Laurent-du-Maroni, a camp established in 1852 just outside the capital,
Cayenne, or on prison hulks anchored off the coast. But because these hulks were
known to sink — twenty-four convicts would die in January 1869 when a rotten one
sank while everybody on board was lunching — and because of the humid climate and
disease carrying insects, few other than the strongest survived a long sentence.

Di Rudio served a little under two years of his sentence before escaping in
December 1859. He made his way to Brazil the following January where propaganda
put about to discourage others from trying to escape claimed that he died. In fact, Di
Rudio survived the jungle and worked his passage to England, arriving in February



1860 to meet up with Elizabeth in Nottingham. The Booth fortunes had not improved
in Godalming, and by this time Elizabeth had moved into 4 Felix Place, Barker Gate,
while William and Jane Booth, now temporarily reconciled, also returned, acquiring
the property two doors away. Exactly nine months later, in November 1860, Elizabeth
gave birth to a second son. Carlo had neither forgotten Orsini nor forgiven Louis
Napoleon, proving this on both counts by naming the infant Brutus Felix, while on the
1861 census return obstinately giving his profession as ‘political refugee’.* He then
petitioned his friends for money to emigrate to America, and both Mazzini and
Holyoake (if he is to be believed) contributed just to get rid of him.

Di Rudio arrived in America with his family in January 1864 where he would enjoy
a remarkable and colourful career. He altered his name to ‘Charles Camillus
DeRudio’ and joined up with the Unionist forces during the Civil War, attaining the
rank of major in General Custer’s famous 7" Cavalry where he became known as
‘Old Rudy’ by those who liked him and ‘Count No-Account’ by those who did not.
His liberal political convictions never altered and they remained the centre of his life,
although he was of course quite happy to exterminate Native Americans whenever
duty required it.

The politicization of his children’s names reveals just how passionately Di Rudio
lived through such symbolic gestures. Hercules had been born during the genesis of
the ‘Orsini Affair’ but before the assassination attempt, and the name was meant to
reflect Di Rudio’s own ‘courage’ at the time. Brutus Felix, both a salute to Orsini and
‘Happy Brutus’ the slayer of Casar, followed the attempt. Unfortunately, a daughter
born in 1862 did not survive the long sea journey to America. However, the Di
Rudios had three more daughters born during their peripatetic American life: ‘Roma’
in the District of Columbia; ‘Italia’ in Kentucky; and ‘America’ in Tennessee.

After Carlo retired from the army, the Di Rudios moved to San Francisco. Their
Golden Wedding Anniversary was celebrated with a street party, and Carlo again
regaled an audience with the story of his attempt to assassinate Napoleon III, a fact he
had never concealed and about which he felt no guilt to the end of his life. In 1908, he
published a series of feeble and rambling ‘memoirs’ in an Italian journal among
whose many maniacal lunacies is the assertion that Orsini’s bomb in fact had been
thrown by Francesco Crispi, the future prime minister of unified Italy.*

Gomez withstood his sentence until he was released under an amnesty of Louis
Napoleon’s later Liberal Empire. He returned to Naples where he published his
equally spurious ‘memoirs’ in the same year as Di Rudio.

As a final sad coda to the entire wretched episode, Inspector John Hitchin Sanders,
married with a young family and impoverished on police wages, and who had led the
investigation on the English side, committed suicide in 1859 as a result of ‘financial
irregularities’ incurred during the Orsini Affair.



NOTES and REFERENCES to Chapter Nine

' Unless otherwise stated, all the quotations in this chapter have been taken from the files of the
Metropolitan Police held at the Public Record Office. These are: MEPO 3/22 Case Papers; MEPO 3/23
Statements; MEPO 3/24 Miscellaneous Correspondence I, MEPO 3/25 Miscellaneous Correspondence
I, and MEPO 3/26 Miscellaneous Correspondence III; MEPO 3/27 Thomas Allsop; MEPO 3/28
Prisoner’s Property; MEPO 3/29 Witnesses Expenses (English), MEPO 3/30 Metropolitan Police
Expenses I, MEPO 3/31 Metropolitan Police Expenses II (and Sanders), MEPO 3/32 Witnesses
Expenses (French), MEPO 3/33 Police Expenses (French), and MEPO 3/34 Witnesses Expenses
(Belgium); MEPO 3/59 Truelove; MEPO 3/60 Czorzewski. As there are in excess of 1,000 loose
documents involved, specific citation is impossible. The statements are sometimes semi-literate and
confusing errors have been corrected, including variant forms of some personal names. For example,
although Peter Stuart was given as ‘Stewart’ by both the press and police, Ellen Epps, widow of his
friend John Epps, used the other form in The Diary of the Late John Epps (1875), which she edited
directly from his manuscript. [The Crown Copyright material is reproduced by kind permission of the
Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationary Office].

* Here the police had made a rare mistake in that they assumed the ticket to be current when it was not.
The likely explanation is that the signature was unclear and assumed to be that of Panizzi due to his
known sympathy towards most of those who expressed concern for Italy.

The error is of the greatest importance in understanding Bernard’s principal role in what has become
known as ‘Orsini’s’ assassination attempt. Since Panizzi had become principal librarian in 1856, it has
been assumed that Bernard must have frequented the Round Reading Room in 1857 and that he had
done so under instruction from Orsini in order to learn how to manufacture his bombs. But the fact is
that Bernard never knew Panizzi’s Round Reading Room. On 22 August 1851, principal librarian Sir
Henry Ellis signed his first six-month ticket on the recommendation of John Joseph Bennett, assistant
keeper at the Botanical Department. Bernard used the library — then of course located on the second
floor of Montague House — on that day and again on 17 November. On 18 December 1854, he renewed
his ticket and used it for the third and last time [British Museum Central Archives, Register of Readers’
Names, March 1850 — April 1857, t£.107, 349; Signatures of Readers, April 15 1842 — Sep 21 1853,
17009, 17213; Sep 22 1853 — Feb 24 1858, 22143]. It is clear that Bernard had been well prepared
before he ever met Orsini. A more detailed investigation of Simon Bernard, establishing his primacy in
the so-called ‘Orsini Affair’, may be found in the article The London Life of ‘Dr’ Simon Francois
Bernard, freely available on this website
? Although that is how this establishment was referred to in police records, there was never a business
of that name on Tichborne Street. The Café Suisse was the chocoladier Torriani Di Giorgi & Co. at No.
23 run by Pietro di Giorgi in 1857 and taken over by Peter Guidinetti in 1859. However, as this name
has gained currency it will be used in this chapter. Tichborne Street ran west from the southern end of
Great Windmill Street to Sherwood Street where it continued as Glasshouse Street. In 1863, it was
incorporated into Glasshouse Street and modified in the 1880s for the construction of Shaftesbury
Avenue.

* For 28 Cornhill, see Guildhall Library Manuscript Department, Land Tax Assessment 1854-58
11316/444-48, Cornhill Ward rental 450 (f.8 in all documents). For 40 Regent Circus, see Census
Return 30 Mar. 1851, PRO HO 107/1484 (f.107 et seq.); also, Westminster City Archives, Church
Poor rates, Parish of St james’s, hanover Square [40 Piccadilly North Side/1 Sackville Street], 1851-
54, D212, D216, D220, and D224 (.10 in all documents).

> For the birth, see Register of Births (Guildford) Sep 1854 2a 47 (19). For the marriage, see Surrey
History Centre, Register of Marriages PSH/GOD/2/5 (114 £.57). For Baldwin’s Gardens, see 1861
Census PRO RG 9/186 (f.4 p.15). For Pound Lane, see Surrey History Centre Poor Rates for the
Parish of Godalming 2253/10/1-12 (1850).

% This statement conflicts with another in which Zequers was said to have taken nine of the ten halves,
having somehow forgotten the tenth in Brussels; Pieri then had to go and fetch it. This was untrue,
being Pieri’s excuse to go and see Rosalina and afterwards his cover story to explain why he did so.
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15 Livre 3™ chapitre 1*° section 2 art. 1" para. 86. Louis Philippe restated this Napoleonic Law, with
modifications, on 28 April 1832. It remained in force throughout the Second Empire, but on 15 June
1855 Louis Napoleon modified articles 86 and 87, altering ‘le Roi’ to ‘I’Empereur’. He also reduced
the possible fine from 10,000 francs to 2,000, adding a separate clause penalizing any public act
against the imperial family with three months to three years imprisonment with a fine of 100 to 2,000
francs. Article 87, dealing with attempts to remove the existing order of Government by force of arms,
which had contained the death penalty under Louis Philippe, was reduced to deportation to ‘une
enceinte fortifiée’.

' Livre 1° chapitre 1° article 13: ‘Le coupable condamné a mort pour parricide sera conduit sur le
lieu de I’exécution, en chemise, nu-pieds, et la téte couverte d’un voile noir. Il sera exposé sur
I’echafaud pendant qu’un huissier fera au peuple lecture de 1’arrét de condamnation; et il sera
immédiatement exécuté a mort’. Article 14: ‘Les corps des suppliciés seront délivrés a leurs familles, si
elles les réclament, a la charge par elles de les faire inhumer sans aucun appareil’.

' The Illustrated London News 6 Mar. 1858. Strangling people in the streets was indeed all the rage in
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Thousands of anti-garroting necklaces were sold before the fashion faded, but the authorities never
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Goodwin’s Court, St Martin’s Lane, where he stayed until his departure for Paris, having worked as a
shoemaker’s apprentice in Frith Street, Soho. In June 1857, Paulo Tibaldi, an Optician from Piacenza,
and two associates, Bartolotti and Achille Grilli, were arrested for plotting to kill Louis Napoleon,
betrayed by a letter to Tibaldi written by Mazzini who had met Grilli in London and entrusted him with
the mission. On 7 August, Tibaldi was sentenced to life in Cayenne and Bartolotti and Grilli to fifteen
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* Kristian von Bunsen, Prussian ambassador in London from 1842 to 1854, wrote of the refugees who
‘abusent de plus en plus de la généreux hospitalité’ of the English nation [ibid. (3) 9 Dec. 1851].

*I'In a declaration of 6 December, Leo Thun, minister of religion and education, spoke of the abuse of
English hospitality by ‘these enemies of public peace’, and urged the British Government to treat all
immigrants from affected nations as prima facie suspects [ibid. (5) Thun to Cowley 9 Dec. 1851].

2 Karl von Buol-Schauenstein, Austrian ambassador in London from 1851 to 1852, wrote that ‘La
Légation Impériale d’Autriche a été a différentes reprises dans le cas d’appeler le sérieux attention du
Gouvernement de Sa Majesté Britannique sur 1’énorme abus que font du droit d’asile les réfugiés
politiques auxquels I’ Angleterre accorde généreusement 1’hospitalité’ [ibid. (2) 9 Dec. 1851].

* Theodore Thausmann wrote that ‘au commencement de 1850, un grand nombre de révolutionnaires
de tous les pays de I’Europe se trouvérent réunis en Angleterre’. He estimated the number of political
refugees in England and outlined their revolutionary aims [ibid. (2) 25 Aug. 1851].
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% Certified Entry of Death in the Registration District of Hackney 26 Nov. 1862 (487).

% The Illustrated London News 6 Dec. 1862.

%1249 Section 3S 1W. 42N., immediately behind and between private burials 19657 and 19632.

¥ PRO RG 9/158 (ff.101-2 pp.21-4). Unfortunately, the Luftwaffe destroyed Brooke House, with all of
its medical files, in 1940. But see Survey of London xxviii Parish of Hackney Part 1 ‘Brooke House’
52-66.
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¥ This ‘bombshell’ revelation has been strenuously denied by members of the Orsini and Crispi
families but is equally vigorously supported by English left-wing apologists curious to explain away
the quasi-mythical ‘woman in black’, who either did not exist or was Thomas Hodge in disguise but
who in any event played no part in the bombing.

On the surface, the accusation seems plausible enough. Crispi was a Mazzinian Radical before
supporting Garibaldi, and he loathed the French and the Church in equal measure. However, by the
time of his two terms as prime minister (1887-91 and 1893-6), he was a committed monarchist and
brutal suppressor of peasant and worker unrest. The accusation is surely yet another piece of lunacy
worthy of Holyoake — nowhere in the thousands of police documents of an incident remarkable for the
diligence of the police on both sides of the Channel is Crispi mentioned once.



