Critically discuss either the role of offender profiling, or the role of juries in the investigative and judicial processes associated with crime.

Offender profiling is most commonly described as using a crime scene and evidence to determine the behavioural, personality and demographic characteristics of an offender (Bennell & Blaskovits, 2020). Profiling has been said to date back as late of the 1800’s to help in the case of Jack the Ripper but has only improved over the years. Profiling now assists in local, state, and federal cases (Douglas et al., 1986), it can also help with interrogation techniques and strategies. Holmes & Holmes (1996) suggested that there are many different characteristics that are looked at when making an offender profile, age, sex, race, education, as well as the two main sets of information/data, psychological and demographic. They say that a profile is most important when looking through cases where there is evidence that the unknown subject/ offender is showing signs of psychopathology through their signature. Holmes and Holmes (1996) also suggest that there are three main goals to achieve when creating and completing a profile, “social and psychological assessments of offenders, psychological evaluations of belongings and strategies for interviews”.  However, it has also been noted that a profile can only really be formed when there has been more than one crime committed by the same offender (Nic Daéid, 1997). In this case, there are two different types of behaviour that investigators look at; the first is the modus operandi (the MO), this is something that the offender does in each of their crimes which helps link them together. The MO changes throughout the course of the crimes as the individual learns what they are most comfortable with. The second is their signature behaviour, this is something that always stays the same and it’s a behaviour specific enough that only they can relate to. These two types of behaviour help investigators get an insight into this individual’s life and can help create an idea as to why they feel like they have to do this. 

Offender profiling is used in a majority of countries but the two that use it the most are the United States and United Kingdom. Even though both countries use it, their approaches are very different. In America, the main source of profiling techniques is located within the FBI. They primarily focus on recording the specific behavioural traits that are most commonly found in convicted offenders and placing them in a database, known as VICAP, this is where the FIB interviewed and analysed 25 serial killers to help determine if they all share specific characteristic and behavioural traits, they use this as a base for all criminal personality. It is updated constantly and hold all the information of every crime committed in the US. VICAP then flags when it sees multiple cases with the same MO, so investigators know where to start first. The information from this database is then combined with crime scene evidence, forensic and pathology reports, victim statements etc to help aid with the creation of the profile. The investigators look at the crime scene and all the other information they have to create a typological profile, they also use the crime scene to determine if the offender is organised or disorganised, this gives insight on to who they are. (Nic Daéid, 1997). The United State type of offender profiling is more of a “top-down” or “holistic” approach based on more in-depth interviews with dangerous convicted offenders. They use their profiles to help local law enforcement catch the right person, however, all they can give them is personal and behavioural characteristics and then the police have to keep it in mind as they interview suspects (Jackson et al., 1997).

Trager & Brewster (2001) conducted a study where they sent two surveys to 95 police departments in the United States and asked for them to be filled out if they used offender profiling, 46 departments sent them back completed with 68 individual officers responding. 63% of the responses stated that they do in fact use psychological profiles in their major cases e.g., homicide and most of these profiles were from the FBI. Overall, over half of the departments responded positively to the use of profiles, saying that they not only helped aid the investigation but also helped establish and determine a pattern. However, only 30% said that they helped find and identify a suspect, the most useful characteristics of the profiles where the types of interrogation strategies to use and what mental state the unidentified offender will be in when they’re found. Although the majority of the detectives responded and the results were somewhat respectable, they are not a clear representation of all law enforcement in the United States. Also, even though this study used both smaller and larger departments, it was mostly the larger forces that received help from the FBI and other psychological professionals, meaning that the smaller departments struggle to get any assistance.

In the UK, investigators focus on geographical profiling, this is where they look at a series of crimes that have been committed in a similar area and use it to determine where the unknown offender lives or works. The UK approach is less subjective as known as the “bottom-up” method,  Geographical profiling derives from a theory known as the routine activity approach (Cohen & Felson, 1979). Cohen and Felson noticed that when a major change in routine occurs, crime rates start to increase. They first looked at property and technology crimes after World War II, they found that when more and more families started to take longer vacations or even relocate because of work, property damage and break-ins became increasingly popular as more homes where left unattended and unprotected. Also, as technology advanced so did theft, televisions, radios etc where getting smaller and lighter which led to offenders being able to take more belongings (Miró, 2014). The routine activity approach furthermore states that when there is a change to one’s daily activity, the more likely they are to commit a crime, for example, if an offender walks the same way to work every day,  they are more likely to meet the same people throughout their journey, after a while a person they see walking in a pair or group every day is suddenly walking alone, that offender may take that as an opportunity to commit a crime upon that individual (Miró, 2014). From this came geographical profiling, this type of profiling looks into the geographical characteristics of a crime scene and uses previous crime scenes, as well as MO, to see if there are any links between the current and previous scenes. The team of investigators then use these crime scenes to pinpoint the area to which they believe the offender to either live or work. There are two different types of geographical offenders, there’s the geographically transient who will travel quite a distance to commit their crimes to avoid being caught and the geographically stable offenders who commit the crimes in the same area they live in (Nic Daéid, 1997). People unknowingly fall into a pattern, and it has been found that most offenders first crimes happen in an area they are familiar with, this is due to instincts and motivation. Investigators will have a map that has all the areas where similar crimes have been committed and will look at other patterns such as the time of the attack and the frequency, from this they can create a pretty accurate geographical profile following the offender as they move around. 

Offender profiling is now known as one of the most useful but controversial techniques when investigating crime and there are many speculations as to if it works. Gekoski & Gray (2011) conducted a study that focused on whether or not offender profiling not only works but if it helps. They started by interviewing 11 police detectives, from the same force, in the UK, they asked around 30 questions based off the work profilers gave them when consulting on many cases over the past 15-20 years. The conclusions where varied, some believed that it was going to be a good thing and help them out majorly but in reality, it left them more confused and angrier. They found that most detectives thought it was mostly common sense and that any “intelligent professional” with minor knowledge of the field could have told them the same thing (Gekoski & Gray, 2011). On the other hand, some of the detectives did react positively. They said that “it was useful to have another pair of eyes” or “it gave me a backup”, almost half of the detectives thought that the profilers didn’t help them by giving them a profile but thought it helped just to talk it through with someone else as it gave them a little more confidence with their own judgement. The overall conclusion was that they believed profilers only helped in terms of being a support mechanism, but they didn’t help the investigation at all, the detectives were left feeling more confused than before and that they would only use a profile again as a last resort. 

One disadvantage of offender profiling is that most crimes that warrant the use of a profile are particularly the more heinous ones, such as rape, murder etc (Jackson et al., 1997). This is because these are the crimes that are most likely to provide a signature or a MO, especially in terms of serial cases. This is because they can look at similar characteristics between the victims, environment and even in the crime itself. Whereas crimes such as drugs abuse led to a poor profile due to the lack of insight into the offender’s personality which is the whole basis of a profile.  Alternatively, Turvey (2011) states that the profiling model is a very straightforward implement to use and requires little to no knowledge or education. Additionally, a profile takes a brief amount of time to complete and is a list compiled of specific characteristics that help to predict what type of person law enforcement are looking for however, it is not always accurate (Turvey, 2011). 

There have been many speculations as to whether or not offender profiling can be classed as a scientific measure. Canter (2000) suggests that because the characteristics aren’t available to measure in a laboratory, they can be seen as incomplete and unreliable. On the other hand, whilst helping to assist some cases back in the 80s he saw many limitations such as biases and personal opinions that can get in the way of an accurate profile. David Canter and a colleague of his lay claim to the term “investigative psychology” (Canter, 2000) and took a different approach, a scientific one. It uses physical evidence to build the connection between the crime and the criminal, when processing this evidence, profilers do use a scientific approach. Another limitation that Canter (2002) states is that the only way a profile can be built is if there is enough evidence at the crime scene to begin with. Profilers are normally brought in as a last resort and at that point the crime scenes could have already been contaminated and all they have to go off is written reports and bagged evidence. The bottom-up approach is seen as more scientific as it uses a type of statistical analysis. However, the “top-down” approach is more flawed cand Canter believes that the FBI are too focused on the behaviours rather than the reasons why these offenders are behaving this way.  

Tong et al., (2009) suggests many limitations to geographical profiling, especially when used alone, one of which is that it does not take social factors into consideration. Social factors can play a major part in the decision- making process. Although, some argue that geographical profiling is never used on its own, its always paired with scientific evidence. It has also been said that this type of profiling gives more attention to practical applications rather than theoretical ones. It has been argued that the assumptions from this approach are never really understood or made clear. 

Overall, both the United Kingdom and the United States have different approaches when it comes to offender profiling. The UK uses its approach to investigate the link between offences and the offender’s characteristics, whereas the US approach uses the encounter of the crime with prior interviews with criminals. They have both impacted the theory of profiling considerably, even though they use different approaches and have contributed many insights into the world of criminal profiling. America has the FBI to assist local law enforcement in advancing offender profiles using behavioural sciences, whereas the UK usually has its own detectives in each department who have gone through training in order to help with creating a geographical profile. They both have major limitations, such as the risk of biases, the need for more research and some ethical considerations. Future research is needed for both types of profiling techniques in order to determine if its reliable. There isn’t much research to suggest that it doesn’t help law enforcement but there also isn’t any evidence to suggest that it does. Future investigations and research would be beneficial for this because it can help compile more evidence as to whether or not this works and if it doesn’t more training for both the FBI and detectives can be given to make sure it is as effective as it can be. Also, both types of profiling have some issues when its used individually, more investigations should be done to see if they work more effectively when they are combined. This is because both countries are using different techniques to reach the same outcome, hopefully by merging the two together, results will increase. It has also shown that profiles should be available to all law establishments due to the prior research above stating that only the bigger department in the US had access to the FBIs help. A way to overcome this could be by making profiling seminars available to every state and city in both America and the United Kingdom, therefore everyone has someone trained in this specific area. 

In conclusion, both countries have their own methodology to achieve the desired results and even though there is evidence to suggest that they both work in their own ways, they both have their flaws. By improving these, it is hoped that it will advance the field of offender profiling on a global scale as our understanding of the criminal mind is improving year by year. 
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