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Abstract
Offender profiling (OP) is a technique simplistic in principle, believed to assist in criminal investigation by identifying offender characteristics and behavioural attributes based on inferences stemming from featural analysis of the crime scene and the targeted victim (Johnson, 2017). Offender profiling is widely portrayed throughout media and is a prevalent research topic amongst psychology and criminology (Fox & Farrington, 2018). Information is assembled to form an offender profile including a categorical assignment of the criminal as an organised or unorganised typology. However, considering the complexity of human behaviour and neurological functionality among varying environments and intricate societies (Raeff, 2020) the methodology of this approach could encounter scepticism and oversimplicity, possibly rendering this technique as unreliable and invalid. Morton et al. (2014) state that offender profiling may provide instrumental support to an investigation instead of determining offender categorisation from fixed classifications of rigid typologies. 











Offender profiling (OP) is a technique simplistic in principle, believed to assist in criminal investigation by identifying offender characteristics and behavioural attributes based on inferences stemming from featural analysis of the crime scene and the targeted victim. An inference is defined as a method of conclusion based on the deduction of reasonable but unsubstantiated information (Johnson, 2017) which postulates that this process although logical in theory is non-factual. Dualistic models of inferences exist known as inductive and deductive. The former is constructed on autonomous intuition, which operates on rapid responses potentially contaminated with personal bias, and the latter consists of reflective cerebral processes including abstract thought and working memory, generating deliberative prescriptive results (Evans & Stanovich, 2013). OP is a method developed from psychological and psychiatric practice which despite having experienced significant enhancement since its introduction, still poses questionable operational and methodological inconsistency throughout its utilisation (Petherick & Brooks, 2020). Despite this, OP is expended among law enforcement as an investigative tool to reduce the scope of possible suspects, as the theoretical assumption depicts that individuals’ certain characteristics will be responsible for a particular type of crime (Adjorlolo & Chan, 2016). Offender profiling is widely portrayed throughout media and is a prevalent research topic amongst psychology and criminology (Fox & Farrington, 2018). However, considering the complexity of human behaviour and neurological functionality among varying environments and intricate societies (Raeff, 2020), the methodology of this approach could encounter scepticism and oversimplicity, possibly rendering this technique as unreliable and invalid. 
Criminal investigative analysis is a method introduced by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 1985), whereby forensic evidence extracted from the crime scene provides profilers with inferences of socioeconomic and behavioural inclinations of an offender. The deductions of offender characteristics hypothesised by profilers assume that criminals have a pattern when executing their crimes, often referred to as modus operandi (MO). Further, this information is assembled to form an offender profile including a categorical assignment of the criminal as organised or unorganised typology. The technique relies on the intuition and professional experience of an FBI Agent to determine offender classification rather than an entrenched theory of scientific substantiation. Offender profilers (often referred to as criminal profilers) conduct inferences and analyses assumed to be valid, scientifically informed, bias conscious, logical, and objective. Alongside the knowledge of recognising errors in judgement. Consequently, offender profilers are renowned for their interpretative ability of forensic evidence, apparent methodical training, and proclamation of composed and objective analytic pertinence. To disclose otherwise would undermine their investigative capability and subsequent legal proceedings during the judicial process when called to provide prospective evidence of the offender or crime (Turvey, 2012). 			Conversely, the theories among cognitive psychology challenge these assertions and suggest problematic implications amid crime investigation. Cognitive bias is an involuntary and unconscious anticipatable disposition of human cognition, which may infiltrate internal and external processes including perception, memory, thought and behaviour (Meterko & Cooper, 2021). Arguably, subjective expertise and previous experience can encourage bias (Dror, 2020) and adversely impact criminal investigation (Meterko & Cooper, 2021) as data is interpreted through biases and correspondingly, the analysis. Overcoming the misconceptions and promoting acceptance of bias would therefore reduce the potential influential effects (Dror, 2020). This has implications when considering the efficiency of the profiler conducting the analysis and questions the objectivity of the examination when subjective factors appear to influence profilers and their interpretation of stimuli extracted from the crime scene. Consequently, this means that the offender profile concluded from the analysis could vary between different profilers and suggests unreliability due to failure of a universal, empirical, and conclusive analytic process which may be contaminated by individual interpretation. 										Importantly, this procedure was established following the interview of 36 individual sexual murderers and accentuating variables from the data relative to organised or unorganised offender categories through statistical analysis. These cluster variables clearly distinguished disparities between the types. An organised offender was assumed to have apparent situational triggers before the offence took place such as financial or relational difficulties, a higher birth order and intellectual capacity, be occupationally sporicidal and in a relationship, passively disciplined as a child, taken memorabilia from the victim and his own weapon to the crime scene, followed the police investigation via the media and exposed the victim to prolonged and torturous restraint. Furthermore, operating in and selecting his victim from a familiar territory. Comparatively, unorganised offenders were claimed as cerebrally inferior, unemployed, having experienced severe punishment during childhood, obsessive compulsion and behavioural impulsion, social and sexual dysfunction, opportunistic victim and weapon selection, brutalising and dehumanising the victim, hastily executing the murder, keeping remnants of the body, engaging in sadistic sexual assault post-mortem, and leaving forensic evidence at the crime scene (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 1985).												Clearly, a sample comprised of merely 36, solitary male participants is insufficient, ungeneralisable, and unrepresentative amid wider theoretical application. Moreover, the data was obtained through a self-report method from offenders that were already incarcerated for their offences and could have expended this opportunity for notoriety, personal, or financial gain referred to as ‘profit for crime’ by Taylor et al. (2011). The FBI reported that “…to be successful the interviewer needs to convince the subject that the interview can be beneficial for him or her” (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 1985, p. 27) which suggests an element of manipulation. Alternatively, prevention of further incrimination could produce self-report alternation to avoid further judicial penalty. A verbally demonstrative quotation of this entails “One reason a murderer may not be able to admit the crime is that admission would destroy his premise of justification.” (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 1985, p.31). Additionally, participants’ reports could be contaminated by recall bias which impedes memory and processing mechanisms (Colombo et al., 2020) causing scepticism relating to the reliability of the dataset. Further, self-reporting is susceptible to social desirability bias (SBD), this involves altered responses of personal attitudes, behaviour, and morality to gain the satisfaction of others attributed to social norms and perceived preferences or acceptability of responses by the participant (Larson, 2018). 							Essentially the role of the FBI agents cannot be discounted when interpretating the report (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 1985) as experimenter effects can occur periodically throughout the interviewing process and during hypothetical construction. Communicative indicators during interaction between interviewer and participant could result in bias producing irreplicable and ungeneralizable data (Parong et al., 2023). Gomes et al. (2022) emphasised that delicate topic areas such as sexual behaviour amidst self-reporting may induce shameful or fearful thoughts among participants which could likewise taint the results due to humiliation of the participant or self-implication in criminal activity. Furthermore, endorsement of the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin (1985) methodology would be improbable presently, associative to the BPS ethical guidelines (BPS Code of Human Research Ethics, 2021) and comparative to the studies disregard for participant harm, identity protection and lack of comprehensive debrief method.						Concerningly, the dichotomous classifications included in this approach are widely declared invalid by historical research, asserting that offenders frequently exhibit qualities from both categorical specifications. Research was conducted via multidimensional scaling of 100 serial killers in America (Canter et al., 2004). Multidimensional scaling (MDS) is comprised of statistical techniques to acquire perceptual elements derived from an item into relational clusters (Hout et al., 2012) allowing for empirical testing of validity and potentially a more reliable method of analysis among distinctive categories of offender typology. However, Canter et al. (2004) displayed results paradoxical to the organised/disorganised typology theory, claiming that most of these crimes contained perpetrator aspects among the organised category, with very few exhibiting disorganised features. Additionally, disputing the existence of disorganised categorification as an individual type. Likewise, more recent research (Morton et al., 2014) corroborated this, emphasising the difficulties in dispersing dichotomous categories and the intricacies of human interaction, as highlighted by the afore mentioned Raeff (2020). Furthermore, Morton et al. (2014) state that offender profiling may provide instrumental support to an investigation instead of determining offender categorisation from fixed classifications of rigid typologies. Suggesting that this method fails as a concrete robust technique to determine suspects of crime. Seemingly, predetermined typologies may overlook crucial additional variables such as individualism and situational factors when assigning an offender to a category which bears the potential to produce inaccurate and invalid classification, allowing a perpetrator to remain in society whilst law enforcement pursue the wrong suspect. 						Nevertheless, it should be noted that the sample retained by Canter et al. (2004) is restricted in its applicability as the offenders incorporated into the analysis were all criminals of serial murder offences which does not account for other types of crimes or murderers with singular victims. Similarly, there are an insufficient number of offenders for wider pertinency who have all committed their crimes in the same locality. A larger sample pool of higher populational representation would increase the scope and validity of the results among criminals, their cognizance and rationale for committing these crimes, and could assist law enforcement by adapting modificative or enhanced profiling techniques across wider offences. Moreover, recent research (Fox & Escue, 2021) using MDS to analyse a sample of over 400 closed burglary cases discovered 26 characteristics relating to the offender and criminal offence derived from police records of coding. These include entry into the property, incentive for committing the act, crime scene condition, whether tools were used, evidence was recuperated, items were taken, the victim was present, the offence occurred during the day or night, there was a successful completion of the burglary, and the type of premises. Interestingly, from this analysis, organised and disorganised offender types were identified alongside two additional categories of opportunistic and interpersonal offenders.  Opportunistic offences were determined as unpremeditated based on the featural elements of the crime scene such as entry into the home by discovery of an open door or window of an uninhabited property. Approximately half of all burglaries were assigned to this classification. Often the offenders are unsuccessful in their attempt, aborting the burglary if the property is occupied, and are not strategically equipped with tools. Yet, the perpetrator does maintain a decorum of control regarding indiscoverable forensic evidence in most of these cases. Although, some burglars within this category were noted to have carelessly ravaged the property, once again displaying problematic categorisation and discretion difficulties. Interpersonal offenders were the least occurring and clarified as individuals with personal and emotional motivation against the occupant of a residential property with the intention to steal but not necessarily efficaciously. 							Evidently, the categorisation of criminals has progressed since its foundation with situational factors relating to the intended victim being accredited influence among offender typology (Fox & Escue, 2021), which appear to have previously been disregarded (FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 1985). However, Fox & Escue (2021) reinforced organised and disorganised offender types demonstrating contemporary preservation and enduring applicability among a different form of offending behaviour. Paradoxically, the external factors incorporated into modern analysis have promoted the reinvigoration of classification types with additional categories allowing for further distinction and arguably, increased validity of this technique. Yet, an existential overlap of offender attributes among typology is still present, similarly is the use of perceptual elucidation when interpreting the data into categorical delegation, and insubstantial discrepancy between offender types and terminology i.e. “in most cases”, ultimately undermining the methodological reliability. Further, considering the commonalties among differentiating typologies, MDS may be problematical as a categorisation technique when examining a wider scope of crimes as aspectual behaviours may exist throughout multiple crimes such as premeditation, which could occur among burglars, murderers, or sexual predators.							Crucially, OP must be examined to assess the efficacy of the profiler and consequently the accuracy of the profile. Former research by Allison et al. (2003) conducted a study whereby two groups of law enforcement with extensive experience in their field, were given a singular profile before being informed of the offender’s identity. In one of these groups, the perpetrator was fictitious, yet both groups articulated that the profile was accurate or fairly accurate up to 75 percent of both participant samples. Explicitly, this study highlighted that experienced law enforcement professionals are receptive to ambiguity relating to offender profiling, owing to the Barnum Effect – a cognitive bias ensuing from interpretating generic statements as associative to an individual, despite the existence of contextual subjectivity and absence of objective facts. These results question the capability of offender profiling as the high-ranking police officers and forensic specialists were unable to detect that the identified offender did not correlate to the assigned profile. Also, causing uncertainty over the experience of law enforcement in relation to their proposed intuitive abilities of profiling. Moreover, this emphasises the methodological limitations of this profiling technique based on conjecture and once again exhibits capability concerns over an unspecified categorisation method to isolate distinguished typologies of offenders. Aptly, Fox & Farrington (2018) state progressive limitations with offender profiling since its origin due to lack of empirical analysis, promoting uncertainty over data production, and quality of existing research. Although, the statistical and methodical refinement recommendations amongst criminologists and psychologists over recent times, directs OP towards a scientific and empirical avenue of re-evaluation. With academics accounting for most authors of publications on OP rather than the FBI who intriguingly, have discontinued reporting. 
Discussion
Upon reflection, offender profiling research appears to be largely based on homicide or sexual homicide, although there are reports of efficacy across burglaries, there is an absence of wider criminal behaviour which impedes the methods’ applicability. The categories and subsections of featural attributes of offenders are indistinctive and other than spontaneous criminality, various other acts of crime require a premeditative element. Cognitive processes, human interaction, psychological principles, individualism, and situational factors are disregarded. Further, the methodology is rigid, forcing individuals into two pre-existing categories, the notion of which appears overgeneralised and oversimplistic. The prospect of interruption during the crime or the victim retaliating is unaccounted for, similarly, the acknowledgement of bias from the profiler which, if recognised, could improve their investigative skills and profile compilation. The improbability of profiling accuracy, alongside the prospective financial gain of being implicated in heinous crime, is alarming when false confessions of crime are contemplated as the apparent ambiguity could produce profiles that may be applicable to an individual through biased interpretation. Additionally, offender profiling should be examined over a wider range of crimes, particularly cybercrime which may be more relevant to current society. Moreover, this approach could be used alongside advanced forensic techniques, but seemingly fails to independently locate or identify an offender. Other methods for OP exist which were not included in this paper. 
Ultimately, the methodology of this technique should endure advanced empirical testing on a statistical level comprised of an extensive dataset and an established unvarying method to increase its validity. Arguably, the complexity of human thought, behaviour, identity, personality, and actions cannot be defined contextually using merely dual classification. Enhancement of this method could contribute to law enforcement investigation and prevention of harm to individuals by increasing the speed of suspect apprehension with more accurate profiles. Moreover, reporting of inaccuracies is crucial to develop a comprehensive understanding of offender characteristics over extensive replication sampling to improve validity and categorical assignment. Modern day innovation of forensic techniques including DNA, molecular biology, and complex databases, query the need for offender profiling whatsoever. Finally, occurrences of accurate profiling are invalid due to a non-existent and insufficient theoretical framework, uncorroborated by empirical data. 
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