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FOREWORD The View from Zulette Avenue

Around 1912, my great-grandparents bought their house on Zulette Avenue in the Bronx. Pop was in the ice-delivery business and ran it partially out of the backyard. When he and my great-grandmother Maisie bought the place, most considered Pelham Bay the country. The extension of the subway in 1920 helped turn the neighbourhood into its present-day collection of single-family homes and low-rise apartment buildings. Central European motifs found on some of the buildings testify to the smattering of Germans and Hungarians who once lived there, but most of Pelham Bay’s earliest residents were Italian or Irish. Two funeral homes, Giordano and McNulty, served their respective clients. I attended several wakes at McNulty over the years. Recently, they went out of business, underscoring the slow extinction of Pelham Bay’s Irish.

The last of our family to pass through McNulty’s on the way to St Raymond’s Cemetery was my grandfather, Charles Fitzpatrick, or Charley, as I always knew him. Charley was not a Bronx native. He spent his first years in Canary Island, a Harlem neighbourhood long forgotten by most New Yorkers, and came to Pelham Bay just ahead of the Depression. Charley lived an extraordinary life, despite spending most of it as either an elementary school teacher or principal. He joined the Marines after Pearl Harbor and managed to survive the worst of Guadalcanal, Bougainville and Guam. Though he loathed Communism, he resisted the urge to re-enlist ahead of the Korean War. In the mid-1950s, FBI agents enlisted Charley as an informant. With their blessing, he became a member of the American Communist Party. No one, save my grandmother, knew of his double life until the US Congress called him to give testimony in 1971. He never shied from talking about the people he came to know while in the Party. To the end, he believed American communists did take orders from Moscow and did threaten America from within. Nevertheless, his memories of their sincere kindness and intelligence were heavily tinged with hints of regret.

To walk the streets of Pelham Bay with Charley was to receive a tour of his life and times. Crossing a corner here or passing a house there often came with a story or an aside. At Keane Square he would mention his childhood friend, the park’s namesake, Larry ‘Killer’ Keane, who died at Guadalcanal. Not too far from the Square is the site of the Ye Olde on Crosby Avenue. Charley would speak of tending bar there after he came back from the war. Serving drinks at Ye Olde, as he told it, was a ringside seat to the neighbourhood’s underworld. Although he never handled the action himself, the bar was full of gamblers and bookies, some who dealt in jukeboxes and vending machines, and those euphemistically ‘involved’ in construction and certain other trades.

This sort of clientele brought in the likes of Willie Moretti. Back then, Charley only knew Moretti as a big-drinking wise guy from New Jersey, who would hang around the Ye Olde for hours. One evening, when Moretti was the worse for wear, a man who identified himself as ‘the Beak’ telephoned and asked for Willie. My grandfather tried to hand Moretti the receiver but was waved away. When Charley told the Beak that Moretti was unavailable, the Beak imparted a message: deliver the five large or Willie’s going for a dip in the Hudson in cement shoes. Many decades later, I told my grandfather that Moretti was likely the inspiration for Luca Brasi in The Godfather (which I learned from watching The Sopranos). I never learned who ‘the Beak’ was, but I suspect it was Paul Castellano.I

Charley’s Willie Moretti story was only one of many mob-related tales that peppered my childhood. It required little prompting for him to muse at length about friends, acquaintances and family members connected, in some way, to the Mafia. Walking to place our bets at the local off-course betting parlour often came with comments about the neighbourhood restaurants or businesses that he suspected were mob hangouts. Between 1990 and the early 2000s, there was a social club on Crosby Avenue with a bright blue awning with the name ‘Vito’s’ emblazoned on it. In the window was a common poster featuring several Hollywood gangsters all seated at a card table together. Not subtle, Charley and I agreed.

In my early teens, Charley recommended a book that served as the first mob history I read: T. J. English’s The Westies, an account of the Irish mafia in Hell’s Kitchen. I was delighted to learn that our family possessed tangential connections to characters detailed in its pages, though I’ll admit I have, from time to time, inflated or perhaps embellished this family connection just a bit in the retelling. During the 1980s and ’90s, news coverage of the Mafia gave us a lot to talk about: the murder of Paul Castellano, John Gotti’s various trials and the slow demise of Vincent ‘the Chin’ Gigante.

Our shared interest in the Mafia formed only one aspect of a deeper bond. An impassioned storyteller, Charley loved history. It was his influence, more than anything, that made me consider becoming a historian. But never in my years at university or graduate school did the thought of studying the Mafia occur to me. A different set of circumstances led me to learn Turkish and to specialise in Middle Eastern history. Then, as I was doing my doctoral research in Istanbul in the early 2000s, the mafia wormed its way back into my life and studies. Among the first promises of the newly elected prime minister, Recep Erdoğan, was the imposition of a ‘clean hands’ reform agenda, one that echoed Italy’s fight against corruption and organised crime in the 1990s. Voters and pundits applauded Erdoğan’s determination as evidence that the country was reforming after a decade of economic hardship and instability. Many of my Turkish friends spoke often of the 1990s as an era when the mafia held sway over both politics and the underworld. Augmenting this early introduction to Turkey’s mafia was the release of the country’s first made-for-TV mob drama, Valley of the Wolves. The show is not great. Yet its existence captured my imagination, especially as it aired in parallel with my beloved Sopranos. I could not help but find so much of the Bronx and America in Istanbul and Turkey. The similarities and differences, to my mind, begged investigation.

Wanting to know more, I ventured to the National Archives in College Park, Maryland; there I found a trove of American diplomatic and police reports. From this archival base I composed much of my second book, Heroin, Organised Crime and the Making of Modern Turkey. In time, I came to see a much bigger story about how mafias and their crimes shaped other countries across the world. Those revelations became the basis of this book. In my heart, however, it is an homage to my family and the place we called home for over a century.


	I. Castellano’s biographers, Joseph O’Brien and Andris Kurins, described the gangster as possessing ‘a strong Picasso nose’ that sat in the middle of a ‘massive head [that] hung slightly forward on his heavy neck, creating a buzzard-like effect’. See Joseph O’Brien and Andris Kurins, Boss of Bosses: The Fall of the Godfather: The FBI and Paul Castellano (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1991), p. 25.







INTRODUCTION ‘The true princes who govern us’

Stories about the making of The Godfather are now the stuff of popular lore. Before its release in 1972, gangster pictures, at least according to legendary movie producer Robert Evans, were passé. Attempts during the 1960s to recapture the genre’s earlier mystique offered few positive indicators. ‘Except for a B-picture or two,’ Evans wrote in his memoir, ‘every film about Sicilians and organised crime had one thing in common – red ink.’1 Mario Puzo’s novel, which sold nine million copies after its 1969 release, ultimately persuaded Evans and others at Paramount Pictures to believe that The Godfather might be different.

In selecting a young Francis Ford Coppola to direct, the studio aimed to give the film both a contemporary edge and a sense of authenticity. Coppola, for his part, wanted his movie to be something more than just a crime drama. ‘Coppola will make the picture on one condition,’ Evans was told: ‘that it’s not a film about organised crime but a family chronicle. A metaphor about capitalism.’ With the studio’s future at stake, Bob Evans wasn’t amused. ‘Fuck him and the horse he rode in on. Is he nuts?’2 The fights got worse once Coppola was formally announced as the film’s director. There were bitter arguments over casting, including the choice of the film’s leading man, Marlon Brando. Tensions between Coppola and the studio escalated as creative differences emerged over music and editing. In Hollywood, rumours held that the film was doomed after it failed to open as scheduled during Christmas 1971.

Of course, history unfolded differently. The Godfather dominated the American box office and earned ten nominations at the 1972 Academy Awards ceremony. Still more impressive is the immediate effect the movie had upon audiences worldwide. For at least one French reviewer, the film’s premise, more than its artistry, was what made The Godfather so evocative. Even though the word ‘mafia’ is never mentioned, the movie fulfilled the audience’s expectations of its ‘occult power’. ‘Consciously or not,’ he supposed, ‘people are inclined to believe that the true princes who govern us are hidden masters, all-powerful [but] anonymous.’ The belief that the audience was finally allowed entrance into a world long forbidden to them was what made The Godfather a hit.3

When Coppola took on The Godfather, he insisted the film had to be a period piece for it to be received as genuine. Yet for many cinemagoers in 1972, there was nothing historical about the gangsters portrayed on screen. For many Americans, the Mafia was a contemporary reality. With his election as president in 1968, Richard Nixon promised voters ‘a war on organized crime’, one that would target ‘narcotics peddlers’ responsible for corrupting ‘the lives of the children of this country’.4 Nixon was not the first American president to prioritise the fight against drugs. Every president dating back to Harry Truman had labelled the struggle against narcotics abuse and trafficking a national crisis.5 The growing visibility of the country’s heroin epidemic, as well as rising urban crime rates, appeared to warrant something akin to a declaration of war. For many Americans, gangsters had been fixtures of neighbourhood and city life for generations. Television news in the 1950s and ’60s had introduced many more Americans to real-life godfathers such as Vito Genovese or Carlos Marcello. Senate hearings and national scandals did much to sustain one of the film’s key premises: mob families lorded over a vast criminal underworld and exercised undue influence over American politics and the economy.

For the millions who went to see The Godfather outside the United States, the film was no less timely and relevant. A viewer in Tokyo or Rome could draw parallels between Coppola’s Corleone family and crime groups native to Japan and Italy. At the time of the film’s release, France was in its own crusade against the racketeers and drug traffickers associated with Marseille’s infamous crime bosses. In Turkey, the film resonated so strongly with moviegoers that locals adapted the Turkish translation for ‘godfather’ (baba) as the new collective name for gangsters living in Ankara and Istanbul.6 Over time, ‘godfather’ became shorthand for crime lords and sinister political bosses in countries worldwide. Yet it is also possible that the characters and culture represented in The Godfather were entirely alien to audiences outside the United States. In 1972, there was nothing comparable to the American Mafia in places such as Colombia, Nigeria or India. Though it was unlikely that many Chinese or Soviet citizens could even have seen the film after its initial global release, there were few godfathers in China or the Soviet Union that audiences could use as local points of reference.

In the decades that have followed, The Godfather has become even more relatable to audiences worldwide. Now, more than ever, there is nothing that appears exceptionally American about the background or motivations of the Corleone family. A powerful Russian vor or Mexican patrón could replace Michael Corleone in a more contemporary adaptation. A present-day Chinese triad or Jamaican posse could wield the influence of the Corleone criminal empire. The film’s implicit commentary on the nature of political power and business could be applied to real-life affairs in Eastern Europe or South America. Why has The Godfather become so adaptable? The film was prescient about forces reshaping the world in the late twentieth century, and even though it is a work of fiction, contemporary viewers continue to see it as a depiction of core truths about life today and in the past.

Coppola’s conceptual vision for The Godfather was not cut from whole cloth. Elements of the film’s critique of American politics, society and capitalism can be found in earlier classics, such as Scarface (1932) and The Public Enemy (1931). One may argue that its timely arrival to theatres, as well as its artistic brilliance, earned the film its place within modern consciousness. As a template for other treatments of organised crime, The Godfather and its sequels introduced tropes that are now critical to the perception of mafias across the globe. The conceit of many mafia films and television shows is the principle that the viewer is seeing either the past as it really was or the present as it genuinely is. A story set in the underworld reveals the true history of a city, country or nation – a history that is often suppressed or unacknowledged. To borrow the words of James Ellroy, the motivation behind many fictional accounts of organised crime is to demythologise the past. To dive meaningfully into the history of the mafia, any mafia, is to build a more authentic history of politics and society, one that spans what Ellroy calls ‘the gutter to the stars’.7

These sentiments are at the core of this book. What follows is not so much a strict history of mafias and mobsters; the intent is instead to explore the rise, consolidation and denouement of mafias on the global stage. As in The Godfather, the book draws upon the history of mafias and organised crime to tell a much larger, more complicated story. To understand where modern-day gangsters come from, and why they have assumed such global significance, is to delve into several critical, and generally familiar, historical tropes. The narrative ahead returns time and again to a basic question: how have mafias reflected or helped define the making of the modern world?

The historical evolution of modern-day mafias tells us a lot about the countries in which we find them. To piece together the history of the Camorra or the tongs or to lay out the biography of Escobar or Capone, requires an appreciation of the places and eras that produced them. In principle, mafias teach us a lot about the ever-growing power of states. Governments, after all, are the fundamental agents that define what is a crime and who is a criminal. Those who enforce the law, more than gangsters themselves, are typically the ones who identify and explain the significance of a gang or thug who comes into view. Above all, the history of mafias tells us a great deal about the physical limits of state power. Every state today, and all the great empires of the past, have been tormented by organised crime (or something analogous to it). Even with all the benefits of modern technology and law enforcement know-how, no present-day state has found a way to immunise itself from the dangers of mafias. More often than not, history suggests that mafias play notable roles in the making of governments, economies and epochs. Michael Corleone’s rebuke of Senator Geary holds true. Mafiosi, politicians and industry executives are often expressions of the same hypocrisy.

The more one looks critically at the history of gangsters and their trades, the more one must also contend with the extent to which they are the product of popular and elite imagination and paranoia. Mobsters, to varying degrees, are boogiemen. They embody many of the worst fears of a society. We almost always imagine them as rough men from the lower ranks of society. They often appear to us as outsiders, most likely immigrants, minorities or both. Their trades, such as prostitution and drug trafficking, are often conceived to be dangerous in moral and physical terms. Popular culture has exploited the social anxieties that undergird how most people perceive mafias. Without fictional characters such as Scarface, Michael Corleone and Tony Soprano, gangsters would possess far less political significance than they do in the world today.

The United States, of course, plays an important role within the broader global history of organised crime. American movies and television shows, as well as actual American gangsters, have contributed mightily to how many around the world think about and see mafias closer to home. The influence of the United States is not limited to the legacies of Capone and his Hollywood equivalents. An American first coined the phrase ‘organised crime’. American reformers, diplomats and academics have long been at the forefront in raising awareness of organised crime on the global stage. American law enforcement agents have led the way in introducing many of the strategies that have defined local and transnational campaigns against mafias. Understanding criminal syndicates in this regard demands greater appreciation of the rise of the United States as a world hegemon.

A global history of mafias cannot be about politics solely. Mafias often constitute an economic construct, and membership, particularly in the contemporary world, is a form of employment. The most lucrative criminal trades tend to concern the buying or selling of commodities and services. To understand something about the making of specific mafias or mobsters is to explore the economic development of their preferred trades. With the passage of time, it is necessary to look at the power dynamics that have governed the global marketplace. Whether one talks of the trade in terms of narcotics, weapons or people, one must confront the centrality of European and American commercial interests around the globe. Westerners have long been the most active traders and consumers of certain illicit goods. The laws and prohibitions around these goods and services have largely been the product of Western diplomacy and power politics.



The word ‘mafia’ is often used permissively. In English, it passes as shorthand for groups involved with organised crime. Mafia, however, is a term imbued with gravitas. Mafias do not come and go; they persevere or grow despite the passage of time or changes in leadership; they possess a culture, history or pedigree that adds to their status; their mythos overshadows the exploits or dangers of the common criminal. Policy experts and scholars tend to favour a host of other terms to describe the existence or nature of enduring gangs and criminal conspiracies (be it ‘organised crime groups’, ‘transnational organised crime groups’ and so forth). Academic debates over nomenclature often tend to avoid a critical question: how did the word ‘mafia’ enter the lexicon? Why is it that states and societies came to perceive the presence of local mafias in their own midst?

A coherent series of events may help provide an answer to these questions. The word ‘mafia’ has an Italian root. Yet it required outsiders, particularly Americans, to give it its modern meaning and endow it with global significance. Sensational revelations in the United States during the 1960s appeared to confirm the existence of invisible empires that ruled underworlds at home and beyond. Filmmakers and journalists devoured these admissions and made them the basis of movies and exposés consumed by tens of millions. Thereafter, mafias were not just a source of frontpage news and popular entertainment; they became integral to how people see their past, present and future.





PART I GENESIS

Mafias are not ancient. The name and concept originates no earlier than the early 1800s. Nevertheless, to begin this history then would be wrong. Present-day mobsters and mafias may best be described as late descendants of bandits and brigands. Banditry is an ancient form of organised crime, where the criminal action seldom outlasts the life of the proponent. To be considered a bandit or brigand, one only need to commit acts of robbery (the most likely target being a traveller or someone from out of town). Though seemingly less sophisticated, bandits share similarities with their more modern counterparts. Both mafias and brigands terrorised the weak and powerful in great states and petty kingdoms. Yet they have done more than inspire fear. Both, at times, have been seen as avatars for peoples, regions and nations. Their legacies often invoke a certain amount of romance or nostalgia. They are both, in many ways, the quintessential anti-hero.

Groups such as La Cosa Nostra or the yakuza did not spring from the earth. Like bandits before them, mafiosi are born into worlds shaped by the states that govern them. The laws that brigands and mobsters defy are the product of the regimes, norms and economies that envelope them. How successful or endemic bandit gangs and mafias are tells us a lot about the weaknesses or limits of their native states and governments.

There is a critical point of rupture in this story. There came a time in world history when bandits, as a global phenomenon, began to die away around much of the globe. Why this is the case is the combination of several factors, the most important being the advent of industrialisation. As industrialised forms of work and consumption took hold, states grew stronger. As cities became the focal point of rapidly diversifying economies, landscapes became more urbanised. Many of the world’s governments vanquished banditry on the back of these changes. This was one factor that gave states the confidence to pass stricter laws, which they believed to be more closely aligned with modern social mores. Following their victory over banditry, states imposed more rigorous penalties and regulations upon those who gambled, sold sex or dealt in intoxicants. Those who defied these laws most often did so as members of groups and gangs. As the twentieth century dawned, it appeared even more the case that organised crime was the province of a specific class of criminal. In due course, in various parts of the globe, such criminals typically came to be seen as members of the mafia.





1 The Long Scourge: Banditry and the Pre-History of Mafias

Lord Byron had yet to find poetic fame when he arrived in the mountains of northern Greece. A search for inspiration and adventure had moved him, in 1809, to take his ‘grand tour’ of Europe’s east. The fruit born from this trip to the Ottoman Empire’s Balkan provinces was his epic poem, ‘Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage’, the first of his many contributions to the Romantic movement. Among the central characters of this work is Ali Pasha of Ioannina, an Ottoman governor who reigned over much of the southern Balkans. In the poem, Byron presents Ali as a metaphor for what he experienced during his journey through Greece’s highlands. Ali, as he described him, was ‘a man of war and woes’. Though he never reveals what made Ioannina’s governor so rugged or worn, Byron upholds Ali as the epitome of the Balkans, a place with all the allure and cruelties of the ancient Orient.

Byron’s travelling companion, Lord Broughton (aka John Hobhouse), was less artful in relating his memory of their visit. According to his account of the trip, Ali was simply ‘indistinguishable from the shabby-looking Albanian guards that surrounded him’.1 Though he prided himself as a man with a noble pedigree, there was something that appeared common and crude about the pasha. Ali, as Lord Broughton understood it, began his career as a ‘freebooter’ at the head of a large gang. Banditry was a profession that ran in the family, one plied by his father and grandfather before him. His reputation for sadism was part of local lore. After clashing with an opposing village, Ali invited a local elder to his home for a parley. The meeting purportedly ended with the man’s corpse roasting on a spit. Through wily navigation of local politics, coupled with his willingness to marshal troops for the sultan in Istanbul, Ali Pasha had become a ranking lord of the Ottoman Empire by the time Byron arrived at his court. At the height of his power, Ali Pasha ruled his fiefdom as a state within a state, with his influence stretching through much of the western Balkans. Amid the Napoleonic Wars of the early 1800s, both France and Britain courted him as an ally.2

Unsophisticated and rapacious though he may have appeared, Ali fancied himself a state-builder and patron of commerce and learning. It was possible that the ‘Lion of Ioannina’ could have founded a kingdom of his own in what is today Albania and Greece. His overthrow and execution in 1822 ended this dream. Other Ottoman aspirants succeeded where Ali failed. At the time of Ali’s reign over Ioannina, another Albanian from northern Greece, Mohammed Ali, installed himself as governor of Egypt after a series of extraordinary, bloody events. Like Ali Pasha, Mohammed’s good fortune was indebted to the loyalty and service of hundreds of cutthroats and former bandits who followed him to Egypt. Unlike the former ‘Lion of Ioannina’, Mohammed Ali managed to secure Egypt’s governorship as a hereditary title. Both he and his heirs came to be seen as the seminal rulers and reformers of the modern state of Egypt. The last of his line, King Faruk, abandoned the throne in 1952 after a military coup that gave way to the dictatorship of Gamal Abdel Nasser.

Ali Pasha’s story is not atypical from the perspective of history. His path represents a common arc for those who excelled at murder, theft and extortion. Yet his life provides several useful points of reference in confronting the subject of banditry in world history. Ali’s tour de force illustrates the way many young states are formed. He first gathered local authority as a brigand. For European observers such as Lord Broughton, Ali’s good fortune was symptomatic of the corruption and decay of the late Ottoman Empire. But one could be more charitable towards Ali and his ambitions as a state builder. Promises of plunder aided in the construction and growth of Charlemagne’s empire in the latter part of eighth-century Western and Central Europe,3 and the avarice of Hernán Cortés and his men was a seminal force in laying the foundation of the colony of New Spain in the early sixteenth century, yet neither Charles the Great not Cortés are typically called bandits.4

Reverence for the founders of Mexico or the Holy Roman Empire is not a testament to the adage of ‘might makes right’. The uncomfortable origins of many states speak to what sociologist Charles Tilly has euphemistically characterised as the ‘organised crimes’ of state-making and war-making. Young states are often born resembling a ‘protection racket’. Demands for taxes, tribute or spoils are among the essential features of a proclaimed state. Fear, more often than not, compels those conquered to accede to these demands. Driving this fear are often explicit and implicit threats of violence. Mobilisation for war is an equal part of this foundational relationship between the government and the governed. It is the threat of harm (be it from outside enemies or from the government itself) that often compels people to fight on behalf of their lord and state. How then, Tilly asks, do the subjects or citizens come to see this kind of relationship as valid? What endows a Cortés, or even an Ali Pasha, with the legitimacy to rule and extract wealth from their people? What sets Cortés or Ali apart from base thieves and brigands? Successful rulers and states, Tilly explains, tend to purvey ‘violence on a larger scale, more effectively, more efficiently, with wider assent from their subject populations’.5 Extended periods of time tend to solidify the durability, and the legitimacy, of this relationship between ruler and ruled.

It is hard to say when banditry, as a crime and as a trade, was born. What is clear is that classical states and societies grappled with what separated theft or extortion from otherwise ‘legitimate’ appropriation of wealth by the politically powerful. Poetry and other writings from ancient Greece regularly engage with the prickly issues of power and force in the relationship between landed elites and those who laboured beneath them. A principled aristocrat, some argued, should not resort to violence in growing wealthy. Nor was it right for landowners to abuse tenants who rendered a share of their crops as payment. Nevertheless, powerful individuals did often rob to get rich and exploit the weak for their own material gain. Such unrestrained exercises of force frequently led to disorder and rebellion in Greek society.6 Violence in the pursuit of wealth and power was not just a moral issue; the wanton use of violence by rapacious elites jeopardised a state’s survival.

These ancient Greek sources were not specifically speaking of kleptes or bandits. A klept was a character of low repute. Nevertheless, both the Greeks and Romans understood that the specific crime of brigandage undermined the state’s political legitimacy. Latrones, or Roman bandits, represented a unique class of criminal, one distinct from those who generally stole from others. Under Roman law, what made them unique was ‘their use of weapons (vis armata), their forming of bands (factiones, homines armati coactive), and their aim of plunder (spoliare) with malice aforethought (dolus malus)’.7 Why the Romans made such a key distinction between banditry and other forms of theft may relate to the political implications of the crime. The conceit of government lies in the principle that only sovereign rulers may apply the threat of violence in extracting wealth from their peoples. By banding together and seizing property under the threat of harm, a clutch of bandits represented something akin to an army, a force that challenged the state’s monopolisation of violence. Bandits upset the natural order of politics and their presence may highlight the corruption or incompetence of governing regimes. Many Romans drew this lesson from the legend of Bulla Felix, a brigand chieftain active in central Italy during in the early 200s. Like the Robin Hood myth of a different era, Felix purportedly possessed noble intentions in leading his 600-strong band of thieves. His looting at the expense of the rich, as well as his flagrant disregard for the state, endeared him to critics of the reigning emperor and the Roman system. When asked why Bulla had chosen to become a bandit, his reply to his praetorian accuser was simple. ‘Why,’ Bulla countered, ‘are you a prefect?’8

Bulla Felix’s retort underscored an anxiety many great lords of history would have understood. Prefects, vassals and satraps often behaved like bandits. Yet rulers of various types relied upon such men to govern in their name. Marshalling soldiers and materiel for war, as well as the maintenance of something like order, was often not possible without them. A retainer’s authority, however, often became a licence to exploit the weak.

But Felix’s point could be construed in an even more nuanced way. It was not simply that provincial governors or estate holders often stole from local communities at a whim. The nature of political systems appeared compromised or prone to violence and expropriation. Throughout the world, rulers found themselves defending their regimes from charges that they, as a collective, were nothing more than bandits. In medieval Japan, peasants, magnates and religious leaders lobbied the shogun to fight against ‘evil bands’, or akutō, responsible for acts of carnage and theft. But according to one recent study, petitioners often used the term akutō as a vague pseudonym for various kinds of conflicts between elites and communities over agricultural rights, taxes or power.9 ‘Evil bands’, in a way of speaking, could refer to genuine brigands as well as characters associated with the political system itself.

History is rife with cases where brigands lorded over large swaths of land and people at a government’s expense. Depending upon the time and place in history, states had to deal with enormous bandit gangs. At the turn of the eighteenth century, a rogue named Louis Dominique Cartouche claimed leadership over an immense body of thieves that pillaged farms and interdicted traffic outside of Paris. Over the course of a seven-year period, French courts tried Cartouche alongside 742 accomplices for various crimes.10 For French kings, gangs of this size were a rarity. In other parts of the world, it was not uncommon for significant portions of the countryside to fall under the rule of violent bands that numbered in the hundreds or thousands. Eliminating such brazen demonstrations of lawlessness, particularly before the modern era, often proved costly or perhaps fruitless. The likelihood of failure led states to ignore or put off their suppression. In many cases, regimes sought compromises to mitigate the threat they posed to public order. The kingdom of Hessen in early modern Germany was the site of one particularly curious arrangement. There, local authorities sanctioned the creation of ‘crook villages’ comprised of resettled criminals, transients and other undesirables. Though the residents of the villages vowed to abide by the law, they grew notorious for larceny under the complicity of provincial officials. Their concentration in one location, it seems, at least limited the scope of their crimes.11

To try and not succeed could empower an outlaw leader, leading local populations to look leerily at the state’s legitimate rulers. One alternative to punitive action was to co-opt bandits and incorporate them into the works of the regime. Sultan Abdülhamid I of the Ottoman Empire pursued this tactic in awarding Ali Pasha his local governorship. While constituting an admission of state weakness, the recruitment of a rogue such as the Lion of Ioannina afforded potentially mutual benefits. Ali’s acceptance of an official rank came with the promise of submission and fidelity to the state. With that title in hand, Ali could continue to wield local authority without fear of official reprisal. A hard character such as Ali could conceivably govern as competently, if not better than, other imperial appointees. Colonial and post-independence Latin America is rife with instances where states and elites wilfully inducted bandits into the ranks of the powerful. The archetypal caudillo, or provincial strongman, was often associated with one-time bandits as well army officers and aristocrats. Far less successful bandits, for example in Mexico, could theoretically look forward to obtaining employment in the police or as frontier guards if they gave up a life of crime. Their reliability as state officials, of course, was another matter.12



Granting bandits concessions, let alone incorporating them into the workings of government, is a testament to the basic limits of statecraft. Until relatively recently, states were comparatively simple organisms. Bureaucracy, in the modern sense of the term, was absent or rudimentary even among the most powerful empires of history. Rule tended to be personalised, as opposed to being institutional or corporate, and those who held power, regardless of their station, typically possessed no specialised education that prepared them to govern. The levers of government, for most of history, were also basic and blunt. Reigning over a district beset by bandits may have entailed nothing more than indiscriminate punitive actions such as mass burnings and public executions. In the absence of modern technology, long distances slowed the spread of news and prevented governments from responding swiftly or decisively. Before the dawn of global capitalism, money and credit were regularly in tight supply. Few states possessed the financial or human resources essential for maintaining regular, efficient institutions; schools, hospitals and prisons were scarce. Even the building or expansion of roads took money that was not always readily available. The weak nature of states contributed to the proliferation of bandits for most of recorded civilised history.

The historical struggle between bandits and early states offers us a series of signposts with which one can better comprehend the origins and significance of modern mafias. Contemporary criminal syndicates, like bandits in the past, represent something more than threats to public order and safety. In their actions and by their nature, they constitute a challenge to the legitimacy of states and regimes. Among the telltale signs of a modern-day ‘failed state’ is the presumption that cartels or gangs hold authority.

Banditry’s long historical arc also reveals the fine line that may separate those who hold power legitimately from those who appear to be out-and-out rogues. History is replete with tyrants and lords who behaved like brigands. Among the things historians have come to appreciate in more recent years is the degree to which de jure bandits contributed to the making of states in history. Banditry, in many cases, served as a means of upward mobility for those with political aspirations. Rulers also saw utility in recruiting brigands into their service. At a time when the bar for state service was low, there was no reason why a brigand such as Ali Pasha couldn’t be as effective in governing as anyone else. Indeed, having the likes of an Ali Pasha on the government’s side was better than gambling that he could somehow be defeated or crushed.



BETWEEN WEALTH AND THE WEAK: THE ECONOMY AND CULTURE OF BANDITRY

Tepelenë, the town of Ali Pasha’s birth, resides in the midst of hard country. Located in what is today southern Albania, the landscape is riven with high mountains and deep ravines, making it ill-suited for intensive farming. During Ali’s youth, there were few passable roads. Chronic outbreaks of disease, such as malaria, were common. Its physical proximity to Gjirokastër, the provincial capital, did little to compensate for the lack of economic opportunity in the region. Tepelenë’s hard-scrabble fortune was typical of many places inhabited by Albanians in the late eighteenth century. The wars of this period added even greater pressure on similar mountain communities. In addition to the burden of military service, the state’s requisitioning of food and higher taxes compounded the poverty and instability. Many Albanians from the western Balkans left their homes looking for work and a better life. Year after year, thousands migrated south and east where they found seasonal employment. Contemporary place names in Turkey, such as Arnavutköy, as well as surnames in Syria and Egypt, such as al-Arna’ut (the Albanian), reflect this historic diaspora.

Albanian migrants were not a welcome sight for residents in many Ottoman towns. The presence of large numbers of destitute, homeless men compelled local authorities to ban Albanians from settling in several cities (including Istanbul). In the countryside, large numbers of Albanians resorted to banditry to compensate for the lack of opportunity, and travel through much of the Balkans was precarious through the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries due to the activities of brigands. The repute earned by Albanians during this period tarred their reputation among large numbers of Ottoman citizens. The effect these trends had upon popular consciousness is evident from scenes found in the shadow puppet plays of Karagöz. A common stock character in the Karagöz adventure stories is ‘the Albanian’, a man who is typically rough, prone to anger and violent.13

The plight of Ali Pasha’s native land is typical of the places associated with banditry’s evolution in world history. Brigandage is fundamentally a rural profession, particularly in places afflicted with chronic levels of poverty. Many of these same areas also tended to be geographically remote or seasonably inaccessible. For states the world over, areas known for their dense forests, high mountains or rugged terrain were often infested with bandits. It was possible, however, for territories known for prosperity and peace to fall victim to brigandage. War, famine, mass migration and economic collapse drove otherwise prosperous individuals and communities to resort to violence and theft. Whether in times of conflict or peace, a central factor in the propagation of banditry was of the lack of sustained government presence. In Ali Pasha’s native Albania, few residents outside major towns would have seen any physical trace of the Ottoman imperial administration. Law and order, as defined by Istanbul, was an intermittent feature of daily life in southern Albania well into the twentieth century. Similar travails plagued various portions of imperial China despite its historical wealth, might and sophistication. During a relatively affluent period in the sixteenth century, Beijing struggled mightily to halt bandit attacks within proximity of the capital. Among the factors responsible for this trend was the impoverishment of local soldiers, who supplemented their income with brigandage, as well as the region’s marshy terrain, which gave shelter to criminals fleeing the law.14

Many of the dynamics that gave rise to banditry on land – poverty and desperation, as well as war and economic uncertainty – also led to the proliferation of pirates on the high seas. Geography, however, figured into piracy’s evolution in more discrete ways. Pirates relied upon bays and waterways that were far from centres of power for protection. Physical choke points, such as narrow seas and straits, proved attractive locales for corsairs and raiders. The combination of these factors led to entrenched patterns of piracy. For example, Japan’s proximity to lucrative sea-lanes, as well as endemic droughts and economic hardship, contributed to the proliferation of wokou pirates during the sixteenth century.15 Other pirates displayed far greater mobility and range than bandits. Captain William Kidd’s career as a privateer and cutthroat in the seventeenth century took him from the Caribbean and the North Atlantic to the shores off Surat in southern India.16 For even the most powerful states in early modern history, combatting such arrant activity across the open ocean posed a challenge. The financial and physical difficulties that came with stopping piracy inspired many states to seek their co-operation. As with banditry, employing pirates brought benefits beyond reducing the threat they posed to commerce, property and public safety. Recruiting privateers such as Kidd also allowed states to avoid the fiscal burden that came with building and maintaining a navy.



Residing somewhere on the margins of the social and economic history of banditry are nomads. Migratory peoples, as a whole, bear no resemblance to bandits or pirates. To move from place to place is not so much a conscious choice of profession as it is a societal state of being. Yet one of the core attributes of many nomadic societies is raiding. Plundering other settled and nomadic communities fulfilled multiple needs for migratory groups. Augmenting the size of animal flocks, or even the population of the nomadic community itself, often came from kidnapping. Raids also inflated the status of individuals and groups within certain migratory communities. Townspeople and farmers naturally possessed little empathy with raiding nomads. This inherent antagonism extended towards both nomads who resided within the borders of both established empires and those who marauded on the frontier. As late as the twentieth century, several major states, such as China, Iran, Russia, British India and the United States, worked to bring predatory nomadic groups under their control. Like the case of banditry and piracy, reining in migratory bands of Bedouin, Comanche and Nogay tested the efficacy and capacity of governments. In addition to their fluid patterns of movement, nomadic groups tended to reside in areas far from centres of power and in locations that facilitated their evasion (such as deserts and steppe). The historical record often conflated nomads with brigandage and barbarism. The ‘bandit Apache’, as one Arizona historian put it in 1916, possessed no land or property to fight for save for the ‘rugged hills’ and ‘his share of deer and rabbits’. What drove the Apache to take up arms was ‘the loss of supremacy – the right of the red man to do as he chose, at the expense of his weaker or richer red brothers’.17

Such observations reflect how many in the past equated banditry with the character or culture of certain peoples or communities. From the perspective of governments and citizens alike, indifferent economic or social factors were not always enough to explain why someone became a highwayman or brigand. Banditry’s prevalence among a group was enough to associate an entire people with criminal proclivities. Historical observers construed Albanians, Chechens, Mongols, Corsicans, Circassians and Yaqui as cast from a similarly defective mould. The development of biases does not seem to stem purely from perceptions about the essential nature of a group’s culture. Instead, as with the case of the Albanians in the Ottoman Empire, the connections drawn between crime and regional or ethnic identity may have been a product of government thinking. To identify and stop the spread of banditry, state administrators resorted to makeshift, coarse policies. Targeting groups associated with crime was often seen as the only effective course of action. Associating Albanians and others with banditry often left a lasting stigma.

These historic links between specific groups and banditry invoke an exceedingly sensitive question for scholars today: can it be possible that banditry, or ‘criminal’ behaviour more generally, was or is a facet of a group’s culture? Scholars tend to differ on this issue. Some sociologists and anthropologists have broached these links in proposing the existence of certain ‘honour culture’ societies. Such cultures permeate certain places in the world, such as in the lands encompassing the Mediterranean. In these locales, residents tend to construe acts of violence and theft as masculine behaviour. The notion of honour reflects a person’s successful ‘control over resources by means of physical force’.18 Why such cultures exist in some places as opposed to others is a matter of dispute. Scholars tend to link honour cultures to the historic absence of stable, legitimate states capable of exercising the unquestioned use of force. In these environments, banditry takes on more noble or legitimate contours. Locals may admire someone who robs, intimidates and kills because they make themselves ‘respectable’.19

There are risks in believing local cultural traits help determine banditry’s prevalence within certain areas. One cautionary lesson can be found in south Asia. In the early nineteenth century, British imperial officers and adventurers published lurid accounts of their encounters with what they perceived to be a vast, indigenous criminal conspiracy. Indians themselves termed the phenomenon as thuggee. Thuggee, from which the term ‘thug’ is derived, constituted a loose association of gangs who strangled and robbed hapless travellers. What appeared to bind many of the ‘stranglers’ together was their collective devotion to their patron goddess, Kali. Though thuggee gangs appeared to have comprised both Muslims and Hindus, the cult had passed from generation to generation. The lurid nature of their killings and rituals underscored what appeared to many to be the primitive nature of Indian culture. Hindus, The Times declared in 1838, were ‘the only people amongst whom a sect has been found who seriously believed that they were pleasing and propitiating Heaven by murdering their fellow-citizens, and appropriating the plunder to their own use’.20 The seriousness of the problem compelled British Indian officials to engage in a campaign to combat thuggee throughout the subcontinent. More contemporary scholars have cast doubt on the existence of a criminal cult devoted to Kali. Rather than a genuine cultural phenomenon, critics have argued that thuggee was more likely the product of British prejudice, false reporting and a general misunderstanding of south Asian society. Other scholars are not so sure. A survey of archival records from periods predating the arrival of the British suggest that thugs may indeed have existed for some time. Either way, colonial officials saw thuggee as confirmation of Britain’s modus vivendi in India. For administrators in London and Delhi, to rule the subcontinent was to civilise it. Thuggee was one of many practices, such as infanticide and suttee (widow burning), that had to end for India to be ruled and reformed.21

Whatever the case, cultural bias and politics continued to influence India’s relationship with banditry well after thuggee was declared extinct in the mid-nineteenth century. Officials in Delhi today still speak of the existence of people belonging to ‘Other Backward Classes’ or OBCs. As groups found towards the bottom of India’s caste system, OBCs tended to be associated with what the British colonial government once referred to as ‘criminal tribes’. Under British imperial rule, ‘criminal tribes’ faced draconian restrictions on their movements and activities. Elements of this colonial administration remained in force in India despite the country’s independence in 1947.

Historians have tended to look at the issue of banditry’s relationship with culture in a different way. What has intrigued historians the most about brigandage is what it reveals about the development of class and social consciousness. In 1959, Eric Hobsbawm published his influential work Primitive Rebels: Studies in Archaic Forms of Social Movements in the 19th and 20th Centuries. As a Marxist scholar who had first dedicated himself to the study of labour activism and social reform, Hobsbawm took up the subject of banditry as a potential window into the politics of the European underclasses. Brigandage, he proposed, at times represented a mode of rebellion against those who exploited the peasantry and urban poor. These ‘social bandits’, as he called them, were primitive expressions of discontent and mobilisation aimed at exacting vengeance on landowners, tax collectors and others who gained wealth and power over them. The earliest iterations of the Mafia of Sicily, he assumed, emerged from these same impulses. Even though its first leaders were drawn from the elite, the Mafia usurped many of the elite’s prerogatives in ways that favoured peasants and workers. It was, in Hobsbawm’s estimation, ‘a parallel system’ of governance ‘that grew out of the needs of all rural classes’. This system, it seemed, was preferable to what the government in Rome had to offer in the nineteenth century. ‘For the weak – the peasants and the miners – it provided at least some guarantee that obligations between them would be kept, some guarantee that the usual degree of oppression would not be habitually exceeded; it was the terror which mitigated traditional tyrannies.’22

Subsequent iterations of Primitive Rebels excluded discussion of the Mafia as an example of Hobsbawm’s thesis. This revision aside, the book remains a cornerstone. For decades now, scholars have built upon the supposition that social bandits offer insights into the struggles and aspirations of the weak and the poor in history. Hobsbawm’s work energised debate within the study of the Balkans over the historical relevance of the legendary hajduks, or mountain bandits, of early modern Bosnia, Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria. Social banditry as a supposed global phenomenon gave comfort to those who argued that hajduks represented the will of peasants to be free from Ottoman rule. Such a contention is not without its detractors. There are broad disagreements over whether peasant bandits possessed political motives besides a disdain for landlords or provincial governors. It is doubtful that hajduks consciously fought for nationalist causes.23 Nevertheless, the myth of the nationalist hajduk has inspired more recent waves of activism and militancy. The infamous Serb paramilitary leader and crime boss, Arkan, claimed that he was carrying on the hajduk tradition during his murderous campaigns waged during the Yugoslav Civil War.24 Suspicions that the social bandit is more myth than legend has spawned broader revisions with respect to the social relevance of banditry. Rather than an archaic form of peasant resistance, more recent scholarship has tended to emphasise the roles of elites in either supporting or perpetrating acts of brigandage.

A prime example of this paradox can be found in the myths and realities surrounding the figure of Jesse James. As the leader of the dreaded James-Younger Gang, which terrorised the American Midwest for much of the 1870s, James assumed folk hero status. Newspapers from the time popularised the gang’s brazen murders and bank heists as acts of revenge against those who sought to swindle the common man. Jesse’s brother, Frank, declared that if America ever fought a second Civil War, it would be one between ‘capital and labor’ or ‘greed and manhood’.25 A closer look at his life does not reveal Jesse James to be much of social bandit. As the son of prominent slaveholding family from central Missouri, James was a virulent white supremacist and supporter of Southern succession. During the Civil War he served as a Confederate guerrilla under the command of infamous leaders William Quantrill and ‘Bloody Bill’ Anderson. James viewed his post-war reign of terror as a continuation of the Civil War itself. Due to the support of sympathetic journalists, politicians and commentators in Missouri, the James-Younger gang assumed its contemporary mythos. Though the press convinced many to see him as a folk hero, James fancied himself as a man principally dedicated to resurrecting the old political order, the Confederacy and the Southern ‘way of life’.26

That Jesse James’s exploits remain the stuff of legend is testament to the romantic power of literature, film and song. Bandit tales are adventure stories, but they are also often metaphoric in their construction. This served as the basis for Hobsbawm’s insights into banditry’s historical resonance. Whether they tell of the deeds of Jesse James, Mexico’s Malverde, Brazil’s Lampião or China’s Bai Lang, art that glorifies bandits tells us something of the people who compose it or embrace it. Ballads and folk yarns about highwaymen, hajduks and other ‘noble robbers’ point to popular and genuine yearnings for power and justice. The appeal of the bandit stems from his (or her) ability to smite those who rule at the expense of the weak.

Robin Hood epitomises this sort of outlaw, despite the fact that no one with that name ever lived. The first known reference to Robin Hood is in ballads dated to 1377.27 One of the earliest stories, A Gest of Robyn Hood, emphasises that he was a robber and thief prone to violence (on more than one occasion, Robin beheads or mutilates his victims). Though his thievery served to punish the wicked, it is far less clear whether he stole or killed for the benefit of the poor. His generosity among the downtrodden was likely meant to imply his commitment to ‘Christian charity rather than any conceived social policy’.28 Nothing in these early ballads suggests that his life and exploits were meant to be seen as an indictment of a corrupt or illegitimate state.

The earliest tales of Robin Hood were also generally ambivalent to matters of class and status. Robin, in these first adventures, is a free-born yeoman and therefore someone comfortable around people of higher status. His persona did not assume more subversive implications until centuries after his conception. In sixteenth-century Britain, popular May Day celebrations included performances of plays and other rituals that celebrated Robin Hood as a champion of the common people. The pageantry and stories associated with these local festivals, one nobleman complained to the king, not only led to ‘lewdness and ribaldry’, but also taught disobedience to the crown and for the law.29 Yet by the reign of the Tudors, elite audiences also took greater interest in Robin Hood. Writers and playwrights increasingly reimagined him as a lord who embodied the virtues of chivalry and loyalty. Like King Arthur, Robin Hood came to be seen as an unmistakable representation of historic England and the English nation. Walter Scott’s Ivanhoe reintroduced him to British readers in the nineteenth century. Scott’s Robin Hood became Robin of Locksley, a nobleman and kind-hearted rebel who had fought in the Crusades alongside Richard the Lionheart. These and other embellishments upon the Robin Hood myth transformed him into a humble patriot who defied the tyranny of Prince John and the oppressive Normans in the name of England’s Anglo-Saxons.

Robin’s lasting artistic influence, as well as his applicability across different cultures, is indicative of the evocative nature of the outlaw. It may not matter that Robin Hood did not always rob the rich and give to the poor; in the long run, the character proved supple enough for audiences to embrace him in contrary ways. Be it in the Gest of Robyn Hood or Kevin Costner’s Prince of Thieves, a Robin Hood may be powerful or oppressed, dashing or crass, terrifying or lovable, loyal or rebellious, vengeful or gracious, generous or indifferent. Though defiant of authority, Robin Hood almost always appears to represent the common folk. This kind of bandit, like the gangster or mafiosi of popular media today, is the everyman.




‘BURIED UNDER ACRES OF MORTAR AND BRICK’: BANDITRY’S LONG ROAD TO EXTINCTION

On the morning of Ned Kelly’s hanging, 11 November 1880, a crowd of 5,000 formed outside Melbourne’s Old Gaol. Among the mix of curious onlookers were relatives and well-wishers. Kelly’s notoriety was what drew such a large crowd. Over the previous years, his exploits as a bank robber and murderer had become a regular feature of Australia’s daily newspapers. His final showdown with the authorities, during which he wore an elaborate suit of armour, sealed his place in the colony’s popular consciousness. Kelly, from the perspective of the press at least, was no hero. He had killed three policemen while his gang terrorised the interior of rural Victoria. His transformation into a popular icon, however, was already in the making. ‘We hear people talking of the poor Kellys,’ one journalist noted, ‘recounting in glowing terms their now famous raid upon Euroa; extolling their cleverness on evading capture, and holding them up as men to be admired rather than reprobated.’30 Despite fears of a riot that morning, the men and women who assembled before the jail melted away as news of his death seeped through the crowd.

A good amount of nostalgia is responsible for Ned Kelly’s metamorphosis into Australia’s Robin Hood. He and his brother were born of immigrants from Ireland. Like tens of thousands of others, his father Red came as a convict deported by the British crown. The romance that colours how many Australians perceive him, however, is only partially rooted in his defiance of the police and the British imperial government. His connection to the countryside and to a more bucolic time in the country’s past plays some role as well. In the century that preceded Kelly’s dramatic rise to prominence, the Outback had been a refuge for escaped prisoners and outlaws fleeing the penal settlements along the coasts. Bushrangers epitomised those who embraced and thrived in Australia’s rough wilderness. By the time of Kelly’s hanging, his native Victoria, including its inland districts, had changed. A gold rush in the 1850s brought an onslaught of settlers and investors to the colony. By 1880, ‘Marvelous Melbourne’ had grown into a city with a half a million residents.31 Together with other booming centres like Sydney, the colonies of Australia had assumed more affluent and cosmopolitan attributes. The economy continued to diversify and expand, bringing in more immigrants from both Europe and Asia. City life, with all of its economic, social and cultural trappings, increasingly defined day-to-day tastes and routines. Politics, too, was becoming more democratic and urbane. By the time Victoria joined the continent’s other five colonies in creating a united federation, women had attained the right to vote in several parts of the country. As the twentieth century beckoned, Australia was no longer a distant repository for Great Britain’s convicts and outcasts. It was evolving into a sophisticated state and an increasingly self-confident and self-aware nation.

Ned Kelly’s demise speaks to a quandary: why does brigandage begin to disappear throughout much of the world by the twentieth century? To date, no scholar has proven precisely when, how or why banditry went into decline or vanished. Nevertheless, to talk of banditry as an ongoing phenomenon in the twenty-first century is moot. The major newspapers of the Western world do not lament brigandage as a social or political strain. It is even harder to find modern prominent officials or parties campaigning to end brigandage. A bandit now seems like a profession reserved for a wilder, more backward place and time. Why?

Banditry’s end is symptomatic of states that developed robust systems of administration and commerce. Steady shifts in the world economy have led to the modern states we know today. The beginning of the colonisation of the Americas in the late 1400s, coupled with increased patterns of trade across the Indian and Atlantic Oceans, prompted dramatic changes in the daily lives and habits of people all over the world. People soon ate better due in large measure to crops imported from the Americas. The increased availability of New World commodities augmented improvements in agricultural practices by the sixteenth century. Meanwhile, silver mined in the Americas inundated trade networks and marketplaces throughout the globe, leading to increased amounts of liquidity and spending. Intensifying patterns of commerce and production enhanced the numbers and the fortunes of urban merchants, bankers and professionals. All of this led to more efficient and lucrative economies. While states in Western Europe benefitted the most from this revolution in commerce and finance, state treasuries everywhere soon reaped increasing windfalls from the rise of trade after the 1500s. Through the imposition of new port duties and other commercial taxes, governments around the world looked upon trade as a more reliable and lucrative source of revenue. With the aid of new-found fiscal reservoirs, states could do more than build larger palaces and finance more protracted wars. The onset of this commercial revolution permitted rulers and attendants greater latitude to assert their power over those they governed and to create more rigorous forms of administration.

As agricultural yields and mortality rates improved, rural populations expanded. While trade may have enriched merchants and professionals living in town, unemployment and landlessness increased in the countryside. Desperation compelled untold millions to migrate to market towns and ports between the fifteenth and twentieth centuries. Most of the work that greeted them was for unskilled positions as labourers, porters, mill workers and weavers. The arrival of these newcomers to town became the initial workforce for the first industrialised trades. The eighteenth century saw this shift towards mechanised mass production within towns in Northern Europe. A hundred years later, industrialised patterns of labour became the global norm. The wealth this generated profoundly changed the nature of work and production. As tax receipts pushed upwards, governments financed reforms that made states more centralised and professionally run. New formal ministries, staffed by ever larger numbers of bureaucrats, undertook increasingly more ambitious projects in the public interest. Enhancing the physical growth of the public and private sectors were rapid breakthroughs in technology and scientific know-how. Old problems that afflicted agrarian society, such as sanitation, urban fires, epidemics and chronic hunger became increasingly more manageable. The complexion of society also began to change. By the middle of the nineteenth century, the number of urban dwellers began to overtake the number of residents in the countryside in several areas around the world. An 1851 census of Great Britain estimated that the country’s urban population comprised 50.2 per cent of the whole. Sixty years later, that number would jump to 78.1 per cent.32

The dual forces of industrialisation and urbanisation created increasingly difficult environments for bandits to survive. As employment opportunities drew ever larger numbers of people to cities, there were simply fewer residents travelling country roads or living on the land for bandits to victimise. Although some rural crime lingers on within many modern societies, urban crime rates, particularly in matters of theft and armed robbery, grew more serious over time. The development of industrialised, commercially driven economies created new incentives for would-be highwaymen and stickup artists. To paraphrase the famed bank robber Willie Sutton, crime came to prevail in urban centres because that’s where the money was.

The growth of the state placed brigands in even graver jeopardy. By the opening of the nineteenth century, a structural revolution had begun to gather momentum in various parts of the world. Government funding for projects such as road and bridge construction increased. Investment in new technology, particularly after the advent of the telegraph and steam engines, led to the rapid expansion of communication and transport networks. Greater financial resources also allowed for the increased management of natural resources such as water, minerals and wood. Forests and mountains, once the refugee of isolated and

















e9781398531673/fonts/EBGaramond-Bold.ttf


e9781398531673/xhtml/nav.xhtml


Contents



		Cover


		Title Page


		Dedication


		Foreword: The View from Zulette Avenue


		Introduction: ‘The true princes who govern us’


		Part I: Genesis

		Chapter 1: The Long Scourge: Banditry and the Pre-History of Mafias


		Chapter 2: Love and Relaxation for Sale: Vice and the Roots of Organised Crime







		Part II: Consolidation

		Chapter 3: Origins: Mafias of the Early Twentieth Century


		Chapter 4: From Booze to Dope: The Advent of Global Mafias







		Part III: Transformation

		Chapter 5: Godfathers: The High Tide of Old Mafias


		Chapter 6: Between Decline and Revolution: Mafias at Century’s End







		Conclusion: The Great Dilution: Making Sense of the Twenty-First Century


		Photographs


		Acknowledgements


		About the Author


		Notes


		Bibliography


		Index


		Copyright







Guide



		Cover


		Start of Content


		Title Page


		Dedication


		Foreword: The View from Zulette Avenue


		Introduction: ‘The true princes who govern us’


		Photographs


		Acknowledgments


		About the Author


		Notes


		Bibliography


		Index


		Copyright








		III


		V


		VI


		VII


		VIII


		1


		2


		3


		4


		5


		6


		7


		8


		9


		10


		11


		12


		13


		14


		15


		16


		17


		18


		19


		20


		21


		22


		23


		24


		25


		26


		27


		28


		29


		30


		31


		32


		33


		34


		35


		36


		37


		38


		39


		40


		41


		42


		43


		44


		45


		46


		47


		48


		49


		50


		51


		52


		53


		54


		55


		56


		57


		58


		59


		60


		61


		62


		63


		64


		65


		66


		67


		68


		69


		70


		71


		72


		73


		74


		75


		76


		77


		78


		79


		80


		81


		82


		83


		84


		85


		86


		87


		88


		89


		90


		91


		92


		93


		94


		95


		96


		97


		98


		99


		100


		101


		102


		103


		104


		105


		106


		107


		108


		109


		110


		111


		112


		113


		114


		115


		116


		117


		118


		119


		120


		121


		122


		123


		124


		125


		126


		127


		128


		129


		130


		131


		132


		133


		134


		135


		136


		137


		138


		139


		140


		141


		142


		143


		144


		145


		146


		147


		148


		149


		150


		151


		152


		153


		154


		155


		156


		157


		158


		159


		160


		161


		162


		163


		164


		165


		166


		167


		168


		169


		170


		171


		172


		173


		174


		175


		176


		177


		178


		179


		180


		181


		182


		183


		184


		185


		186


		187


		188


		189


		190


		191


		192


		193


		194


		195


		196


		197


		198


		199


		200


		201


		202


		203


		204


		205


		206


		207


		208


		209


		210


		211


		212


		213


		214


		215


		216


		217


		218


		219


		220


		221


		222


		223


		224


		225


		226


		227


		228


		229


		230


		231


		232


		233


		234


		235


		236


		237


		238


		239


		240


		241


		242


		243


		244


		245


		246


		247


		248


		249


		250


		251


		252


		253


		254


		255


		256


		257


		258


		259


		260


		261


		262


		263


		264


		265


		266


		267


		268


		269


		270


		271


		272


		273


		274


		275


		276


		277


		278


		279


		280


		281


		282


		283


		284


		285


		286


		287


		288


		289


		290


		291


		292


		293


		294


		295


		296


		297


		298


		299


		300


		301


		302


		303


		304


		305


		306


		307


		308


		309


		310


		311


		312


		313


		314


		315


		316


		317


		318


		319


		320


		321


		322


		323


		324


		325


		326


		327


		328


		329


		330


		331


		332


		333


		334


		335


		336


		337


		338


		339


		340


		341


		342


		343


		344


		411


		I


		II


		345


		346


		347


		348


		349


		350


		351


		352


		353


		354


		355


		356


		357


		358


		359


		360


		361


		362


		363


		364


		365


		366


		367


		368


		369


		370


		371


		372


		373


		374


		375


		376


		377


		378


		379


		380


		381


		382


		383


		384


		385


		386


		387


		388


		389


		390


		391


		392


		393


		394


		395


		396


		397


		398


		399


		400


		401


		402


		403


		404


		405


		406


		407


		408


		409


		410


		412


		413


		414


		415


		416


		417


		418


		419


		420


		421


		422


		423


		424


		IV








e9781398531673/fonts/EBGaramond-Regular.ttf


e9781398531673/images/9781398531673.jpg
SIMON SEBAG MONTEFIORE

RYAN GINGERAS

A
GLOBAL
HISTORY





e9781398531673/images/title.jpg
MAFIA

A Global History

RYAN GINGERAS

SIMON &
SCHUSTER

London - New York - Amsterdam/Antwerp - Sydney - Toronto - New Delhi





e9781398531673/fonts/EBGaramond-Italic.ttf


