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[bookmark: _GoBack]Can offending profiling be scientifically evaluated? 

Fox, B., & Farrington, D. (2015). An Experimental Evaluation on the Utility of Burglary 	Profiles Applied in Active Police Investigations. Criminal Justice and 	Behavior, 42(2), 156-175.
 
	The thesis of this review: A step in the right direction for offender profiling (OP); or statistical analysis of interpretation. The review will be presented in sectional order that considers the structure of the article’s layout in relation to the journals submission guidelines, critiquing potential omissions and the relevance of content, and the robustness of the methods employed. The critique is predominantly weighted on the introduction and methods section, as the article lacks comparative considerations to previous research, and is pioneering the effectiveness of OP in real-life police cases. The authors are commended for pushing the boundaries OP research, by evaluating the original intention of profiling, assisting law- enforcement agencies to apprehend more felons.   

	Fox & Farrington’s (2015) purpose and intent were to conduct empirical evaluation a newly-devised burglary profile (BP) utility, in real-life police investigations. The authors proclaimed the research was unique, by testing the utility and accuracy of OP in the field; preceding research considered the efficacy utilising alternative methods. The researchers compared the burglary arrest rates (BAR) of one treatment police group to three control groups, during two periods pre-and-post intervention (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The findings reported the BP significantly increased the BAR in the experimental group, and the authors concluded the research might elicit the development of more effective profiles (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The researchers are commended for attempting to deliver a statistical profile to aid the investigation of difficult to solve crimes, property-theft often lacks any witnesses or clues, hindering the investigation. The authors retain the relevant academic authority and experience to pursue research in OP; Dr Fox has contributed to 16 peer-reviewed articles and gained professional experience with Federal Bureau of Investigating (FBI), as a special agent and behavioural analysis training and research consultant (USF, n.d.). Whereas, Dr Farrington has published many articles and books on the topic, and held the presidency of national and international societies of criminology (UoC, n.d.). Although, despite the authors’ considerable scholarly expertise, the article has only been previously cited by eight times (Google Scholar, n. d). 


	The authors present the significance of the research, by identifying the lack of evaluative empirical research conducted on OP. The research was conceptualised on comments made to provide evidence OP is effective in the field (Snook, Taylor, Gendreau, & Bennell, 2009; cited by Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 161). The authors reported, many highly-regarded criminal detection agencies, employ offender profiling (OP) to assist criminal investigations (Dowden, Bennell, & Bloomfield, 2007; Kocsis, 2007; cited by Fox & Farrington, 2015). The researchers present earlier research and infer; most research describes OP, lacks statistical analysis and scientific evaluation (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 157). The authors infer previous profiles vary; built on robust analytical methods, or devised from ‘experience, intuition, and educated guesswork’ ‘more of an art than a science’ (Gerberth, 1990; Pinizzotto, 1984; cited by Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 157). The authors suggest, ‘OP is a field in which underlying mechanisms and theoretical framework are still being devel-oped and understood.’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 157). Moreover, likened previous evaluative research as either; measuring the accuracy of profilers’ predictions to other groups, or conducting a popularity survey of law-enforcement officers that previously utilised a profiler (Fox & Farrington, 2015). Implying, both methods measure perceptions, rather than profiling accuracy or utility (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The authors highlight one previous evaluative study of OP; a retrospective analysis reported fewer than 3% of profiles were successful (Gudjonsson & Copson, 1997; cited by Fox & Farrington, 2015). The authors declared the literature review ‘is not exhaustive’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 161), suggesting not much has changed since the conceptualisation of OP (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The authors concluded the introduction with the aim of the study,
	‘Specifically, we will test new evidence-based pro-files for burglary in the United 	States by comparing the burglary arrest rates for a police department using 	theprofiles to the arrest rates of matched agencies using only their stan-dard 	investigative tools.’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 161).
Moreover, the authors recognised the research may not provide a measure of accuracy for alternative methods OP, although, be the first scientific test of ongoing police burglary cases. 


	The title of the article sets the scene of what the researchers intended to investigate, and the article’s abstract provides an adequate summary of the study. The introduction of the article appears to be a fair reflection of previous evaluative research, or the lack of, providing a clear rationale and aim of the study. The introduction highlighted the lack of clarity on how profiles are constructed; intuitive or scientific and implied the efficacy of OP requires scientific evaluation. In fact, the article clearly discussed how profiling lacks consistency, as the ‘underlying mechanisms and theoretical framework are still being devel-oped and understood.’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 157). Undoubtedly, muddying the water and potentially hindering advancement in the topic. The literature review was ‘not exhaustive’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 161), although informative. However, what was presented was overly critical, considering the authors’ quest for scientific evaluation was encouraged much later than the criticised research had been conducted (Snook et al., 2009; cited by Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 161). The variables of the research were unclear in the introduction, and lacked information or reference to the profile being employed. The first inference to the approach was made on the fifth page, ‘we will test new evidence-based pro-files for burglary in the United States’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015 p. 161). Probably too little and too late, for a key component of the research. 

	The flow of the introduction could have been improved by presenting the SPOT-burglary profile (Fox & Farrington, 2012). The profile was introduced belatedly in the methods section. The profile was published three years earlier, therefore, requiring some form of recognition before expanding on, in the methods section. The reviewed article was published in the Criminal Justice and Behavior; by Sage publishing, and the submission guidelines state; all submissions must adhere to the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (6th edition) (APA, 2010). The manual recommends, describing relevant scholarship in the introduction section of an article, ‘When summarizing earlier works, avoid nonessential details: instead emphasize pertinent findings, relevant methodological issues, and major conclusions.’ (APA, 2010, p. 28). This author proposes, Fox & Farrington (2015) avoided essential details of the newly developed profile and defining the variables utilised in the research. Likewise, the introduction lacked any underpinning psychological theory, further avoidance or justifiable statement; ‘underlying mechanisms and theoretical framework are still being devel-oped and understood.’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p.157). 

	However, other scientific frameworks are available, for example, the action-characteristics equation; a profiling model built on inferences drawn from crimes and behaviour that utilises psychological theory to aid profiling predictions (Canter, 2011, p. 6). Highlighting the differences between both countries concept of profiling; a theory based or interpretation led. The concept of OP was developed in America, along with the dichotomous classification (organized/disorganized) of perpetrators behavioural characteristics observed at a crime scene. The model was developed on limited interviews, with multiple serial criminals; not reliable or valid sources or research methods (Canter, Alison, Alison, & Bentwick, 2004, p. 8). Moreover, the original classifications are reified constantly, without the dichotomy undergoing further consideration (Canter et al., 2004). One of the original proponents of dichotomy suggested, ‘profiling process rely very heavily on the particular personal perspective and expertise of the profiler’ (Resser et al., 1998; cited by Canter, 2000, p. 4). Implying, any profiles are liable to different interpretations, based on expertise of an individual. Whereas, the British approach to profiling utilises empirical data to determine statistical outlines of the unidentified felon (Canter, 2002). Therefore, scientific not interpretative, although probably dependent on what side of the Atlantic Ocean one may sit.


	The method section identified the research design was of experimental nonequivalent group design. The researchers stated random assignment was unachievable, because of cost, lack of required cooperation from police authorities and time (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The authors inferred that the nonequivalent group design limits confounding variables and mirrors randomisation by the inclusion of additional controls, to achieve causal inferences. Although, ‘While the lack of randomization prevents causality from being definitively established in the nonequivalent group design,’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 162). The study compared the BAR, recorded burglaries divided by arrests ratio, of four police authorities that were comparable in; officers to citizen ratio, size of the jurisdiction, burglary rates, and geographical location. The research measured the BAR differences between the groups in two periods; four-years BAR data pre-intervention and 12-months post-intervention periods. The manipulation of the research was only one of police authority received training in the intervention, namely the statistical patterns of offending typology (SPOT) burglary profile (Fox & Farrington, 2012). 


	The SPOT-burglary profile (Fox & Farrington, 2012), was the authors chosen profile, which was developed on the BAR data of 405 randomly selected solved burglar offences and arrest reports committed in one county of Florida. The data was obtained for a 12-month period, between 2008 and 2009. The data included; scene of crime reports and perpetrators behaviour, which provided ‘statistically related patterns of offending behaviors and traits’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 163). The profile was developed by employing a statistical method known as latent class analysis (LCA). The LCA identified four styles of a burglary that were classified as; opportunistic, organized, disorganized and interpersonal. The subgroups provided details of the most likely type of offender, for example; the perpetrator’s previous criminal record, whether the offender was known to the victim, and if the offender used a car. The profile assisted the treatment group, to investigate the most likely offender. The SPOT-burglary profile (Fox & Farrington, 2012) was selected for the study, as it was devised by statistical analysis to solve burglaries (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The intervention was implemented by providing; an operational manual, a three-week training programme to one police department officers and criminal analysts, with additional training for several superior officers. 


	The methods section of the article was thorough but lengthy, and the argument for adopting a nonexperimental group design was valid. The nature of the research and the limited participant pool disallowed randomisation, and the pursuance of randomisation was potentially counter-productive. Potentially causing division between the profile trained and untrained staff, or the transference of information relating to the approach, both effects were likely to impact the BAR. The experimental treatment description occupied a large volume of the methods section, part of the information could have been incorporated in the introduction section, as previously stated. Despite the volume of the methods section, the methods were robust, clearly defining the participants, an adequate description of the experimental treatment and the statistical analysis employed. Although the profile chosen by the researchers is questionable, this was the first occasion the profile was utilised. The untested profile may retain reliability and validity issues, at that point unknown. 


	This author contends the SPOT-burglary profile (Fox & Farrington, 2012), is potentially flawed. The profile is untested, and developed on limited data (12-months), from a small geographical area, and based on the interpretations of various investigators. The BAR data was obtained from various police officers that potentially retain different skillsets; interviewing techniques, scenes of crime reporting, and proficiency in reporting relevant paperwork. The disparity of skills may elicit incomplete information or misinterpretation of criminal facts. Moreover, ‘Police databases are notoriously inaccurate…and unreliable.’ (Canter, 2011, p. 6). Therefore, the dataset utilised to construct the SPOT-burglary profile (Fox & Farrington, 2012), may not be wholly accurate and consistent, and the consequences of inaccurate information; is inaccurate profile. Whereas, another potential flaw was probably controllable; an earlier study that constructed a BP, which employed similar statistical analysis to construct the profile reported,
	‘the four burglary groups is specific to the current data and that replications with 	other datasets could probably produce different estimates and groupings. In no way 	should current burglary classes be reified.’ (Vaughn, DeLisi, Beaver, Howard, 2008, 	p. 1391). 
Implying, a new profile was probably warranted for Fox & Farrington’s (2015) research, potentially gathered from the four-years BAR pre-treatment data, gathered on all participating police authorities. Additionally, providing longitudinal data from a larger sample that was representative of the four police groups, potentially increasing statistical power and validity of the research. Another potential flaw in the SPOT-burglary profile is the lack of consideration for overlapping themes, when a crime scene is likely to be assigned to more than one subgroup, indistinguishable or unspecific to one subgroup. Fox & Farrington (2012) robust analysis, potentially overlooked the likelihood of overlapping. Previous research identified the potential of overlapping themes, which restricts classification to one subgroup (Canter et al., 2004). Albeit, the researchers, commented on the lack of cooperation and time to conduct a randomised experiment, potentially this limited the opportunity in developing a new statistical profile. Moreover, very few have considered the scientific evaluation to assess the effectiveness of real-life crimes. All new concepts need refinement and are falsifiable, the very essence of research.
 

	 The findings implied the trained property crimes unit had more than doubled the BAR, in comparison to pre-intervention BAR, and compared the three control group police authorities (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The ANCOVA and multivariate regression analysis, indicated the SPOT-burglary profile (Fox & Farrington, 2012), elicited a major effect on the BAR for the treatment group, eliciting a significant impact on BAR for the treatment group. The multivariate regression confirmed, no significant differences between the four groups before the intervention. In contrast, the three control groups reported a slight decrease in BAR during the 12-month follow-up period. Despite, the researchers statistically controlling for repeat offenders, and BAR between the four groups. 


	The results are clearly reported to meet the research objectives, and the article presented the findings in appropriate text and presented clearly by illustrated graphs and charts. The authors also report the size of the effect after controlling for other external factors, resulting from multiple regression analysis (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The statistical analysis conducted by the researchers appears robust, by utilising statistical analysis to negate variables between the groups. Counterbalancing, the lack randomisation of the research, as the uncertainty of the findings may persist, in relation to uncontrolled external factors. However, randomisation may be unachievable without the influence of a larger research budget, although this represents a challenge for replication studies. Therefore, the authors are commended for the robustness of the statistical analysis employed, and the presentation of the findings.


	The article’s discussion section, reports the success of the SPOT-burglary profile, and the uniqueness of the research; by scientifically evaluating the effectiveness of OP as demonstrated by increasing the BAR (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The authors attempted to compare the findings of this research to previous studies results, although acknowledged the discussion lacked comparisons or interpretation to previous studies, as previous studies employed different designs and methodologies, and lacked evaluation of real-life crimes (Fox & Farrington, 2015). The authors iterated, the external validity of the study allows future research to be conducted on similar agencies, by adopting similar profiling methods, to assist future research. The authors reported the study had limitations, due to the lack of randomisation in the study, which may have contributed to the findings, by unearthing unmeasurable differences among the groups employed (Fox & Farrington, 2015). Albeit, the researchers suggested the significance of the study would probably be unaffected (Fox & Farrington, 2015). Another limitation proposed by the researchers relates to the professional profiler’s status, potentially influencing the efficacy of profiling to the degree that led to improved detection; not the success of the profile (Fox & Farrington, 2015). Although the researchers suggest, this can influence in both a positive or negative manner, and the increase in arrests was achieved by the police officers utilising the profile, the researchers merely provided the tool to assist arrests (Fox & Farrington, 2015). A further limitation was reported, the possibility of increased focus paid by the investigators to achieve improved BAR, although the researchers imply the duration of the follow-up potentially negates this effect. The authors suggest future studies should utilise a more extended follow-up period to negate the two previously suggested limitations, and adopt randomised control groups. Moreover, recommend testing other crimes, and increase the quantity of participating police forces, and gather qualitative data from the detecting staff. The authors concluded the SPOT-burglary profile was successful in securing more BAR and encouraged replication studies to further this type of statistical profiling method (Fox & Farrington, 2015). 
 

	 Fox & Farrington (2015) provide a limited discussion section, due to the lack of previous similar research. The authors presented several limitations, increased focus on burglaries results obtained for the treatment group were potentially achieved by an increased focus on the crimes. Another interpretation might be attributed to the senior officers, as extra resources need to produce results. The time invested is likely to require tangible results, the police are not researchers, and failure will have consequences. Whereas failure for the researcher is less impacting; the most likely consequence is falsifiability that fuels future scientific research. Additionally, the researchers imply the duration of the follow-up potentially negated the potential of increased focus. In contrast, a more extended period may elicit the longitudinal impact of BP; are the BAR consistent, or rise and fall. Most people are likely to revert to type over a more extended period without follow-up training sessions. Likewise, the focus of senior staff may shift to other crimes, as policing can be fluid or directed by the political masters. A surprising omission in the discussion section was the lack of potential implications of the research; the potential benefits are enormous, reduced home insurance premiums, fewer crimes committed if more felons are apprehended, safer public and domestic environments, and a reduction in man-hours involved in detecting a burglary. Despite the limitations presented, the research demonstrated the utility of the typology, by significantly improving the BAR in the treatment group. 

	
	The layout of the article mainly followed the publisher’s guidelines, apart from the information omitted in the introduction of the article. The SPOT-burglary profile required some inference or reference as the profile had been previously published. The relevant content of the presented literature adequately identified the purpose of the research and the lack of previous evaluative research. However, the article had another omission; the researchers failed to apply psychological theory. The statement iterated, ‘OP is a field in which underlying mechanisms and theoretical framework are still being devel-oped and understood.’ (Fox & Farrington, 2015, p. 157). Probably correct, however, what was published may differ to the researchers’ interpretation, this needed clarification. The method and results sections were clearly presented and provided sufficient data to meet the research objectives. The discussion section lacked consideration or interpretation to previous research, although the research was potentially pioneering, and interpretative consideration was unachievable. The article assessed the potential limitations of the research and suggested recommendations for future research. All considered the article was informative and expansive, and the authors are commended for the effort made. 

	This author contends the research could have been improved. The reification SPOT-burglary profile was debatable; the authors had an opportunity to construct a newer profile from the pre-treatment data from the present study. Providing a broader dataset over a more extended period, and addressing the limitations of the original profile. Moreover, the profile utilised was untested, lacking validity and raising concerns about the appropriateness of the profile. It could be argued, Fox & Farrington (2015) only accomplished reifying burglary subgroup classifications derived from analysing criminal reports and interpretations from detectives lacking the appropriate expertise. Although, this possibly represents the lead author’s professional experience with the FBI, which apparently reify classifications constructed many years ago. In reflection, considering the uniqueness of the research, the profile provides a starting point to refine and develop additional profiles, to advance the utility and accuracy of OP, facilitating a positive step in the right direction. Further research is required to shape the profile, which heeds the recommendations the researchers, and eventually apprehend more felons. 
	In conclusion, is the research a step in the right direction for OP, most likely, although not a holistic tool, as some perpetrators may not fit the classification subgroups suggested; some individual differences and mental health issues may not be easily pigeon-holed. Lastly, is the profile statistical analysis of interpretation, most likely; investigatory staff require a greater understanding on how to process a crime scene, to restrict the potential of personal interpretations, before a more robust statistical profiling tool should be constructed. Despite, the mostly negative critique the researchers are commended for advancing OP, and developing a method to increase the BAR and to demonstrate profiling is effective.
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