I acknowledge the use of Grammarly (https://app.grammarly.com/) while writing this essay for proofreading and spelling check.
I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated text as my own work. I confirm I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used before, and after the use of AI tools which I may be asked to provide in evidence.
























Critically discuss the contribution of psychological theory and evidence in aiding our understanding of judicial processes
Offender profiling is a useful tool for law enforcement, aiding their investigations. When someone mentions profiling, the first thing that comes to mind is a series like Criminal Minds that presents the work of the FBI solving crimes by building the profile of an offender or criminal. And while media presentations like Criminal Minds somewhat show people how profiling works it is not the most accurate presentation of offender profiling. For example, the USA (FBI) and the UK follow a different approach to profiling using different techniques. This essay will focus on the different approaches to profiling and explore how they work, if they work, and how reliable these methods are.
Predicting an offender's traits using information gathered from the crime scene is known as offender profiling. Based on behavior, judgments are made regarding that person's likely sociodemographic traits. It assumes that any two people who conduct a certain kind of crime in a similar manner should resemble one another if it is possible to draw conclusions about the individual from the events at the crime scene (Mokros and Alison, 2002). Police, consultants, and other law enforcement agencies around the world utilise offender profiling as an investigative tool to determine the most likely personality, behavioral, and demographic traits that an offender will have based on an analysis of their actions at the crime scene (Fox, 2022).
According to Wilson (1997), offender profiling can be applied to many different crimes but it is particularly useful when the offender has some form of psychopathology and when the conventional methods failed.
Different approaches use different logical reasoning and decision-making processes in profiling. In order to create logical and convincing arguments regarding the characteristics of offenders, logic is essential. In fact, conclusions regarding the offender remain nothing more than irrational assumptions or poorly informed guessing when there is no logical process involved. The profile should be constructed using logic and reasoning, and the rationale and logic used should be explained in detail throughout. And while the phrase is usually used in a more formal sense to steer the process away from quirks like ‘guesswork’, ‘intuition’, or ‘common sense’, even though it should be obvious that logic and reasoning should be used in profiling (Daeid,1997).
Generally speaking, behavioral profiling is based on three fundamental psychological principles: that people influence one another's behavior; that most human behavior changes and develops over time, frequently in response to firsthand experiences of the consequences of actions taken; that personality types are reflected in behavior types; and that most behaviors fulfill desires, wants, or needs (Burgess, 1986).
The roots of offender profiling go back to the 1800s. Dr Thomas Bond, a surgeon, attempted to develop a profile after a series of sexual homicides in London. He assessed the killer’s mental state based on the crime scene and profiled the individual who killed the women as a probably violent, solitary man. However, the perpetrator has never been identified and later been known as Jack the Ripper. (Crighton, 2015)
Offender profiling in the USA started in the 1970s when the FBI started a unit called the Behavioral Science Unit (BSU).  FBI agents interviewed convicted violent criminals to identify patterns in their backgrounds, behaviors, and motivations. They recorded these and made a database (VICAP) of these characteristics. All this information will give them the modus operandi, or MO. Every crime that once recorded to the VICAP even if it is unsolved, will be continuously compared to every other entry so it can detect similarities in the MO and notify the authorities. (Daeid, 1997) However, this type of profiling can only be applied to serious crimes like murder and rape. Their work also had been criticised and seen more as skills and experience rather than something that has a scientific base. (Canter, 2009).  In their method, the first step is information gathering.  The approach they use is the criminal investigation analysis (CIA) and by investigating the crime scene, the weapon that had been used, the mode of entry to a house, or the positioning of the body, they will generate a profile of a likely offender and this information will tell whether the offender is organised or disorganised (Crighton, 2015). The organised category means that the crime is methodical and premeditated and the characteristic of the offender includes resourcefulness and maturity while the disorgaised crime represents randomness, opportunism, and immaturity (Kocsis, 2002). Kocsis (1998) supported this distinction by investigating 45 closed arson cases. They gave a questionnaire about the offenders to the original detectives to collect data about the arsonists’ characteristics and check the similarities between the cases and offenders. Their findings supported the organised/disorganised distinction.
The main critique of this approach in profiling is that if it is indeed more than common sense and guesswork. Pinizotto (1990), in their study, wanted to see if the profilers could generate a more accurate profile than non-profilers and if there were differences between the methods that they used while creating the profile. They presented closed homicide and sex offense cases to profilers, students, psychologists, and detectives. He found that the profilers generated a more detailed and valid profile in the sex offense cases than non-profilers and scored significantly higher when checking the correct answers in the sex offense case however, in the closed murder cases there was no significant difference between profilers and non-profilers (Pinizotto, 1990). Snook et al (2008) also argued that profilers do not always outperform those who are not experts in the field therefore the value of profiling is fundamentally challenged. It is also a problem that there are no specified qualifications that mean one can call themselves a profiler and this can undermine the reliability of profiling, not just during an investigation but in a legal context as well.
Kocsis and Coleman also pointed out that there can be serious ethical issues with profiling thus it needs to be applied carefully in every case. For example, someone can be wrongfully assumed guilty just because they fit the profile. For example, in 1996 Richard Jewell discovered a bomb during the Olympics and had been targeted with an investigation just because he fit the profile however, there was not a single physical evidence that could support that he was the offender. Or an other example is when in 1989 the gun turret on a battleship exploded and killed several naval officers. One of these officers had been identified as the offender via the profile but later it turned out the explosion was an accident (Kocsis and Coleman, 2000). These examples bring up the question if the profiles can indeed be used as evidence aiding judicial processes. Goodwin (2002) also pointed out the legal and ethical problems with profiling, especially deductive profiling -when the profile is based on information and evidence collected on the crime scene rather than using statistical methods, therefore, it can lead to tunnel-vision (Avdija, 2021)- as it can have serious consequences for the individual who is being investigated based on an unreliable profile.
One key element of this approach is the homology assumption that means offenders who exhibit similar criminal behaviour will have similar characteristics and personal traits (Chifflet, 2015). However, Mokros and Alison (2002) found no evidence for the homology assumption in their study. Their sample consisted of 100 rapists. From the police files and victim statements they compared them and tried to find similarities in their socio-demographic background and criminal behaviour. In their sample they found no evidence that supports the homology assumption.
In the U.S.A. profiling is only admissible as evidence in court if it fits the Daubert criteria. There are four Daubert criteria to evaluate the admissibility of an expert testimony and these are: whether the techniques used to support the testimony are based on a premise that can be tested, the known or possible rate of error related to the method, whether the approach has undergone peer review and whether the relevant scientific community generally accepts the method (Goodwill, 2009) Therefore,  courts often question the validity of profiling because of its speculative nature and because it often cannot meet the standards of scientific evidence (Bosco, 2010). Mustafa (2022) also argued that the differences between the methods used to create a profile of an offender could have an impact on the admissibility of this profile to make an arrest for example. Bosco (2010) pointed out that offender profiling often relies on the subjective interpretations of the profiler and that has an impact on its scientific reliability and admissibility in court. English, Canadian, and Australian court opinions about the admissibility of profiling as evidence are quite similar, the courts tend to see profiling more as an aid for law enforcement rather than scientific evidence in court (Bosco, 2010).
While in the USA the FBI has a whole unit dedicated to profilers, in the UK the police will train detectives and officers and ask for help from forensic psychologists or a Behavioral Investigative Adviser. (Rainbow, 2011) However, according to Torres (2006), only 10% of the asked 161 forensic psychologists and psychiatrists had profiling experience and less than 25% thought profiling was scientifically reliable. Although most of them supported profiling research and said that it is a useful tool for law enforcement.
In the UK David Canter was a pioneer in investigative psychology (IP) and emphasized evidence-based research over intuition. There are many differences between the approaches, for example CIA is defined as a tool that supports the criminal investigation while IP is defined as a specific area in psychology (Ribeiro, 2021). Investigative psychology, in contrast to the FBI's intuitive and typology-based methodology, placed a strong emphasis on patterns and statistics, enabling profilers to draw conclusions from facts rather than merely experience or ‘gut feeling’ (Canter, 2004). Scientific research is used in investigative psychology, which heavily relies on empirical examination of certain crime types (Petherick, 2021). However, Petherick (2021) argued that the potential for variation among profilers in identifying the specifics of the crime and the suitability of relevant or appropriate research is a significant problem when using this technique to create a criminal profile. Additionally, depending too much on research could result in insufficient information on low-frequency or extremely violent crimes to support a profile.
Canter became well-known for his work on the Railway Rapist case in 1986. After looking at spatial and behavioral trends in the crime scene data, he proposed that the offender had a particular personality type and most likely lived close to the scene of the first three crimes. (Canter, 2004). This is how geographical profiling emerged. It means that by analysing the locations of the crimes, the place where the offender lives can be predicted (Canter, 2017). Geographical profiling practitioners in order to pinpoint an offender's anchor points, combine knowledge of geography, criminology, psychology, and mathematics, statistics, and physics to find spatial patterns linked to criminal behavior. This method also can be used to find body deposition sites. Berezowski (2023) pointed out that using geographic profiling in the past to solve cases provided a moderate level of confidence. For example, the average distance to the deposition site from the crime is 15 km, or, in familial homicide cases the bodies are more likely to be wrapped and buried face up at a meaningful location. However, these are generalisations and can differ in cases and depend on circumstances. While a geographic profile highly depends on scientific information it is also important to use common sense and minimize outside influences (Berezowski, 2023).

Inconsistencies regarding the use of evidence, conclusions drawn, and the investigative value of profiles have emerged as a result of the variance in profiling procedures (Petherick, 2021). Gonzales (2024) in a systematic review argued that criminal profiling is often criticised over the lack of empirical validation of the studies on the topic, instead of being founded on thorough scientific research, many profiling techniques rely on anecdotal evidence or specific situations and the lack of empirical evidence supporting the methods especially the FBI’s method that is criticised for methodical vagueness. It is also argued that in offender profiling the variability of definitions and the lack of generalised method stands in the way of developing a universally accepted profiling method (Kocsis, 2008 and Fox, 2018).

In conclusion, although offender profiling is a highly helpful tool for law enforcement, it is still in its early stages and is prone to misuse. The approaches also varied greatly in terms of how and when they are helpful. Its validity, the lack of agreement among definitions, the variety of methodologies, the absence of empirical support, and the scientific ideas underlying methods have all led to significant criticism. More research on the subject is unquestionably needed, as is quantitative research, and perhaps an investigation into the potential of a ‘best of all’ strategy if it is meant to be used as a valid, accurate aid in judicial processes.
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