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Criminal mobility of 
outlaw motorcycle gangs 
in Australia
Christopher Dowling and Anthony Morgan

Outlaw motorcycle gangs (OMCGs) are unique among 
deviant groups. Although similar in some ways to other 
street gangs, (Lauchs, Bain & Bell 2015), a number have 
grown into well-organised and expansive organisations. 
Critically, while OMCGs have also long been synonymous 
with crime, evidence suggests that an increasing number of 
gangs, chapters and members (though not all, see Lauchs 
2018; Lauchs & Staines 2019; Goldsworthy & McGillivray 
2016) are engaging in organised crime (Bright & Deegan 
forthcoming; von Lampe & Blokland 2020; for Australian 
results see Morgan, Dowling & Voce 2020). In response, 
Commonwealth, state and territory governments have 
implemented a variety of legislative and law enforcement 
responses aimed at disrupting the operation of OMCGs. 
National responses, including the establishment of the 
National Anti-Gang Squad, the Australian Gangs Intelligence 
Coordination Centre and National Task Force Morpheus, 
have also been developed in recognition of the cross-
jurisdictional distribution and mobility of these gangs and 
the need for a collaborative response.

Abstract | The criminal mobility of outlaw 
motorcycle gang (OMCG) members presents 
a significant challenge to Australian 
governments and police. Examining patterns 
of mobility can help to better understand 
the opportunity structures that underpin 
offending by OMCGs and to drive national 
collaborative responses to these gangs.

This study examines the prevalence and 
patterns of criminal mobility in a sample of 
almost 4,000 OMCG members in more than 
400 chapters.

Around one in 10 members showed 
evidence of criminal mobility over the long 
term, while more than one-third of 
chapters comprised criminally mobile 
members. Criminally mobile gang members 
were heavily concentrated in a small 
number of chapters. Patterns of criminal 
mobility primarily involve movements into 
east coast jurisdictions. New South Wales 
and Queensland emerged as the most 
common destinations for criminally mobile 
OMCG members.
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From their origins in the United States in the first half of the 20th century, thousands of OMCGs 
have emerged across the world, and some have grown to span national and international borders 
(Barker 2017, 2011, 2004; Lauchs 2019; Quinn & Forsyth 2011). Their spread has involved the 
establishment of new branches (chapters) managed by presidents, vice-presidents and other office-
bearing members (eg secretaries, treasurers, sergeants-at-arms), sometimes under the direction of 
national and international ‘mother’ chapters (Barker 2015). Gangs have adopted a franchise-style 
model, which affords individual chapters substantial freedom in how they operate. Chapters readily 
defer to violence in defence of their territory, or in competition for new territory, which at times has 
led to highly publicised conflicts or ‘biker wars’ (Barker 2017; Quinn & Forsyth 2011). There have 
also been examples of gangs merging and of members from one gang moving to another, a process 
known as ‘patching over’ (Barker 2017; Quinn & Koch 2003). The wider network of gangs is displayed 
in regional and national gatherings, or ‘runs’, during which multiple chapters converge on a single 
location (van Ruitenburg 2016).

The national and international reach of OMCGs, their hierarchical structure, their size, and their 
highly secretive and violent internal cultures are all capable of facilitating coordinated criminal 
activity and criminal mobility (Quinn & Koch 2003; Wolf 1991). Specifically, these factors provide 
physical infrastructure, social networks, and formal and informal enforcement mechanisms critical to 
criminal collaborations across large areas. However, it is also important to understand the underlying 
drivers of criminal mobility that are external to OMCGs.

Research suggests that the criminal mobility of groups, much like that of individuals (Townsley 2017), 
is essentially opportunistic. That is, the geographic dispersion of a group’s offending will depend 
on the ease of travel and on the benefits and costs of doing so for the purposes of crime. Street 
gangs, often composed of youth and young adults living in the same neighbourhoods, generally 
limit their offending to their own or immediately adjacent neighbourhoods (Decker, Melde & Pyrooz 
2013; Decker, van Gemert & Pyrooz 2009). Even where gangs have spread across multiple areas, 
they have typically done so inadvertently, by riding broader waves of ethnic migration, rather than 
through deliberate and controlled expansions. Importantly, while it is typical for organised crime 
groups to operate as part of expansive transnational networks (United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime 2010), research suggests that their mobility is conditional on the same opportunistic concerns 
underpinning individual and gang crime (Calderoni et al. 2016; Morselli, Turcotte & Tenti 2011; 
Savona & Berlusconi 2015; Sciarrone & Storti 2014; Siegel 2017). Specifically, groups are attracted 
to areas that contain markets or materials for illicit commodities, potential recruits, and minimal 
authority (ie ‘pull’ factors), and they are repelled from areas with limited opportunities to profit or 
evade detection (ie ‘push’ factors). Although different to street gangs, historically OMCG chapters 
have been similarly territorial and parochial. However, the growing involvement of OMCG members 
in organised crime, coupled with the growth and expansion of OMCGs across Australia, may be 
driving an upsurge in their criminal mobility.
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To date there has been no empirical examination of the extent to which the criminal activity of 
OMCGs crosses internal jurisdictional borders. Much of the responsibility for policing and criminal 
justice in Australia rests with its state and territory governments, and the mobility of any criminal 
group or its members across internal borders creates problems for jurisdictionally-bound policing 
agencies and legislative bodies, requiring national collaborative responses. Additionally, quantifying 
the criminal mobility of OMCGs can be used to begin discerning patterns in the geographic flows 
and concentrations of their offending and to inform the identification of potential push and pull 
factors. For example, concerns have been raised by many state and territory governments over 
potential influxes of OMCG members across their borders in the wake of anti-OMCG legislation being 
introduced elsewhere (eg ABC News 2015; Aisthorpe 2019; Geiger 2013). More recently, the ACT 
was identified as a popular location for the national runs of many gangs over the last few years, as 
legislative measures introduced across Australia made these events prohibitively difficult to hold 
elsewhere (Coyne 2019). State and territory governments have also noted concerted pushes into the 
illicit drug markets within their borders by OMCGs from other jurisdictions (eg Burgess 2018).

Aims and methods
The current study examines the criminal mobility of OMCGs across Australia’s eight jurisdictions  
(six states—New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, South Australia, Western Australia and 
Tasmania—and two territories, the Northern Territory and the Australian Capital Territory). 
Specifically, it explores:

 • the location of gang chapters and members and their criminal activity;

 • the extent to which gang members have offences recorded in a jurisdiction other than the state or 
territory in which they reside; and

 • the extent to which gang members move across jurisdictions in between episodes of offending.

Sample and data
Data on the criminal histories of Australian OMCG members were obtained by linking two Australian 
Criminal Intelligence Commission intelligence databases: the National Gangs List (NGL) and the 
National Police Reference System. The NGL is a secure, validated and nationally agreed-upon list of 
OMCGs and members in Australia. There are a number of defining features of OMCGs that determine 
whether an individual or gang is recorded on the NGL. Broadly, these include:

 • exclusively male membership, with at least three members;

 • an interest in motorcycles;

 • probationary periods for prospective members (or nominees);

 • adherence to rules enforced by senior members holding offices of authority in a hierarchical structure;

 • organisation into a series of regional, self-managed chapters;

 • a highly secretive internal culture, and a strong emphasis on gang loyalty;

 • the wearing of logos, or patches, indicating membership; and

 • use of the gang and its members to engage in criminal activity.
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The National Police Reference System holds national police information on individuals, including their  
offence histories. The dataset codes offence descriptions using the Australian and New Zealand 
Standard Offence Classification scheme (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2011) and includes 
information on the date of each offence, the jurisdictions in which these offences were committed, 
and the jurisdiction in which the offending members/chapters are based.

Offenders who had either implausible criminal history information (where the veracity of the match 
could not be confirmed) or missing or implausible years of birth were excluded. Minor traffic offences 
(eg speeding and parking offences) were excluded from the dataset. Importantly, the Australian 
Federal Police are dually responsible for the enforcement of Commonwealth (federal) law and 
territory law in the ACT (through ACT Policing), and it was not possible to distinguish organised crime 
related offences committed in the ACT from those committed elsewhere that were in breach of 
Commonwealth law. As such, organised crime related offending in the ACT is not examined, and other 
Commonwealth offences processed by the Australian Federal Police were excluded. Since it was not 
possible to distinguish national members from members without a verified chapter affiliation in the 
NGL, both these groups of unallocated members were excluded.

The only offences examined were those recorded as having occurred in the six years prior to a gang 
member’s addition to the NGL, in the year they were added, and in the two years after. These cut-
offs were chosen to ensure a reasonable degree of confidence that the offending being examined 
occurred while individuals were members of an OMCG. It also aligns with recent research involving 
39 former members who spent an average of seven years in OMCGs prior to leaving the gang 
(Dowling et al. 2021). The study period is longer than that used in related research examining 
the recent offending of OMCG members (Morgan, Dowling & Voce 2020) to ensure a sufficient 
number of offences across which to examine criminal mobility. Additionally, this study only examines 
full (or ‘patched’) members, who are often required to remain with their gangs for a minimum 
of five years once they become members or face penalties for leaving early. The study period 
chosen accounts for this, along with any additional time they likely spent as nominees and informal 
associates of an OMCG. Members added to the NGL after 2016 were also excluded to ensure a full 
two-year observation period post-NGL addition.

After these restrictions, the final sample consists of 3,922 OMCG members within 38 gangs and  
431 chapters who have collectively been apprehended for 30,088 offences.

Analytic strategy
The criminal mobility of OMCG members is defined as the extent to which they have offences recorded 
in a jurisdiction other than that in which they are based. We examine the degree of mobility among 
individual members as well as the extent to which chapters have at least one member who is criminally 
mobile. This distinction is illustrated in Figure 1, which depicts a hypothetical example of three chapters 
based in two jurisdictions with the same number of members (n=6) and total offences (n=3).
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 • Chapter 1 is based in Jurisdiction A and has six members, and three of these members have  
one offence each. All of these offences were recorded in Jurisdiction A. None of the members of 
this chapter are classified as criminally mobile.

 • Chapter 2 is also based in Jurisdiction A and has six members with three of these members having 
one offence each. The offence by Member 6 was recorded only in Jurisdiction B, while the other 
two offences were both recorded in Jurisdiction A. Member 6 is classified as criminally mobile, and 
Chapter 2 is described as having at least one criminally mobile member.

 • Chapter 3 is based in Jurisdiction B and has six members, and two of these members have 
recorded offences (one has two offences; the other has one). Member 4 recorded one offence in 
Jurisdiction A and the other in Jurisdiction B. Member 4 is therefore classified as criminally mobile, 
and Chapter 3 is described as having at least one criminally mobile member.

Figure 1: Examples of criminal mobility

Off.1

Jurisdiction A Jurisdiction B

Off.1

Off.1
Chapter 1

Chapter 2

Chapter 3

Off.2

Off.2

Off.2
Off.3

Off.3

Off.3

1 2 3

4 5 6

1 2 3

4 5 6

1 2 3

4 5 6

Mobility is examined for:

 • any recorded offence;

 • violence and intimidation, including homicide, assault, kidnapping and threatening behaviour; and

 • ongoing criminal enterprise, as defined by Quinn and Koch (2003) and operationalised by Morgan, 
Dowling and Voce (2020), referring to organised crime related offences such as the commercial 
supply of drugs and firearms, serious fraudulent activity and serious regulatory offences.
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Additionally, it is important to account for possible distortions in criminal mobility patterns due to  
high-profile police operations and task forces targeting OMCGs in certain jurisdictions. These operations 
could inflate the apparent degree of criminal non-mobility, or stationarity, in a jurisdiction through 
the proactive enforcement of public order and other regulatory offences, driving up the number of 
these offences recorded for members. As a result, public order and regulatory offences are more 
likely to reflect non-crime-related patterns of movement by OMCGs, rather than the underlying push 
and pull factors that influence criminal mobility. To mitigate this, mobility in offending that excludes 
public order and regulatory offences is also examined. In this context, public order and regulatory 
offences include most property damage, public order and traffic offences and offences against justice 
procedures (eg order breaches), along with drug possession and drug use, non-commercial drug 
dealing and use, and the possession of regulated weapons.

The extent to which OMCG members move between jurisdictions in between episodes of offending 
is measured with transition probabilities. These probabilities represent the likelihood that an 
offence perpetrated by a member at a particular time (t) was committed in the same or a different 
jurisdiction (j) as their previous offence (t–1). Probabilities are averaged over a specified number of 
offence transitions, and weighted to account for sample attrition between transitions. Transitions 
represent shifts between offending episodes, which encompass all offences committed by a member 
within a given month and year. Where a member offended across two or more jurisdictions in the 
same month and year, the jurisdiction of the offence episode was coded as ‘multiple’.

Limitations
This study is limited to those offences that resulted in legal action (eg charges, cautions, diversion) by 
police. Imprisonment data were not available for this study, meaning that mobility estimates cannot 
account for time members spent in custody. While the study period was chosen to obtain the clearest 
view of criminal mobility while individuals were members of OMCGs, there was no information 
available to tie offences to gangs or to establish co-offending. It is recognised that individual-level 
offending patterns cannot be used to draw firm conclusions on criminal activity directed or controlled 
by OMCG chapters. Nevertheless, this analysis is an important starting point for understanding 
patterns of criminal mobility, given the absence of prior quantitative research. Additionally, the 
analysis of mobility in ongoing criminal enterprise and offences outside of public order and regulatory 
offending partially accounts for the limitations in this approach by focusing on more serious and 
complex offences that are more likely to involve co-offending. 

It was not possible to determine when gang members started residing in their current state or 
territory, meaning some offences in other jurisdictions may have occurred when a gang member was 
residing there (although this would still indicate some degree of mobility). Finally, while offences 
may be recorded in a particular jurisdiction, certain offences (particularly organised crime related 
offences) can involve travelling between multiple locations, coordinating individuals and resources 
across these locations, and transporting goods to and from these locations. Mobility may also be 
reflected in other, non-criminal activities, including business and property ownership, investments 
and official residences, which will not be reflected in individual offending data.
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Results
Location of OMCG members and chapters and their criminal activity
Comparing the jurisdictions in which OMCG members and chapters are based with the location of 
their criminal activity is an important first step in understanding the degree of criminal mobility. 
The largest number of OMCG chapters and members in Australia were based in heavily populated 
east coast jurisdictions (Table 1). Almost half of all chapters and members (42% of each) were based 
in New South Wales, while around one-fifth of chapters and members were based in Victoria (20% and 
22%, respectively) and Queensland (19% and 17%, respectively). Less than 10 percent were based in 
Western Australia (7% and 9%, respectively) and Tasmania (5% and 6%, respectively), and less than 
five percent were based in South Australia (3% and 4%, respectively) and the two territories (1% or 
less of all chapters and members).

Table 1: Location of Australian OMCG chapters and members and their criminal activity

OMCG 
chapters 

n=431  
% (n)

OMCG 
members 

n=3,922  
% (n)

All offences 
n=30,088  

% (n)

All offences (excl. 
public order and 

regulatory) 
n=15,000  

% (n)

Violence and 
intimidation 

offences  
n=6,058 

% (n)

Ongoing criminal 
enterprise 

offences  
n=1,583  

% (n)

NSW 42 (185) 42 (1,635) 34 (10,181) 36 (5,411) 41 (2,503) 48 (755)

Vic 20 (88) 22 (849) 19 (5,813) 23 (3,405) 24 (1,480) 17 (274)

Qld 19 (80) 17 (657) 17 (5,028) 14 (2,044) 13 (812) 8 (132)

WA 7 (32) 9 (364) 14 (4,315) 13 (1,941) 9 (521) 6 (90)

SA 3 (12) 4 (146) 10 (2,884) 10 (1,498) 9 (528) 19 (300)

Tas 5 (23) 6 (229) 5 (1,426) 3 (519) 2 (144) 2 (29)

ACT 1 (6) 1 (27) 1 (260) 1 (102) 1 (41) –

NT 1 (5) <1 (15) 1 (181) 1 (80) <1 (29) <1 (3)
Source: OMCG criminal mobility database 2019 [computer file]

Criminal activity of all kinds by OMCGs was, for the most part, also concentrated in the east coast 
jurisdictions. A third of all recorded offences by OMCG members occurred in New South Wales (34%), 
followed by Victoria (19%) and Queensland (17%). Fourteen percent of all recorded offences occurred 
in Western Australia and 10 percent occurred in South Australia, while the remaining jurisdictions 
(Tasmania, ACT and NT) accounted for five percent or less. These patterns generally held when public 
order and regulatory offences were excluded and for offences involving violence or intimidation. 
However, New South Wales and South Australia accounted for a much higher proportion of ongoing 
criminal enterprise offending than they did chapters or members, while Queensland accounted for 
a much lower proportion of ongoing criminal enterprise offences. This suggests some variability in 
offending patterns; however, it alone does not provide evidence of criminal mobility. This variability may 
be attributable to criminal mobility, or it might reflect differences in the intensity of law enforcement 
responses or the propensity of OMCGs in each jurisdiction to commit crime. Further analysis is 
therefore required.
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Criminal mobility of OMCG members at individual and group level
More than half of OMCG chapters (59%) had offences recorded against members outside of the 
jurisdiction in which they were based during the observation period, and, once public order and 
regulatory offences were excluded, more than one-third (40%) had offences recorded against 
members in other jurisdictions. Mobility in offences involving violence and intimidation (29%) or 
ongoing criminal enterprise (10%) was less common. Around one in 10 OMCG members had offences 
recorded outside of the jurisdiction in which they were based (14%), while eight percent had offences 
other than public order and regulatory offences recorded in other jurisdictions. Five percent had 
violence and intimidation offences recorded in other jurisdictions, while only one percent had ongoing 
criminal enterprise offences recorded in other jurisdictions. In short, around one in 10 members 
showed evidence of criminal mobility over the long term, and more than one-third of chapters 
included one or more criminally mobile members.

Around half of all criminally mobile members (53%) were affiliated with 15 percent of chapters, and 
this increased to almost two-thirds (61%) when public order and regulatory offences were excluded. 
In other words, only a very small proportion of members in most chapters are criminally mobile, and 
most criminally mobile members are concentrated in a small number of chapters.

OMCG chapters—and the members within them—are almost always based in a geographical region 
(eg an area within a city or a regional centre), and these regional identities are used to distinguish 
between chapters. This means it is possible to determine both the originating and destination states 
and territories of criminally mobile members and chapters.

Figure 2 describes patterns of criminal mobility of OMCG members at the chapter level. This includes 
movement into and out of each jurisdiction.

Figure 2: Criminal mobility of OMCG members by chapter, all offences excluding public order and 
regulatory offences (%)a, b

How many OMCG chapters with criminally active 
members in each state or territory are mobile?

Proportion of chapters with criminally 
active members in each jurisdiction 
who are criminally mobile 
(ie offend in another jurisdiction)

Which states and territories are targeted by 
chapters with criminally mobile members? 

Proportion of chapters with 
criminally mobile members based 
outside of that jurisdiction who 
have offended within it

58%
50%

100%
49%

41%

41%

55%

75%

18%
8%

5%
54%

53%

17%

5%

24%
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Figure 2: Criminal mobility of OMCG members by chapter, all offences excluding public order and 
regulatory offences (%)a, b (cont.)

How many OMCG chapters with criminally active 
members in each state or territory are mobile?

Proportion of chapters with criminally 
active members in each jurisdiction 
who are criminally mobile 
(ie offend in another jurisdiction)

Which states and territories are targeted by 
chapters with criminally mobile members? 

Proportion of chapters with 
criminally mobile members based 
outside of that jurisdiction who 
have offended within it

58%
50%

100%
49%

41%

41%

55%

75%

18%
8%

5%
54%

53%

17%

5%

24%

a: Sample sizes used to calculate ‘mobility out’ proportions: NSW=161, Vic=70, Qld=75, SA=12, WA=32, NT=3, Tas=20, ACT=4

b: Sample sizes used to calculate ‘mobility in’ proportions: NSW=106, Vic=143, Qld=135, SA=165, WA=156, NT=169, Tas=161, ACT=169

Source: OMCG criminal mobility database 2019 [computer file]

Different denominators are used to account for differences in the number of chapters in each jurisdiction 
and the number of chapters with offences recorded in each jurisdiction, respectively. Figure 3 presents 
these same findings in relation to OMCG members. In the interests of brevity, and to account for 
differences in policing strategies across jurisdictions, only findings for offences excluding public order 
and regulatory offences are presented. Additionally, as these analyses only focus on criminally active 
members and chapters, the sample for this analysis is limited to 1,923 members in 377 chapters and 
35 gangs. This includes 313 criminally mobile members and 172 criminally mobile chapters.

A relatively large proportion of OMCG chapters based in each jurisdiction had members with offences 
recorded in another jurisdiction. More than half of those chapters in South Australia (58%), Tasmania 
(55%) and the ACT (75%) had members with offences recorded in other jurisdictions, as did all of 
the chapters (n=3) based in the Northern Territory. Forty-one percent of chapters in New South 
Wales and Victoria and 49 percent of chapters in Queensland had members with criminal offences 
recorded in other jurisdictions. More notable differences emerged in the patterns of mobility into 
each jurisdiction. Queensland (54%) and New South Wales (53%) were the most common offending 
destinations for chapters with criminally mobile members, followed by the ACT (24%), South Australia 
(18%) and Victoria (17%). A lower proportion of chapters had criminally mobile members who 
targeted Western Australia (8%), the Northern Territory (5%) and Tasmania (5%).

Clear mobility patterns were also evident at the individual level. Two-thirds of members based in the 
Northern Territory (67%) and over one-third of those based in the ACT (40%) had offences recorded 
outside of these jurisdictions, although they also account for the smallest numbers of members. 
Differences between the other jurisdictions were smaller, with between 10 and 20 percent of 
members in each having offended elsewhere. Among criminally mobile members, New South Wales 
(48%) and Queensland (43%) were the most common offending destinations, followed by the ACT 
(15%). The result for the ACT is especially notable given that it excludes ongoing criminal enterprise 
offences. South Australia (13%), Victoria (10%), Western Australia (6%), the Northern Territory (3%) 
and Tasmania (3%) were less common offending destinations for criminally mobile members.
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Figure 3: Criminal mobility of OMCG members, all offences excluding public order and regulatory 
offences (%)a, b

How many criminally active OMCG members in 
each state or territory are mobile?

Proportion of criminally active members 
in each jurisdiction who are criminally 
mobile (ie offend in another jurisdiction)

Which states and territories are targeted by 
criminally mobile OMCG members? 

Proportion of criminally mobile members 
based outside of that jurisdiction who have 
offended within it

16%
11%

67%
22%

15%

16%

15%

40%

13%
6%

3%
43%

48%

10%

3%

15%

a: Sample sizes used to calculate ‘mobility out’ proportions: NSW=809, Vic=344, Qld=336, SA=106, WA=214, NT=6, Tas=93, ACT=15

b: Sample sizes used to calculate ‘mobility in’ proportions: NSW=194, Vic=258, Qld=239, SA=1296, WA=289, NT=309, Tas=299, ACT=307

Source: OMCG criminal mobility database 2019 [computer file]

Probability of criminal mobility between offending episodes
The final measure of criminal mobility examines the propensity of OMCG members to move 
jurisdictions between offending episodes. Frequent jurisdiction switching between offending 
episodes is more likely to reflect crime-motivated mobility, as opposed to measures of overall 
mobility, which may partially reflect broader, non-crime-related movements (eg national runs, 
changes of residence). This analysis is based on all offences excluding public order and regulatory 
offences. There were 1,300 members with at least one offending transition (ie two episodes of 
offending). This decreased over successive offending transitions to 666 members by the third transition. 
Transition probabilities were calculated using a sample of 2,872 person–episodes. The weighted average 
probabilities of mobility into and out of each jurisdiction are presented in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Weighted average probabilitiesa of criminal mobility intob and out ofc jurisdictions, all 
offences excluding public order and regulatory offences 

What is the probability that an OMCG member’s 
next offence will be in another state or territory? 

Probability that criminally active members 
in each jurisdiction will commit their next 
offence in a different jurisdiction

What is the probability that a state or territory 
will be the next offending target of a criminally 
mobile OMCG member?

Probability that a member who commits 
their next offence in a different jurisdiction 
will offend in each state and territory 

0.06
0.03

0.26
0.13

0.07

0.04

0.07

0.59

0.08
0.06

0.02
0.29

0.30

0.13

0.02

0.07

a: Probabilities of mobility away from and into each jurisdiction are calculated from a matrix of weighted average transition probabilities (available on request)

b: The weighted average probability of mobility into a jurisdiction across the three offence transitions is ∑3(i=1) (1–(Pmjt × Wt)), where Pmjt is the probability of 
mobility (m) into jurisdiction j between times t–1 and t, or ∑7(i=1) ((Nmjtx100)/Nmt). Probabilities for mobility into jurisdictions do not sum to 1.0, as there was a 
0.03 probability of criminally mobile members committing their next offence in multiple jurisdictions

c: The weighted average probability of mobility out of a jurisdiction across the three offence transitions is ∑3(i=1) (1–(Psjt × Wt)), where Psjt is the probability of 
criminal stationarity (s) in jurisdiction j between times t–1 and t, and Wt is the proportion of the total person–episode sample across the three transitions 
accounted for by the sample at time t

Source: OMCG criminal mobility database 2019 [computer file]

Weighted average probabilities indicate a low degree of shorter-term mobility in offending. Across all  
jurisdictions and transitions, members had an eight percent likelihood of committing their next 
offending episode in a different jurisdiction to that of their previous offending episode. However, when 
examined by jurisdiction, there were substantial variations in this trend. Members who offended 
in the ACT had a 59 percent chance of committing their next offending episodes elsewhere, while 
those who offended in the Northern Territory had a 26 percent chance of committing their next 
offending episode elsewhere. Meanwhile, where a member committed their next offending episode 
in a different jurisdiction, they were most likely to have done so in New South Wales (30%) and 
Queensland (29%), followed by Victoria (13%). Movements into and out of South Australia, Western 
Australia and Tasmania were less common.
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Discussion
This study has examined the criminal mobility of OMCG members across Australian state and territory 
borders. Public order and regulatory offences were excluded to better reflect actual criminal mobility 
and not general patterns of movement or law enforcement activity. Overall, more than one-third 
of chapters had members with offences recorded outside of the jurisdictions in which they were 
based. However, most members tended to limit their offending to their own states and territories. 
Almost one in 10 members had recorded offences (also excluding public order and regulatory 
offences) outside of their home jurisdictions. Similarly, members had an eight percent likelihood of 
transitioning to a different jurisdiction between offences.

The level of mobility among members when measured at the chapter level, and the clustering of 
criminally mobile members within certain chapters, offers some tentative evidence of an influence 
by chapter-level mechanisms. These patterns of mobility may be unique to OMCGS; however, it is not 
possible with the current data to establish how the levels of individual mobility observed in this study 
compare with those of other offenders who are not members of OMCGs. Given the rate of offending 
among OMCG members is substantially higher than that of the broader population (Blokland et al. 
2019; Morgan, Dowling & Voce 2020), we might expect higher levels of individual mobility, even 
before group-level influences are considered.

In any case, while it was not possible with the current data to examine the context of criminal mobility, 
the patterns of mobility observed in this study can likely be attributed at least in part to the organisational 
structures of OMCGs. As discussed, gangs encompass structures and networks that can facilitate 
criminal collaborations between members within a chapter, between chapters, and with non-OMCG 
groups and actors (Quinn & Koch 2003; Wolf 1991). Importantly, the division of labour common 
to these collaborations likely removes the need for individual members to offend across multiple 
areas. It may be more common for members to concentrate their offending in a specific area and 
collaborate with members in other locations, particularly within those chapters operating as criminal 
organisations. This could include, for example, the delivery of illicit commodities from gang members 
acting as suppliers in one area to members and non-members acting as distributors in others.

The concentration of criminally mobile members in a small number of chapters builds on prior 
research showing that OMCGs vary in the nature and extent of their involvement in crime, and that 
a small proportion of gangs and chapters account for a disproportionate amount of crime (Morgan, 
Dowling & Voce 2020). Within gangs, chapters that are larger, more widespread and that encompass 
more high-ranking members involved in crime may have pre-existing networks and channels that could 
facilitate or encourage offending across large areas, particularly as part of organised crime activity.

Not surprisingly, most OMCG chapters and members are based in the more populous east coast 
jurisdictions of New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland. Criminal activity by OMCGs also 
concentrates in these jurisdictions. Furthermore, large proportions of criminally mobile members 
based outside of New South Wales and Queensland offended in those jurisdictions, while criminal 
mobility into and out of Australia’s least populous jurisdictions (especially the ACT) was also common. 
While these findings no doubt reflect the geographic dispersion of Australia’s population, along with 
broader patterns of movement between more and less populous jurisdictions, they could also be 
underpinned by other factors.
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Importantly, many of the OMCGs founded in Australia originate from New South Wales (eg Comancheros) 
or Queensland (eg Black Uhlans and Rebels), while others that expanded into Australia chose to 
establish their footholds in these jurisdictions (Lauchs 2017). As such, these two jurisdictions likely 
encompass the locations at which many gangs choose to gather for national runs and other events 
(noting that the observation period spans a time before runs became increasingly difficult), while 
mother chapters may also continue to be headquartered within them.

By virtue of their size and economic activity, both New South Wales and Queensland can be said to 
encompass a number of broader pull factors for organised crime, including:

 • larger markets for illicit commodities;

 • greater resources for the manufacture, trafficking and distribution of illicit commodities; and

 • transport thoroughfares for the importing and exporting of illicit commodities (ie seaports and 
airports).

These jurisdictions also have established, high-profile and large-scale law enforcement operations 
and task forces that have targeted OMCGs, which likely also contributes to the prevalence of 
recorded offending mobility observed in this study. The higher degree of mobility out of Queensland 
specifically could reflect the introduction of a particularly strict suite of anti-association acts and 
amendments targeting OMCGs in 2013. This may have pushed many OMCG chapters and members 
out of Queensland and into other jurisdictions.

While the ethnic and socio-economic profiles of the Northern Territory and the ACT vary, both are 
geographically adjacent to larger east coast jurisdictions, both have lacked some of the intensive 
legislative measures taken against OMCGs in other jurisdictions until recently, and both have noted 
increases in OMCG activity over the last few years (eg Aisthorpe 2019; Coyne 2019). The recent 
popularity of the ACT in particular as a destination for national runs would explain, at least in part, 
the higher level of longer-term mobility but lower level of shorter-term mobility into this jurisdiction. 
The findings for the ACT are even more notable given that these findings exclude organised crime 
offending recorded in the ACT (for methodological reasons). Further research is needed to investigate 
the effects of different legislation on the criminal mobility of OMCGs, including legislation introduced 
after the observation period for this study.
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