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Critical review on criminal profiling and forensic science in capturing serial killers 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Introduction 
This study will be looking at the effectiveness of criminal profiling and whether it works with helping the police conduct their investigation of crimes. The paper that is being critically reviewed is the study done by White (2011) “The Utilization of forensic science and criminal profiling for the capturing serial killers”. The study conducted by White (2011) looked at the effectiveness of police work and that of forensic science helping in order to capture serial killers. The study looked at over 200 serial killers and found that when trying to identify or focusing the police attention on the correct perpetrator, it was not forensic science (fingerprints, DNA left at crime scene) that allowed the police to catch and identify the correct perpetrator for the crime. The reason most serial killers are apprehended as suggested by White (2011) was that victims that had survived or escaped were asked to provide police with information about the serial killer on which led to an arrest, although police also used citizens in order to gather additional information. 
Offender profiling is used by police in order to apprehend a criminal, on which police use a various different tactics such as how the crime was committed, the crime scene, crime scene behaviour and forensic science (DNA, fingerprints) in order to identify the unknown criminal Canter (2000). There are two major types of offender profiling, one being the more popular FBI style also known as ‘Typology’ and the other which is most communal used by the British, ‘Geographical profiling’. Typology profiling is when information about a crime is gathered by a number of different ways such as crime scene, where the murder took place, photographs, forensics and interviews Canter (2010). Typology profiling is used to try and determine the perpetrators characteristics and characteristics of the crime scene in order to identify and untimely apprehend the perpetrator; this relies heavily on personality and behavioural criminal profiling Canter (2010). Geographical profiling however uses a combination of trying to identify where the perpetrator commits the murders and where they are most likely to live in order to focus investigation and point police and detectives to the right place Rossmo (2012).  Even though both typology and geographical profiling work in different ways, one thing that they have in common is that they both look to see whether the crime under investigation is an organised or disorganised crime in order to better understand the nature of the crime at hand. Organised crime tends to be used by criminals that are intelligent and have pre-emptively planned the attack or murder, whereas a disorganised crime generally is someone from a low level of intelligence and does not plan the attack or murder and normally acts on impulse.
The paper that this study is critically reviewing is by White (2011) which looks at the utilization of criminal and forensic profiling on serial killers using the FBI typology profiling due to the nature of serial killers being organised. The study conducted by White (2011) suggests that the rational for this study is to find out how police and detectives use typology profiling in order to become aware of a suspect, even though most evidence suggests that police become aware of a suspect due to “the scientific and psychological evidence that are discovered at crime scenes”(White, 2011). The method that was used in White’s study looked at; 	Comment by Asus: Restructure the sentence
“Descriptions of how 200 individual serial killers were first brought to the attention of the police and captured were gleaned from various sources such as newspaper reports, true crime books, and encyclopaedias. Subjects were then cross referenced with other sources” 
                                                                                                               (White, 2011). 	Comment by Asus: Direct quote should be separate inverted paragraph with the paragraph number… e.g. (White, 2011, p.6)
White (2010) found that after cross referencing, the results showed that there were 12 different categories that allowed police to narrow their investigation leading to the apprehension of all 200 serial killers. However, most of the categories consisted of the citizens, previous victims or even the serial killers family being interviewed in order for the police to gather more information. Although the study uses typology which consists of identifying the criminal based on the scene of the crime and trying to gauge their behaviour or characteristics, the paper relies heavily on the participation and information given by victims or citizens. Whereas other studies that use typology, offender profiling or the FBI style of profiling usually suggests that forensic science and the crime scene aid more in identifying the criminal, on which the study by White (2010) only suggests that forensics helps in the court room when convicting the perpetrator. Thus there is fault within the paper as it relies too heavily on the use of victims that have survived a serial killer, on which in some cases perhaps there were no survivors making the process of identifying the perpetrator more difficult.                            
The reason behind using the typology offender profiling with White (2011) study was due to the paper looking at serial killers which are classified as organised killers. Many studies suggest that typology offender profiling only works when the criminal is classified as an organised killer rather than a disorganised killer. Muller (2000) talks about how organised criminals such as serial killers who offend have pre-planned the crime (rape, murder) and have chosen the victim carefully and will take pleasure in preforming the crime, thus suggesting that as typology profiling looks at the crime scene and the behavioural characteristics that link them. This can only be used when looking at a criminal that is organised such as a serial killer.      
However a lot of other studies have found that this type of typology offender profiling lacks validity and scientific backing and found that using geographical profiling was a much more useful way in apprehending criminals. Kocsis (2013) conducted a study looking at the effectiveness of geographical profiling and whether it was more accurate at locating serial killers based on the areas that they operate in and if it was more accurate than using the FBI style of profiling. Kocsis (2013) suggested that most offenders operate and kill only in a place that they know and that the perpetrator will normally have a base (home) that is placed somewhere central to where the murders or crimes have been committed, thus suggesting that criminals  (organised or disorganised) don’t travel out of the areas that they know well. Kocsis (2013) used and built upon the work of Canter & Larkin (1993) who came up with the ‘circle hypotheses’ that looks at the two furthest crimes or killings and draw a circle around them and finally hypothesising that the perpetrator will have a base somewhere in the middle of the two crimes. Instead of using a circle, Kocsis (2013) used a triangular map which was put into a computer based system in order to locate the perpetrator and found that out of the 79 serial killers that were looked at in this study showed a 100% accuracy rate. This suggests that not only is geographical profiling more time and cost effective in saving police valuable time in searching for the perpetrator but also identifies that geographical profiling is more effective than the Typology style. Kocsis (2013) says that no Typological profiling was used within his work. However Kocsis (2013) does include limitations and states that the study only used serial killers that had already been apprehended suggesting that perhaps not all serial killers will abide by the premise of killing in a circular or triangular location diameter, and does not state findings of serial killer that have not been apprehended. Although, this does not determine that all 79 serial killers that were looked at were apprehended due to geographical profiling. As stated above Canter & Larkin (1993) also conducted a study that looked at the effectiveness of geographical profiling in locating perpetrators, although Canter & Larkin (1993) looked at serial rapists. Canter & Larkin (1993) found similar results and that out of the 45 serial rapists that were looked at in the study 87% were found to operate in a close proximity to where their crimes were committed. However as Canter & Larkin (1993) discuss that one of the limitations in this study is that the serial rapists that were used in the study only committed low levels of offences. This can suggests that the offenders that commit higher level offences may have larger radiuses thus proving harder to apprehend and that this kind of geographical profiling can be misleading at times. From both of these studies we can see that serial killers were being defined as serial killers when the offenders did not commit many offences thus can they really be defined as serial killers, on which if they are not classified as serial killers the results may have differed. Bernasco (2007) also looked into the effectiveness of GOP (geographical offender profiling) and found similar results suggesting that geographical offender profiling is extremely accurate at locating criminals based on the locations of their crimes and using spatial movement. 
Even though there is evidence supporting the effectiveness of geographical profiling, the paper that this study is examining is a study that uses the FBI style of profiling otherwise known as typology offender profiling. However, most studies that look into typology or otherwise known as investigative psychology are constantly ridiculed due to their lack of scientific and empirical validity. This is due to the fact that typology offender profiling relies more on the experience of the profiler and on assumptions being formulated either from interview conducted on victims or civilians who may have seen something that can lead the investigation in the right way, or the scene of the crime. Snook (2008) conducted a study looking into whether typology offender profiling is effective and if it can help with the apprehension of criminals. Snook (2008) found that this type of offender profiling has been proven to work in the apprehension of criminals and that forming criminal characteristics based on the crime scene of a serial killer or serial offender actually works. Canter (2004) also found that typology offender profiling does prove effective even though it has a lot of criticisms due to its lack of scientific and empirical validity. As stated above the reason behind this is due to the fact that typology profiling relies too much on the assumptions drawn from interviews and the crime scene. Many studies show that this can be a problem and can actually effect an investigation rather than help it. Snook (2008) approves of the police and investigators using typology offender profiling and states that it can hinder an investigation. Snook (2008) suggests that typology offender profiling can hinder and mislead investigators due to the fact that it looks at the scene of the crime in order to devise characteristics of the criminal based on the evidence of the crime scene. Another study by Wilson (1997) also found the implications and limitations of typology offender profiling and suggested that even though offender profiling is popular and is used worldwide by the police it does in fact lack validity when used in criminal investigations. Wilson (1997) also concluded that even though offender profiling creates a wealth of information gathered from the crime scene about the behaviour and characteristics of a perpetrator it does in fact hinder the investigation, and suggests that profilers can read the crime scene incorrectly and form wrong stereotypes of offenders which can lead to a wrongful arrest. One of the biggest problems with the typology offender profiling is that as stated in the above text is that it relies on the complete ability of the police and profilers to accurately identify a perpetrator from the crime scene and working out the characteristics based on this. Alison (2003) conducted a study looking at the effectiveness of profilers and their accuracy in profiling offenders was a skill and technique that should be used. Alison (2003) tested 33 police officers and 30 other individuals that worked in the justice department to determine if offender profiling does work in identifying perpetrators. The results found that when testing the police officers and the individuals from the justice department on their accuracy on profiling reported were somewhat accurate at identifying a complete stranger based on the characteristics gathered from the crime scene. Thus this suggests that even though typology offender profiling is not particularly scientific and lacks validity should still be used as it does work in identifying perpetrators. 	Comment by Asus: Evidence of the crime scene?	Comment by Asus: Can you support this statement?
When reading back though the study by White (2010) about the effectiveness of criminal profiling for capturing serial killers, one of the most noticeable attributes of the study is that not many other studies discuss the importance of using information gathered from not only the crime scene but also the victims who survived a serial killer. Despite a lot of evidence suggesting that typology offender profiling is flawed and not as scientific as geographical profiling it does as the text above show that it does work in apprehending perpetrators. However, one of the many factors of this critical review is to critique how offender profiling identifies perpetrators. Even though geographical profiling as suggested by Kocsis (2013), Canter & Larkin (1993) is a much more accurate method and has a higher success rate of apprehending perpetrators it does not identify perpetrators, it only locates them. Whereas typology profiling uses crime scene evidence to make a profile based on characteristics in order to identify the perpetrator. And even though the FBI style of profiling is constantly ridiculed for its validity it is still the most popular type of profiling that is used by police throughout the world, thus suggesting that even though the evidence that is published may not support the FBI/ typology offender profiling it must be effective otherwise it would not be used in order to apprehend criminals. However, as White (2010) states typology profiling works in order to narrow down the investigation to eventually catch the criminal, it is hard to get a conviction in court just by using the profile as evidence. When comparing other studies that look at the effectiveness of typology offender profiling to White’s study it is clear to see that even though Wilson (1997) and Alison (2003) state that it works in identifying perpetrators, they also write about how individual differences occur from case to case suggesting that profiling criminals can never be 100% accurate. One conclusion drawn from reading through various different studies about all different kinds of offender profiling is that no study talk about the combination of using both typology and geographical profiling in unison in order to identify perpetrators. Most studies only use one of the types of profiling or use one psychological theory like the ‘circle hypotheses’ by Canter & Larkin (1993) rather than using them both in order to apprehend criminals in which, there is no explanation for this. White (2010) also states in his paper that forensic evidence which is classified as a science of offender profiling only helps with convicting perpetrators rather than identify them in order to obtain an arrest. One of the limitations that White (2011) states is that the reason forensics does not alone identify the serial killers is that the murderer may leave evidence from their previous one or two murders which may lead to their arrest, thus being apprehended before becoming classified as a serial killer. White (2011) quotes; “forensic evidence that leads to their arrest before a third murder is committed, excludes them from being classified as a serial killer”. 
Conclusion 
Many conclusions can be drawn from this critical review on offender profiling as there is much confusion on whether offender profiling is useful or should be used. One conclusion that can be identified is that within the offender profiling there are many different approaches on which the main two, typology and geographical offender profiling both have a part to play when trying to identify or apprehend criminals. Both typology and geographical offender profiling consistently show positives and negatives in identifying and apprehending criminals, on which more studies need to look at how if both were to be combined would aid further investigations. Typology shows that police profilers have a high rate of using the crime scene and interviews in order to identify criminals even though it is ridiculed in many studies due to its lack scientific and ethical validity. Geographical profiling shows that much like typology it also has a high success rate in locating criminals in order for police to make an arrest, and that even though geographical profiling is scientific, typology profiling is still used and is the more used in the world. Another conclusion that is demonstrated is that both typology and geographical offender profiling both have high percentages when identifying and catching criminals. 
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