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Abstract This article explores the possibility of measuring the impact of law
enforcement on organized crime in a reliable and accountable manner, both in
general terms and with a practical focus on the Canadian context. In considering
measures to combat organized crime, a focus on process measurement has obscured
the more substantial question of progress as regards the dependent variable itself: the
bottom line of reducing the impact of organized criminal behaviour. While outcome
measures are more challenging to identify than process measures, this fact alone
does not minimize the need to demonstrate the connection between organized crime
enforcement and its presumed outcomes to a greater degree of certainty. To date, this
has not been realized to any significant degree, as revealed by a review of existing
international approaches to measuring the impact of enforcement activity. The article
argues that a multidisciplinary focus on community level indicators of crime, if
initially less accessible than process measures of impact on organized crime groups,
offers promise as a measurement of absolute and relative impact of state investment
in enforcement.
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What is the impact of law enforcement activity on organized crime, and how would
we know it if we saw it?1 For the administration of organized crime enforcement
strategies, there can be no more essential question. However, in the substantial body
of knowledge, argument and opinion developed by police, bureaucrats, academics
and journalists on the subject of “organized crime” in the past four decades, this
question has frequently been eclipsed by other concerns.

In particular, much has been written on the nature or definition of organized crime
(Hagan 2006), by those wondering (for example) how organized it was (Reuter
1983); whether it was naturally an alien, “foreign” issue or a domestic challenge
(Bell 1962); or whether the rhetoric surrounding it was overblown and the response
heavy-handed, either for cynical political reasons or due to ignorance or sloppy
scholarship (Naylor 2002; Beare 2003a, b; Sheptycki 2003). The collapse of the
Soviet Union and the consequent lawlessness and criminal opportunism in that part
of the world generated another substantial literature, much of which suggested a
substantial threat to Western societies as well as to those in the former Eastern bloc
(Sterling 1994; Shelley 1995; Kerry 1997; Adamoli et al. 1998); it was also
suggested that “transnational organized crime” had emerged with some character-
istics that were comparable to the international expansion of licit business in the
twentieth century (Williams 1995). Others have wondered whether organized crime
and terrorism were converging (Dishman 2001; Sanderson 2004).

Flowing logically from issues of definition is the question of legislative change,
the task of providing police and prosecutors with tools to single out and counter
criminal actors whose perceived threat and capacity were beyond the resources of
historical judicial response. Changes in national legislation such as the RICO
provisions in the United States, or in Canada the series of legislative developments
concerning “criminal organizations” (CCC2 467.1) have been hastened and
standardized by (and have also conditioned) the United Nations Conventions of
1988 and 2000 dealing with matters of illicit drugs, organized crime and money
laundering, as well as by earlier instruments.

A second significant discussion, primarily within policing and government circles
although certainly spurred on by external critique, emerged from the realization that
intelligence functions within law enforcement—both within states and internation-
ally—were, until very recently, trivial, under-funded, marginalized, unprofessional
and in essence anecdotal (Reuter 1983). Although the conflict between “Islamism”
and its self-identified Western opponents has led recently to broad remedial
measures in many countries aimed at improving intelligence infrastructure and
performance, it is important to recall that many of these changes were already
identified as necessary from an analysis of conventional policing in the years prior to
2001, and it is in fact from this earlier era that the phrase “intelligence-led policing”

1 An initial version of this article was prepared for the 2007 annual meeting of the Criminal Intelligence
Service of Canada Executive Committee in Calgary AB. I am grateful to Patrick Neal for research
assistance, and for the comments and suggestions provided by Gary Bass, Fiona Young, Darryl Plecas,
Paul Brantingham, Patricia Brantingham, Bryan Kinney, Rob Fahlman, Agnes Jelking, Andreas
Schloenhardt, Yvette Plante, Chisen Goto, Wayne Holland, and two anonymous reviewers on earlier
drafts.
2 Criminal Code of Canada, hereinafter CCC.
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dates. In particular, the apparent expansion of international drug markets in the
1980s and 1990s, a policy focus on new criminal actors internationally (for example,
South American cocaine exporters) and domestically (in Canada, for example, the
emergence of the Hells Angels as a headline-making criminal phenomenon), and
international calls for improved knowledge regarding organized crime as a
component of international instrumental response (such as the 1988 or 2000 UN
Conventions), all laid bare how little police agencies and their governments were
able to produce in terms of their own knowledge of the principal source of concern.

But in the discussions over exactly what organized crime is or is not, and over
whether we had the tools to identify the threat and support an appropriate response,
lost was the matter of how effective our responses are in combating organized crime—
do they work? Although there was no shortage of statistics on enforcement successes
related to the project of controlling organized crime—spurred on by the requirements
of the 1988 UN Convention, comparable drug seizure statistics and other metrics are
available in quantity and reasonable quality across the developed world and in much of
the developing world—the relationship between means and ends in analysis of these
statistics became blurred. Did a large seizure of cocaine have an impact on local or
national drug markets? on the organizations involved in growing and selling the drug?
on the individual consumers? Furthermore, what amount (of e.g. drugs, vice activity,
fraud, money laundering) would need to be apprehended, confiscated, or otherwise
stopped to cause an appreciable, noticeable, or measurable difference to the
communities funding police responses to these harms?

It is of course unfair to suggest that these sorts of questions should have been
answered at the time. There is no way that they could have been, because as noted
above the only means of establishing the scope of the challenge facing law
enforcement agencies and the utility of their methods—namely, a well-developed
and competent intelligence program—was absent, and this may be said practically
regardless of the jurisdiction. We can be certain that we will never know the true
extent of criminal activity or the absolute number of active criminals. But while
those may be “unknowable,” another long-standing (remediable and therefore more
regrettable) shortcoming in our knowledge has been an inability to see and
comprehend the information that is held by law enforcement. For the longest time
we (law enforcement) did not know what we knew. The belated discovery of prior
intelligence regarding the hijackers in the attacks on the United States in 2001 is
only one of the more high profile examples of this internationally. The problem of an
inability to collate and analyze police information (held in electronic databases, file
cabinets, and desk-drawers, and by police officers themselves) was and in many
ways still is a challenge shared across the world of law enforcement.

However, there is now some cause for optimism. The growth since 2000 of
intelligence programs producing credible intelligence of genuine use and interest to
the enforcement “side of the house” is an observable trend in Canada and many
other countries. It must be admitted that implementation is at times erratic and still
noticeably incomplete. Nevertheless, the gains in our ability to aggregate our
collective knowledge of organized crime are such that for the first time we can begin
to think about not only what it is, and how we respond to it, but whether our
responses are effective. As such, there is the prospect of a model of impact, efficacy
and (importantly, for police, government and the public) accountability of state

Trends Organ Crim (2008) 11:135–156 137



efforts to combat organized crime. These advances notwithstanding, the project is by
no means complete, as the tools commonly used to gauge effectiveness within the
public safety domain may be insufficient in this case.

This paper explores the possibility of measuring the impact of law enforcement
on organized crime in a reliable and accountable manner. Its argument is intended to
be generally applicable, while drawing most often on the Canadian experience given
the author’s experience. First, I discuss the theoretical and practical challenges of
demonstrating the effectiveness of any police technique with respect to organized
crime, whether internally or for public consumption; in this section I also consider
approaches in use or under development in Canada itself. Second, existing
approaches to measuring the impact of enforcement activity are discussed with
reference to existing evaluation, and current governmental practice is compared
using examples from a range of jurisdictions geographically, economically or
culturally similar to Canada. A third section deals with the prospects for alternative
measurement practices. The paper concludes with a set of recommendations
regarding the necessary research, data and organizational provisions necessary to
construct a viable outcome measurement regime.

To anticipate the paper’s conclusion, my argument is that it is community level
indicators of crime and other “outcome” variables, rather than “output” measures of
impact on organized crime groups, which offer the most persuasive route to an
accountability model. We have failed to do this to date because law enforcement and
its governmental sponsors, nationally and internationally, have historically fallen into
two avoidable but seductive methodological traps. Because it is hard to know how
action against one target affects the larger whole, we have come to focus on what we
have done to that target as an inherently good outcome with an assumed
proportionate impact worthy of the associated expenditure. In other words, ‘success’
is given no context, and we have believed the task of providing context to be too great.
In addition, we have come to believe or suggest that outcomes in terms of judicial
process equate to factual damage to the prospects of our targets, without taking steps to
operationalize and measure outcomes in a persuasive manner. Yet the choice
apparently on offer—measuring system outputs without regard for overall impact, or
addressing the methodological challenges of harm or impact assessment—is no real
choice at all. The sustainable option is the latter, admittedly the more difficult of
the two.

Demonstrating efficacy against organized crime and criminal organizations

Knowing our impact on organized crime requires that we understand the
phenomenon itself. As regards the essential nature of organized crime, there is a
large and growing literature on the definition of this phenomenon (Finckenauer
2005; Neal 2007). There is no intention to make any lengthy contribution to this
discussion here. It is sufficient to note that we are dealing with a form of criminal
behaviour which exhibits purposive—i.e. not random—patterns of organization and
cohesion, and that the purpose of this patterning is overwhelmingly to make money
from crime. Two brief observations are warranted, however, regarding the manner in
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which our definitions of the phenomenon have altered our legal and operational
focus.

First, virtually all of the organized crime legislation currently in place worldwide
(in effect, state definitions of organized crime) has its origins in an era (1955–1995)
when knowledge of organized crime was articulated in a semi-formed, anecdotal
manner heavily influenced by sensational events (high profile kidnappings/murders,
witness testimony, or even by fictionalized accounts). The opinions, “knowledge”
and influence of the media and of politicians heavily outweighed those of police
officers (whose data if stored was neither collated nor analyzed) and researchers
(who did not even have much access to bad data, let alone good). In other words,
organized crime has been defined in the relative absence of knowledge.

Second, the sensational nature of organized crime, and the fluctuating definitions
found in both scholarly and non-scholarly treatments of the issue, have combined to
turn the focus of policy towards the agents (as opposed to the outcomes) of
organized crime, towards legislative tools designed to identify and incapacitate those
agents, and towards measurements of success in terms of tangible impacts on those
agents themselves. Lost is a sense of urgency to demonstrate why we continue to
focus resources on this hard-to define criminal population, let alone how we are
doing in that area. As Finckenauer (2005) suggests, the term organized attracts more
academic focus than does crime. The implication is that our academic and
operational attention is drawn to the manner of acting, as opposed to the impact of
the crimes themselves and of our efforts at mitigation.

Taken together, this means that discourse surrounding the efficacy of anti-
organized crime measures has focused on agent-level outputs. But what should a
successful anti-organized crime strategy look like? Ideally, viewed after the fact, it
will have lessened the criminal activity associated to organized crime; it will have
done so by a substantial amount and certainly by an amount which is proportionate
to the expenditure of resources and application of punishments employed—
considering that those resources may be spent in a discretionary manner in other
areas of policing, or at the discretion of government, in other areas entirely.

Since the late 1990s, police agencies in Canada have individually and collectively
attempted to place themselves on an intelligence-led operational footing. This has
taken several forms. Municipal police, provincial police forces and the RCMP have
all invested in expanded intelligence capacity and training. Collaborative intelligence
processes, including a number of bilateral and multilateral initiatives, but above all
efforts to establish an integrated national threat assessment on organized crime
supported by a common methodology assessing organized crime across 19 separate
criteria (“SLEIPNIR”; RCMP 2000), have brought the intelligence holdings of a
growing majority of police agencies into a shared and commonly analyzed setting.
Although there is no recent data on HR growth in the intelligence analysis field, the
capacity of policing in this area has probably tripled since 2000 based on the writer’s
observations. Significant (although probably insufficient) investment has been made
as well into contemporary IT/database support for the retention, analysis and sharing
of police information and intelligence. Finally, new collaborative field techniques
have brought operational intelligence more closely in line with the needs of
substantive enforcement units.
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Canada is not alone in implementing these sorts of changes, although the degree
of interagency cooperation achieved has for a variety of reasons probably been
superior to that of a number of other states. The operational model of policing
response (enforcement and intelligence) adopted with respect to organized crime is
also similar to that advocated or implemented elsewhere—however, with the
exception of the UK’s National Intelligence Model, few other approaches have been
outlined to a similar degree of detail.

The Canadian response to organized crime presumes the following process
(explicit in the RCMP “operations model” elaborated 1998–1999 and in other police
forces’ internal schema, but generally followed by the policing community):

& Significant organized crime targets can be identified in advance of resource
intensive enforcement actions, via the analysis of existing police information and
the proactive cultivation of human source and other data sources. Targets of
immediate opportunity must also be addressed but the capacity to identify and
target criminal organizations proactively must be nurtured and defended
organizationally.

& On an ongoing basis (at a minimum annually, but ideally in a real-time, “living”
manner), known organized crime can and should be parsed by analysis into
targets of lesser or greater priority, according to the threat posed by the group to
the public (identified through the SLEIPNIR method). The definition of a
criminal organization adopted, for practical purposes, is that outlined in CCC
467.1 (as above).

& The entire catalogue of known organized crime, and the relative threat posed by
individual criminal groupings, is to the greatest degree possible shared widely
and routinely amongst the Canadian police community under the auspices of the
Criminal Intelligence Service of Canada, but subsets of this data are also
routinely shared amongst agencies at all levels as operational requirements
dictate.

& Proactive enforcement actions against known criminal organizations are
undertaken to completion, or to a dead end, either by individual police agencies
or in a collaborative manner where targets are deemed to be of considerable
national, regional, provincial or local significance.

Eight years after the elaboration of the RCMP operations model and 5 years after
the first of the annual integrated threat assessments appeared, the scheme outlined
above increasingly bears resemblance to actual practice, which is arguably a
substantial achievement. Annually, the best part of a thousand putative criminal
organizations are currently identified (CISC 2006). National and provincial priority
targets are established collaboratively. Enforcement actions, dependent on recent
actionable intelligence and availability of scarce resources, occur with respect to
both proactive and reactive opportunities against a relatively small subset of known
criminal organizations. However, the availability of better intelligence, giving
operational commanders improved knowledge and awareness of the landscape of
known organized crime, means that strategic decision-making has increasingly come
to rival (though not completely displace) ad hoc and arbitrary target selection.

What measures exist to show whether or not this approach is working? Old habits
die hard: it must be said that Canadian police agencies, public safety bureaucrats,
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politicians and the media remain comfortable with the anecdote as a means of
demonstrating success: the press conference with a stack of drugs on a table,
identification of enforcement success against senior organized crime figures, or
attention to significant takedowns and seizures at border crossings, are all frequently
offered as confirmation of progress. However, more rigorous alternatives may be
available.

First, within the national threat assessment methodology itself lies a mechanism
for identifying outcomes. After several years of artificial growth in the nominal
target base due primarily to improvements in data collection methodology, the curve
has flattened out suggesting that police agencies are now recording and analyzing all
that is known, or as much as can be reasonably aggregated, about organized crime
groups (CISBC 2007).3 The SLEIPNIR method provides a well-articulated and
improving4 set of operational definitions or “business rules” regarding the attributes
of organized crime groups (including violence, corruption, mobility, cohesion,
specialized skills and other capacity) which can be tracked over time. This has the
potential to provide a picture both of the trajectory of an individual group—if
targeted, how has intervention by law enforcement and other consequential
developments affected the group’s capacity?—and of the collective mass of known
organized crime in whichever jurisdiction is subject to analysis. Note that in this
there is nothing magic about the application of SLEIPNIR, as the same would be
true of any methodology applied commonly and continuously.5

However, there are obvious limitations to such an approach in terms of its ability
to answer the question posed at the outset of this paper. SLEIPNIR was never
designed to be a harm measurement device. At best it can tell us how we are doing
against the criminals that we know about, but that is not the only concern. The major
limitations of this methodology may be summarized as follows:

& Inherently and obviously, the trends identified will be those pertaining to known
criminal organizations. As police intelligence capacity is finite, as knowledge is
more abundant where we search and less abundant where we do not, and as skill
and sophistication may allow many substantial criminal organizations to remain
undetected, this method tells us very little if anything about how we are doing
regarding organized crime overall (Homel and Willis 2007).

& Where an upward or downward trend in the threat or capacity of one or more
criminal organizations is detected, the tools available in the SLEIPNIR method

3 In the province of British Columbia, for instance, the number of criminal organizations identified
according to reporting year (Criminal Intelligence Service of British Columbia 2007) was 52 (2003), 84
(2004), 108 (2005), 124 (2006), and 129 (2007).
4 The development of SLEIPNIR was led by Steven Strang of the RCMP’s Criminal Intelligence
Directorate through iterative consultations with subject matter experts, and the tool was implemented by
the RCMP circa 2000. The model has been widely adopted within the Canadian criminal intelligence
community. A revised version is currently under development.
5 Although SLEIPNIR has, for good reason, a near monopoly position in terms of the methods used by
Canadian police agencies to assess their target bases, work continues in several agencies on a
complementary model based on Social Network Analysis. While this approach may yield more reliable
analysis of the structure and relationships amongst criminals and the manner in which they collaborate
strategically, its limitations with respect to its data universe (police-identified targets) are identical to the
ones detailed for the threat measurement approach in the following paragraphs.
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are insufficient in many cases to establish whether this was due to police
intervention or to some other unrelated factor; that is, correlation with police
actions can be identified but causation may remain elusive. The large number of
possible causes of change with respect to any individual target group makes this
problem particularly acute at the level of micro analysis—broader based
correlations may be more fruitful, as suggested below.

& Finally, the nature of the methodology in terms of core data collection, which
unavoidably amounts to qualitative judgements by small groups of analysts
based on partial data, renders the conclusions that can be drawn partial at best.
No matter how skilled and experienced the analyst and no matter how carefully
crafted the operational definitions are within the method, key facts will always
remain beyond the grasp of those asked to describe and analyze criminal
organizations. Monopoly cannot be judged where the full market size is not
known. The deterrent effect of extortion is not much easier to assess than the
deterrent effect of jail or military weapons. The disruption or diminution of a
criminal organization is extremely hard to establish (Gabor 2003:15) when the
wealth and connections of the targets may be unknown to investigators, when the
organization may have been supplanted by a competitor unbeknownst to police,
and indeed when the length of time required to make reliable judgements is
measured in years rather than weeks or months.6

None of this is to suggest that SLEIPNIR is an ineffective tool or that the process
is not a valuable one. Far from it—for a number of years SLEIPNIR has had the
distinction of being not only (probably) the most fully articulated tool available
internationally for measuring criminal organizations, but also having attracted a near
consensus on its application nationally. It is an essential component of strategic
operational resource allocation and post hoc strategic analysis of the business of
policing organized crime. It has also performed the valuable service of standardizing
the way information on criminal organizations is gathered and analyzed across
Canada.

But as effective as it is in shining a light on what we know about criminal
organizations over time, it cannot tell us how we are doing regarding organized
crime and how that crime is experienced at the community level. A positive impact
may be implied, but it is never demonstrated. In principle and in practice, further and
different measurement tools are required to provide accountability. As a conse-
quence, the current situation in Canada does not reveal any attempt or indeed ability
to link the expenditures and initiatives associated to combating criminal organ-
izations with outcomes in terms of organized crime. The assumption is that the one
will lead to the other, but the limited quantitative analysis in (e.g.) the 2006 CISC
Annual Report on Organized Crime is given over exclusively to the metrics of

6 Acknowledgement of the third of these three limitations—the data gathering challenges inherent in
measuring impact via SLEIPNIR—has led to recent efforts in Canada to establish a stand-alone measure
of “disruption” which takes as its more direct focus judicial, economic and other punitive or limiting
effects on the capacity of criminal organizations. At present, however, the data available via this method is
identical to that available to analysts applying the SLEIPNIR tool. There is considerable merit in this
approach in principle, but a well governed and interdisciplinary data collection strategy distinct from
standard criminal information gathering is necessary for the value of such a model to be realized.
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tackling criminal organizations (CISC 2006). At best, community level outcomes are
referred to via anecdote. At worst, they are ignored entirely.

Existing approaches to accountability and measurement

In the absence of a satisfactorily implemented model in Canada linking enforcement
empirically to outcomes in a rigorous manner, both academic guidance (in terms of
the evaluation literature) and practical external examples are logical next steps.

The question of evaluating the impact of organized crime enforcement activity is
a challenging piece of research to conduct, not least because of the “definitional
morass” (Gabor 2003) that attends any such discussion as noted above, but also
because of the multiple ways in which police agencies, ministry mandates, and
legislative provisions address the question of organized crime across the developed
world—and, not inconsequentially, because of the challenge of language.

Thomas Gabor (2003) conducted a review of the range of literature which may be
considered explicitly or implicitly evaluative of state efforts to counter organized
crime. As has been noted variously (e.g. Sherman et al. 1997; Brass et al. 2006;
Campbell et al. 2007), only a minority of evaluations of public policy in the area of
law enforcement are—for reasons relating to difficulties of data availability, or due
in some cases to political efficacy, organizational culture, or lack of capacity—
conducted with any great degree of rigour. Accordingly, Gabor found that methods
of meta-analysis or systematic review using quantitative tools were unavailable to
the extent they might be in other domains, as much of the material under review he
found (unsurprisingly) to be “descriptive and anecdotal.” However, this limitation
notwithstanding, his work provides a very useful (and to date unique) reference point
for any discussion of enforcement efficacy.

Gabor adopts a general definition of organized crime “control strategies,”
examining any evaluation of a strategy in which “direct and explicit connections
[were] made between the control measure and the impact on criminal organizations”
(5–6). The strategies reviewed included modes of enforcement organization,
enforcement targeting choices, investigative techniques, court-centered procedures,
police information and intelligence processes, legislative and regulatory change, and
public hearings and oversight. Partly as a consequence, only a small subset of the
evaluations addressed by Gabor examine the broad outcomes of policy; most focus
instead on the more immediate impacts on the specific targets identified. For
practical purposes ‘strategy’ is thus narrowly defined in most instances.

The review’s findings are fairly stark: of 18 separate strategies considered, Gabor
concludes that only three had accrued a significant body of associated evaluative
research since 1980. Of these three (measures to combat money laundering, witness
protection, and supply reduction) only evaluations of “witness protection” programs
offered evidence of genuine effectiveness. In contrast, “control of money
laundering” and “supply reduction” approaches were deemed to be of low
effectiveness (56–57). All other control strategies exhibited insufficient grounds
for judgement as regards available, well-conducted research. Given the difficulty of
extrapolating from a witness protection program’s proximate outcomes (higher
conviction rate, reduced witness tampering) to overall fluctuations in crime types
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associated with organized crime, it is reasonable to conclude from Gabor’s work that
evidence of effectiveness of existing organized crime control strategies is scarce to
the point of near-absence. This is most certainly true outside the United States, the
jurisdiction in which most of the reviewed material originated. In essence, “what
works” regarding organized crime is largely unknown. As one might expect from a
policy area without easy access to outcome variables, where evidence exists it is as
least as likely to demonstrate that policies are ineffective as it is that they are
effective (admittedly, from an n of three).

In the relative absence of academic evaluation of anti-organized crime measures,
another means of understanding the state of knowledge regarding policy efficacy is
consideration of examples provided in other jurisdictions, by means of an
examination of government-authored documents addressing law enforcement
performance. In classifying these, it may be suggested that there are effectively
three types of knowledge in terms of the efficacy of public policy—in this case, anti-
organized crime strategies. They may be termed anecdotal knowledge, process
knowledge, and outcome knowledge.

& Anecdotal knowledge is the possession only of facts bearing face relevance to
the policy and its stated goals, without any appreciable degree of context
available for those facts. For example, we are trying to prevent the importation of
heroin into the country, and today we have seized 3 kg of heroin. While it is
undeniable that seizing heroin would be part of an effective strategy, ignorance
of the size of the market, of comparative analysis of the relative size of the
seizure (superlatives being quickly applied), and of whether or not the success in
question was worthwhile in proportionate terms would make this “knowledge”
effectively meaningless. It would not be inaccurate to describe most public
announcements by police agencies globally regarding drug seizures in the last
40 years as falling into this category.

& Process knowledge is the possession of facts regarding the application of a policy
where the various metrics of a process—in our case, the control of criminal
organizations—are well established and available in a comparative context.
Consciously or subconsciously, this approach appeals to government agencies as
it involves counting what we are doing as opposed to what they are doing. It
would be reasonable to argue that the Canadian law enforcement community has
developed a relatively high standard of comprehensive process knowledge
regarding its own anti-organized crime strategies, higher certainly than some
other jurisdictions where comparatively greater bureaucratic rivalry may have
stymied efforts at intelligence sharing.

& Outcome knowledge is the possession of facts regarding the intended consequences
of a policy, where a relationship can be established in a rigorous manner between
the policy goal, the accompanying process and the available outcome indicators.
This is the most elusive of the three categories by far, and is not normally within the
reach of an observer who is unwilling or unable to apply or consume the
conclusions evaluation schemes and multivariate causal analysis (which need not
be overly technical provided the evaluative research is well designed). However, in
its absence, there can be no assurance that resources (and careers) spent on the
control of organized crime, or on any other policy, are being well spent.
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To identify methodologies in place regarding the performance of anti-organized
crime strategies, the most recent available public documents on organized crime
policing in a number of advanced democratic states (typically, in the form of annual
performance reports) were reviewed and analysed by the author for explicit or
implicit judgements of performance, and for the evidence provided in support of
those judgements. In the case of the United States, whose enforcement establishment
is possibly more differentiated than most, reports from a series of agencies were
reviewed. In all, documents accounting for anti-organized crime activity and policy
in seven sovereign states (the US, UK, France, Germany, Italy, Australia, and New
Zealand) and issued by 14 separate bureaucracies were analyzed.7

The limits of this analysis are obvious in terms of the comprehensiveness of the
comparison group, the variable nature of the report designs, and the reliance on
public data. In effect, this is a somewhat unrepresentative sample, a failing the paper
has typically assigned to others above. A more thorough analysis would involve,
ideally, direct contact with senior bureaucrats in a range of jurisdictions, identifying
additional competent bureaucracies, and this is to be recommended. However, two
points may be offered in mitigation—first, it seems very likely that if there is an
improved methodology available, it would exist in at least one of these organizations
as opposed to exclusively elsewhere. Secondly, if such a method demonstrated
anything approximating success in a rigorous manner, this finding would most
certainly survive the editing stage on its way to public (and political) consumption.

Table 1 indicates summary results of the analysis. For a deep understanding of the
approaches taken in each country and within each bureaucracy, a lengthy narrative
comparison combined with expert interviews would be desirable, and should
probably be undertaken as part of any serious and more extensive policy review. For
the moment, key initial observations we may make are as follows:

& External criteria and explicit public evaluation of performance is rare and
essentially unknown outside the UK.8 Most performance judgements are made
by agencies themselves using self-selected criteria.

& The typical means of assessing performance, whether offered explicitly or simply
implicit within the available documentation, is normally process-focused.

& Better examples of process-based assessments of performance include time-series
context and acknowledgement of inherent knowledge limitations. Less satisfac-
tory examples offer system-wide data, but with little contextualization.

& Some agencies still provide primarily anecdotal data in support of assertions of
positive impact.

& Outcome measures, particularly in terms of “harm” trends, are rarely offered in
support of performance assessment, although several agencies acknowledge that

7 Twelve of these agencies have either comprehensive responsibility for countering organized crime, or
responsibility for a substantial portion of that mandate (e.g. cross-border trafficking or money laundering).
The two FIUs, while tasked with tracking financial information in support of enforcement, have access in
principle to a broad range of financial data within their own national banking systems which may be
married with police information.
8 One possible exception to this comment would be the ad hoc reports on policing offered occasionally by
the US GAO, Canadian Auditor-General, and similar bodies. However, none of these approximate an
ongoing performance-based accountability framework for organized crime enforcement, being more likely
to call for such a framework instead.
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better linkage between organized crime enforcement and such measures is
desirable and necessary.

& Where good quality outcome measures are available, it is in circumstances where
substantial investment has been made in data collection (e.g. drug use survey
data, victimisation data).

& In some cases, data offered in support of narrative claims is either irrelevant or
contradictory; in a related manner, statistical data suggestive of policy failure
either receives no comment or is taken as evidence of additional resources
requirements or redoubled efforts.

Clearly, if Canadian law enforcement is looking for a “gold standard” with which
to measure organized crime policing performance, it is not available off the shelf
from an external source at present, at least in finished form. However, it is apparent
from much of this documentation that while outcome measures are not readily
available in all circumstances, there is increasing recognition that the connection
between traditional means of enforcement and its presumed outcomes needs to be
demonstrated to be continued, and that process knowledge is not sufficient. The UK
Serious and Organised Crime Agency annual report for 2006–07 notes that “law
enforcement has tended to be judged on easily quantifiable measures, such as the
number of groups disrupted or the amount of illegal commodity seized. These may be
simple to measure but very hard to connect with outcomes that demonstrably matter
to communities or impact longer term on the organised crime threats that harm the
UK.” Likewise, the authors of the 2007 US National Money Laundering Strategy
suggest that while “traditional measures....do offer useful information and are
indicators of the progress the United States is making against money laundering....
[t]he United States must work toward more effectively identifying and connecting
criminal activity, illicit cash, money laundering methods, cases, and outcomes” (13).

It is clear, as well, that such a measurement standard is elusive and is probably not
“resource-neutral.” The statistics typically adduced in support of accounting for
organized crime enforcement efforts are those gathered by the justice system in those
areas where they have gained some traction: charges, prosecutions, sentences,
seizures and forfeitures, and (less persuasively) disruption and dismantlement
assessments. It is probably impossible to gauge the on-going impact of organized
crime without detailed, reliable victimisation data, drug use data (including both self-
report and health care utilization measures), and a much fuller integration of law
enforcement data with other data sources.

The challenge of developing useful impact indicators

When policing seeks to disrupt and incapacitate criminal organizations and their
membership, this is not the end product we desire but merely a strategic choice on
the way to our goal. What we profess to do when we target criminal organizations is
to lower the incidence of violence, illness and misery associated with illicit markets,
as regards the individuals involved but also the families and communities of those
individuals. We presume, too, that tackling criminal organizations will have
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measurable impacts in terms of thefts, health care usage, assaults, homicides, cases
of corruption, and other direct consequences of organized crime. Examples of this
basic axiom are available on the webpage of any policing organization in Canada.
We do not, however, provide much evidence of this linkage, nor is the policing
establishment asked to do so—yet. Of concern is that likelihood that were such a
question to be posed tomorrow, providing an answer in an acceptable period of time
would be very challenging given the current state of knowledge.

It is broadly accepted that some aspects of organized crime’s impact are hard to
measure—for example, the impact of undetected fraud, or the behavioural ripples
associated to intimidation and extortion. But many others are more tangible, such as
gang violence, much property crime, or health and social problems related directly
(or, where well-researched, indirectly) to illicit drugs. To date, however, these factors
are more likely to be identified sporadically, whether in media or policy circles, as
markers of crisis or decay as opposed to a means of assessing progress.

How might we normalize the linkage of resource allocation and outcome in the
area of organized crime enforcement? Whether within policing or in policy more
broadly, this would require proponents and clients of significant strategic choices to
agree on a recognizable standard for success which is based on outcomes as opposed
to processes. In turn, proportionate resources and skills would need to be dedicated
to the identification and measurement of progress towards that standard.

No matter how necessary this requirement is, or how easily said, it will take some
doing in practice. If true success against organized crime is measured best in terms of
societal harms, it is also true that many other factors (e.g. demographics, economics, or
migration) which are beyond the control of the police and their partners have influence
over those outcomes. As observers in the UK have argued, by tying specific
performance evaluations to outcome variables too closely we run the risk of creating
invalid or unfair measures (SOCA 2007a). But this should not discourage us from
using these tools with appropriate caution. It should be remembered that we have
arrived at the current situation largely without any rigorous attention to “bottom
line” outcomes at all; even if community crime or health indicators are insufficiently
specific for our taste, they are better than the alternative.

One promising model along these lines developed in the Australian policy
environment, albeit still at the stage of a recommended approach, is the framework
for drug law enforcement performance measurement elaborated recently by Peter
Homel and Katie Willis (2007). The approach suggests that performance indicators
regarding drug enforcement be measured along four axes of outcome:

& Reductions in drug crime and drug-related crime
& Changes in average drug seizures and characteristics of OC participants
& Improved public health
& Improved public amenity (i.e. perception and confidence)

While not all data proposed as proxy measures is readily gathered in Canada in a
comparable manner—and while some of the data may rely too greatly on unreliable
judgements or statistically insignificant fluctuations—the efforts Homel and Willis
have made in aggregating a broad range of countable indicators provide a basis for
optimism as to the viability of an improved accountability model, and probably
represents the best starting point in terms of existing propositions.
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Some other observations are relevant here. First, it should not be assumed that all
the relevant data regarding organized crime is held now, or will be held in the future,
in the public safety environment. Traditional measures of convictions, seizures or
arrests are necessary but not sufficient for an understanding of enforcement impact,
lacking context. They are themselves unable to indicate much more than the ways in
which criminal justice resources are alerted, deployed, and how efficiently or
inefficiently they function. Many, or perhaps most, of the relevant indicators
regarding the success or failure of policing initiatives are instead held by health,
education, or civic organizations, or other agencies and researchers. However, these
data currently are often (indeed usually) not collected and analysed from a public
safety perspective. A significant reconstitution of the research relationship and
overall policy collaboration between justice and health agencies and researchers is
overdue, and the value from this improved relationship should run in both directions.
This is likely a necessary condition of successful public safety policy at all levels.

Second, within policing artificial distinctions have been allowed to develop
between “federal,” and thus presumably high-level, information and intelligence
regarding organized crime, and municipal, street-level or otherwise community-based
indicators of criminality. Thus it is possible today in Canada to hear police executives
speak any day of the week of the impact of drug addiction upon “break and enter”
patterns, and yet look in vain for much federal enforcement documentation which uses
property crime as a measurable outcome of organized crime policing strategies—and it
is also possible to hear discussions at senior bureaucratic levels regarding a national
organized crime strategy, in the absence of a national crime strategy. The mental
distance which has been created in the public, political and policing mind between
organized crime and “low-level” crime does a disservice to those addressing the
purpose and product of organized crime enforcement.

Gabor’s (2003:16) caution regarding the difficulty of approaches such as that
proposed more recently by Homel and Willis is based on the difficulty of
operationalizing the range of outcome variables necessary to create such an index.
It is clear this challenge should not be understated, particularly if one is reliant
exclusively on data from police systems or justice processes. Some data, in particular
victimisation data, is in most jurisdictions not collected with sufficient detail or
frequency. While this requires committed resolution, we may allow ourselves greater
optimism if such an approach were paired with research partnerships across not
simply the agencies of the criminal justice system, but also including health and
human services data collected and analysed in a collaborative manner. In any event,
the need for caution noted we can do little else besides focus on measuring indicators
of negative outcomes we are seeking to prevent, despite how challenging this may
be. No amount of focus on tangible, available process indicators allows us to
understand our true dependent variables unless we measure them directly.

The good news is that some of the groundwork for an approach such as this is
being done already. “Crime reduction” approaches and a focus on chronic or prolific
offending, based on prior experience in the United Kingdom, have led a number of
Canadian police forces to channel additional resources towards an improved
knowledge base and analytical capacity, through multi-agency partnerships, with
respect to street crime, property crime, and the intersection between substance abuse
and offending. As importantly, public policy discourse in Canada has gravitated in
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this decade towards multi-agency models of responsibility with respect to public
safety. Primarily, these approaches have taken root at the level of individual
offenders as opposed to the more general challenge of organized crime. Broadening
evidence-based policing from the municipal level to a similar approach at higher
levels of abstraction is the obvious next step, though it should not be assumed the
implementation will be straightforward.

As noted above, there are a number of extant data sources with substantial
relevance to the policing of organized crime, especially within the health and human
services sectors (to be clear, this is said with reference to understanding patterns, as
opposed to data on individuals protected under privacy legislation). Substantial
effort needs to be made to build this information into our general understanding of
organized crime, and of how well our policies are faring with respect to community,
family and individual outcomes.

Conclusion: towards an improved measurement and accountability model

Although an exact figure is impossible to establish because of the debatable
boundaries of what may be considered “enforcement,” substantial resources are
devoted annually in Canada to control and combat organized crime, by federal but
also by provincial, territorial and municipal governments—an estimate of $500
million is heard not infrequently. Do we have a mechanism to know if this
investment is having a measurable impact on the incidence of organized crime and
its most obvious effects?

For the moment, the answer is “not really,” although this is not for lack of effort.
As noted above, Canadian police agencies at all levels have made good faith and
praiseworthy efforts in the past decade to expand and improve their intelligence
programs, build knowledge about existing criminal organizations, and make this
information broadly available—and to conduct operations on a collaborative and
intelligence-led basis. We have better-than-acceptable measures regarding the
catalogue of known criminal organizations, and few if any international examples
exist to put these efforts in the shade. However, our efforts tell us much about our
known target base without getting us very far towards knowing if our efforts matter
much to the communities we police in tangible terms. This is a common problem
across the jurisdictions viewed here in comparative terms. As the authors of the
German Bundeskriminalamt’s 2004 Organized Crime Situation Report note, “OC
situation reports reflect the situation of the suppression of OC rather than actual
developments in OC” (Bundeskriminalamt 2004:7).

What can we do to improve this situation in the near and longer terms? In
sketching a transition to an improved accountability model for the policing of
organized crime in Canada, several changes of approach may be recommended.

& Operationalize, and standardize nationally, multidisciplinary outcome measures
for the policing of organized crime—and link evaluation of anti-organized crime
strategies to those measures.

To call for a multi-disciplinary approach to the measurement of harms associated
to organized crime is not to be unique or original. Michael Maltz (1975, 1990)
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identified five categories of harm—physical, economic, psychological, community,
and societal—plausibly associated to organized crime, which might be measured as
an evaluation of enforcement impact. As Gabor notes, however, measuring harm as
Maltz urges “is no simple task.” It must necessarily be multi-disciplinary, rigorous,
and drawn from good quality data. Although the public safety community will
inevitably be the primary driver of such an approach, harm measurement in all
likelihood requires the adoption of higher standards of methodological awareness
and transparent measurement (including the development of resources and capacity
in this area) than those to which that community has typically been accustomed.
Adoption of higher methodological standards might be seen as both a driver and a
consequence of closer relationships with other disciplines.

However, another significant gap is the lack of regular, comprehensive and
detailed victimisation data to set against police occurrence, health and other datasets.
In this, the Canadian situation compares unfavourably with that in the UK, where the
British Crime Survey provides data of sufficient quality and granularity as to allow
for a much greater range of questions to be asked, and answered. The lack of such an
instrument is perhaps the greatest single impediment to an appropriate accountability
model regarding organized crime enforcement. Current attempts to bridge this gap
through focus groups, sporadically applied high level surveys, and other low-cost
measures are insufficient as a basis for policy at current levels of expenditure.

& Develop a capacity, within policing or more generally within the public safety
apparatus, to measure and evaluate policing performance, including but not limited
to organized crime policing, according to robust external methodological standards.

Put simply, this capacity does not currently exist in a more than rudimentary
capacity at any level of Canadian policing beyond a few skilled individuals who are
limited by data availability as suggested above. As a consequence, neither the police
agencies themselves, nor in truth the primary clients of those agencies, are in a
position to account in a methodologically sound manner for public expenditure on
organized crime policing. In too many cases, it is not simply that the right questions
cannot be answered; it is that they cannot be asked.

& Continue to build and refine process evaluation and threat assessment
methodologies where feasible, but with an acknowledgement of limits.

None of the foregoing should be taken as suggesting that current efforts to
catalogue, analyze and compare known criminal organizations should cease. As
noted above, the development in Canada of SLEIPNIR and associated intelligence
and enforcement management practices represent a generational shift which is
arguably one of the major achievements in policing of the last decade.

However, progress with respect to the known list of criminal organizations is not
the same as progress with respect to organized crime, and where this is not made
explicit it should be so. No amount of tinkering with the method will change this—it
will remain a measure of the known, not the whole. But it should be possible by
expanding the data consulted, and deepening our knowledge of the impact of justice
processes on criminal organizations, to develop even richer understanding of the
capacity of a criminal organization, its growth, disruption, decline or decay, and the
merits of different enforcement approaches. All of these factors will remain valuable
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as measures of how well policing dollars are being spent in terms of individual
cases, as well as in terms of the operational choices made. What is required is
vigilance to ensure that these process-based successes do not become a proxy for
success of the project as a whole.

As noted above, the direction indicated in this paper could and should be
substantiated by a more comprehensive review of existing international approaches.
If the conclusions upon that review are similar, significant changes in the way we
measure and account for the anti-organized crime project in Canada are called for.
Some of the recommended changes are philosophical or organizational in nature, but
others would certainly cost additional resources, particularly as regards the data
required to make coherent judgements. These costs are most certainly proportionate
and appropriate to the substantial cost of the enforcement activity currently
underway. In the meantime, it will be possible to continue for a while in the current
knowledge environment with the intuitive sense that policing is making a difference.
Intuition is probably insufficient over the longer run.
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