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

Offender profiling can be traced back as far as the mid-20th century, factoring into cases such as Jack the Ripper, with pioneers such as FBI Agents John Douglas and Robert Ressler in the 1970s along with the shaping of profiling techniques in the 1980s by psychologists David Canter and Paul Britton (Canter & Youngs, 2009; Norris, 2009). Profilers rely on experience, expertise, and an understanding of criminal behaviour to create profiles that can assist the police (Canter, 2010). Offender profiling continues to evolve thanks to academic contribution, practical applications, and technological advancements, whilst not omitting the necessity to adapt to the changes within investigative needs (Vettor et al., 2013). Offender profiling aims to create a psychological profile to assist police in identifying and prosecuting unknown individuals responsible for crimes by analysing crime scene evidence, witness statements, and other details to identify criminals' traits, behaviour, and demographics (Alison et al., 2002; Douglas et al., 1986; Kocsis & Coleman, 2000). However, it is essential to note that offender profiling is only as effective as the evidence provided to the profiler; it is open to interpretation and debate and cannot tell the police who has committed the crime, only assist in making predictions regarding their characteristics (Egger, 1999). 
This essay critically discusses the role of offender profiling in crime investigations and the judicial processes, discussing the significance, effectiveness, and potential concerns by examining the bottom-up (British) and top-down (American) approaches. Offender profiling has aided investigators in understanding behavioural patterns, motivations, and characteristics, narrowing down suspects and enhancing the likelihood of successfully solving criminal cases (Almond et al., 2023).
The British bottom-up approach to offender profiling focuses on geographical profiling, distinguishing between marauders (committing crimes near home) and commuters (committing crimes at a distance), extending to investigative profiling, utilising statistical procedures and psychological theories to analyse criminal behaviour (Canter & Youngs, 2009). Investigative profiling considers interpersonal coherence; how the offender acts during the crime is likely to relate to their actions in non-criminal situations, time and place; time and location of an offender's crime will convey something about their place of residence, and criminal characteristics; characteristics displayed by the offender can be classified aiding the police investigation (Canter, 2011). Further theories associated with the bottom-up approach are those of criminal distance decay, which suggests a link between an offender's home distance and the likelihood of choosing a target location rational choice theory, which determines people make decisions weighing benefits and drawbacks to maximise their gains and routine activities theory; highlighting the convergence of a motivated offender, a suitable target, and the absence of capable guardians (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Miró, 2014; O'Leary, 2011; Paternoster et al., 2017). This method has aided in predicting offender characteristics, behaviours, and potential locations. Bennell et al. (2009) conducted a study further examining the details of this approach.
Bennell et al. (2009) observed that individuals aware of the critical principles of geographic profiling could see the present probable locations of where an offender may be based when provided with information regarding crime-related locations. Research has regularly demonstrated that the locations offenders have chosen as their target areas are not done so randomly and have been both consciously and unconsciously preplanned (Lino et al., 2017; Lundrigan & Canter, 2001; Synnott et al., 2018; Willmott et al., 2021). Furthermore, the offender’s personality plays an integral part in investigative profiling; for example, crimes carried out in an orderly and planned manner are generally carried out by an individual with a compulsive personality, someone who would be considered neat, orderly, and displaying a lack of spontaneity (Alison et al., 2011; Almond et al., 2023; Chifflet, 2015). However, despite the bottom-up approach being incorporated into crime analysis when searching for serial offenders, the validity of the approach must be considered. Halford’s (2023) study examined this in more depth.
Halford (2023) concluded that the bottom-up approach could be complex and time-consuming, involving a host of assumptions regarding the offender that, if inaccurate, may distort or alter the anticipated location of the offender. Moreover, offences committed that had been omitted from the data collected could result in an inaccurate location prediction, hindering the investigation, consuming valuable police resources in the wrong locations, possibly incorrectly linking separate cases, and generating unnecessary media interest and public concern (Davies & Woodhams, 2019; Hammond, 2014; Mburu & Helbich, 2015; Snook et al., 2005). Wilson and Soothill (1996) further questioned the reliance on the bottom-up approach, addressing mistaken identity due to an individual matching a profile, highlighting the murder case of Rachel Nickell and the wrongfully convicted Colin Stagg.
In 1992, Rachel Nickell was murdered on Wimbledon Common; in due course, Psychologist Paul Britton was asked to provide an offender profile based on the bottom-up approach of offender profiling; this eventually led police to their believed suspect, derived from the profile provided by Britton, a man named Colin Stagg (Alison & Canter, 2013; Wilson & Soothill, 1996). Due to a lack of DNA technology at this time, the reliance on profiling was significant, a further twist seeing the genuine perpetrator eliminated from the investigation for not matching the height description (Alexander, 2016). Nonetheless, this approach has also assisted in the apprehension of criminals; one such case is that of John Duffy, known as the Railway Rapist, who had been wanted for a series of sexual assaults and three murders in 1985 that had left the police baffled and seeking help from psychologist David Canter who, using the bottom-up approach, was instrumental in capturing Duffy (Canter, 2017).
The bottom-up approach in offender profiling, focusing on analysing crime scene evidence as opposed to relying on preconceived notions, presents both advantages and limitations. It can offer a more objective examination of the evidence provided, narrowing the search for an offender, uncovering patterns other profiling methods may overlook, and discovering unique elements specific to each case (Adjorlolo & Chan, 2014; Snook et al., 2007). However, it can display a tunnelled vision view, with investigators becoming fixated on specific details and potentially overlooking key factors (Turvey, 2011). Furthermore, the effectiveness of this approach is reliant on the accurate recording of data for offences committed in specific areas; under-reporting of crimes by the public or lack of recording crimes by the police themselves could limit the validity of this method of offender profiling (Saraiva et al., 2016). Whilst the bottom-up approach offers a valuable perspective, its effectiveness hinges on a balanced integration with other profiling methods to ensure a comprehensive and accurate understanding of criminal behaviour. 
The top-down approach, originating from the FBI's (Federal Bureau of Investigation) Behavioural Sciences Unit in the 1970s, involves using pre-established theories to categorise offender characteristics based on crime scene evidence (Canter et al., 2003; Dowden et al., 2007). This approach was named for its top-to-bottom sorting of theories; this method assumes certain crimes align with specific offender characteristics, aiding in suspect narrowing (Woodworth & Porter, 2000). Initially, the FBI interviewed 36 sexually motivated serial killers, identifying typologies and groups of offenders displaying different clusters of behaviours and attitudes (Ressler, 1986). The organised (carrying out well-planned crimes, leaving few, if any, clues, displaying high IQs, and socially confident) and disorganised (impulsive or random crimes, displaying little to no planning, low IQs, and socially and sexually incompetent) classification systems emerged, attributing 24 characteristics to the organised and 12 to the disorganised (Kocsis et al., 1998; Schlesinger, 2009). This method, outlined by Douglas et al. (1986), involves four steps: collecting and reviewing crime scene evidence, classifying the crime scene as organised or disorganised, hypothesising and reconstructing the crime scene, and generating the offender profile based on these steps.
The top-down approach in offender profiling, emphasising a comprehensive analysis of crime scene behaviours, has acquired some support through empirical studies such as research by Canter (1994) demonstrating the efficiency of deductive profiling, highlighting the significance of organised and disorganised offender classifications (Beauregard et al., 2007; Salfati & Canter, 1999). Additionally, recognising specific offender characteristics can enhance the precision of offender profiles, potentially aiding in crime reduction (Robertiello & Terry, 2007; Salfati, 2000). Moreover, the FBI's Behavioural Analysis Unit (BAU) has successfully applied top-down methods in high-profile cases, demonstrating practical effectiveness (George, 2008; Van Aken, 2015). Consistent findings indicate that the top-down approach offers valuable insights into offender characteristics (Petherick & Brooks, 2021). Whilst acknowledging its strengths, it does appear that a large proportion of studies observed are dated, suggesting a lack of empirical validation for the top-down approach. However, reliance on dated studies raises concerns about the need for more contemporary empirical validation for the top-down approach, as Canter et al. (2004) noted.
More contemporary research by Fox and Farrington (2018) examined the validity of relying solely on predetermined offender characteristics. Critics argue that profiling based on generalisations may lead to inaccuracies and reinforce stereotypes (Gregory, 2005; Jolliffe & Farrington, 2004; Susser, 2021). While some studies examine the effectiveness of certain profiling elements, the consensus highlights the need for more integrative and flexible approaches to offender profiling, incorporating empirical research and continually refining techniques based on real-world effectiveness (Copson et al., 1997; Snook et al., 2008). Moreover, relying solely on preconceived notions may lead to inaccuracies hindering adaptability to evolving criminal behaviours; therefore, to limit apparent drawbacks of the top-down approach, it appears necessary to establish offender characteristics based on existing theories and provide a structured framework for analysis (Ebisike, 2008; Pakkanen et al., 2014). However, criticisms centre on the lack of empirical validation, the potential for bias, and the risk of oversimplification, ultimately displaying the necessity for a balanced use within a broader, evidence-based profiling framework (Dowden et al., 2007; Ribeiro & de Matos Soeiro, 2021). It is important to remember that historical cases, such as Ted Bundy, provide instances where this approach aided in identifying and apprehending criminals. 
The Ted Bundy case depicts the vital influence top-down profiling can provide in criminal investigations (Hann & Campus, 2014). As law enforcement, including profilers Robert Keppel and John Douglas from the FBI's Behavioural Science Unit, sought to apprehend Bundy, a top-down approach was employed with profilers creating a psychological profile based on assumed offender characteristics, deducing Bundy's likely traits, such as intelligence and charm (Stone, 2001). While Bundy's eventual capture involved various techniques, top-down profiling contributed to understanding his victim selection and killing patterns, gaining a solid understanding of his psychological makeup, and, ultimately, his arrest (Holmes & DeBurger, 1985). However, it is crucial to acknowledge that the Bundy case also illustrates the limitations of relying solely on top-down approaches, as his ability to adapt and elude capture for an extended period highlights the complexities of criminal behaviour (Hovrath, 2009; Martin et al., 2009). 
The top-down approach to offender profiling, reflected in cases like Ted Bundy's, has its merits in providing a structured framework for understanding and predicting criminal behaviour. Developing psychological profiles based on assumed characteristics offers valuable insights for investigations (Canter, 2000; Sabatier, 1986). However, its limitations are evident, such as the potential for oversimplification and biases associated with predetermined offender traits, with critics arguing that relying solely on top-down profiling may lead to inaccurate assessments, reinforcing stereotypes along with investigators strengthening and influencing each other's personal beliefs, even if those beliefs are ultimately wrong (Keppel & Walter, 1999; Powell & Bartholomew, 2003). Moreover, the dynamic nature of criminal behaviour, as demonstrated by Bundy's ability to adapt and evade capture, highlights the challenges of exclusively using this approach (Polaschek et al., 2009). Combining top-down and bottom-up methods, a balanced and integrated approach seems crucial for a more comprehensive and practical understanding of offender profiles in contemporary criminal investigations.
The practical application of offender profiling involves a balanced integration of top-down and bottom-up approaches where investigators should utilise theoretical frameworks for understanding offender behaviour (top-down) while focusing on empirical evidence and comprehensive crime scene analysis (bottom-up) (Douglas et al., 2013). This collaborative approach can enhance the accuracy of offender profiling, prioritising leads and guiding investigators in evidence collection along with ongoing improvements based on real-world effectiveness; considering various profiling methods can contribute to a more resilient and adaptable application in criminal investigations (Herndon, 2008). When integrated, a more comprehensive understanding of criminal behaviour can enhance the likelihood of successful identification and prosecution of offenders by observing both bottom-down and top-up, offering a more holistic understanding of criminal behaviour and aiding investigators and judicial proceedings (Crabbé et al., 2008). 
There are, however, further limitations regarding, firstly, the psychological profiling (bottom-down) approach as, despite this being effective when applied to various offences, it relies heavily on Western research, potentially limiting its cross-cultural applicability, for example, where there is evidence that profiling has been successful with one demographic, this does not automatically mean it is to be assumed it will be the same for a different demographic (Rossmo, 1999; Safarik et al., 2000; Salfati & Haratsis, 2001). Secondly, offender profiling, in general, can see limitations in its usefulness due to the media sensationalising cases, leading to public pressure and influencing investigative priorities with an overemphasis on profiles; this can create unrealistic expectations, hindering the objective assessment of evidence (Greiwe & Khoshnood, 2022; Hendon, 2002; White et al., 2011). Additionally, public exposure may prompt offenders to alter their behaviour, making profiles less accurate (Porter & Woodworth, 2007). The media's distortion of profiling details can further misguide public perceptions and impede the impartiality needed for effective criminal investigations (Muller, 2000). These limitations can be linked to the lack of offender profiling data used within the court setting.
Offender profiling can be used in court to provide the context of a crime and to support the presentation of evidence; however, profilers are rarely admitted to court due to the potential risk for bias, lack of empirical validation, and concerns about oversimplification, requiring careful presentation and consideration in legal proceedings (Gudjonsson & Copson, 1997). While not admissible as direct evidence, behavioural profiling can contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the crime, establish links between other crimes specific to an offender (modus operandi), and potentially aid in identifying and prosecuting the offender (Faigman & Monahan, 2009; Meyer, 2007). Currently, profiling typically fails to add evidential value to cases and is instead considered to have a more significant prejudicial effect (Snook et al., 2008). One of the primary challenges to profiling meeting admissibility standards in courts has been due to the inconsistencies in practice, with significant discrepancies observed across approaches and methods of practice, suggesting further that the growth of offender profiling requires a shift from sole method approaches to more inclusive and adaptable practices to strengthen its credibility, effectiveness, and scientific reliability (Bosco et al., 2010; Kocsis & Palermo, 2016; Torres et al., 2006).
In conclusion, offender profiling plays a crucial role in both investigative and judicial processes associated with crime. Combining top-down and bottom-up approaches provides a comprehensive understanding of criminal behaviour, aiding investigators, and legal proceedings. The top-down approach offers a theoretical framework, creating profiles based on broader offender categories, while the bottom-up approach focuses on empirical evidence and case-specific analysis. Together, they enhance the accuracy and depth of criminal profiling, aiding in resolving crimes by providing insights into behavioural patterns, motivations, and characteristics, assisting investigators in narrowing down suspects whilst allocating resources more effectively. Within the judicial process, profiling supports prosecutors by establishing a modus operandi, providing context for the jury, and contributing to an intricate understanding of the crime. However, despite the popularity of offender profiling, a considerable amount of literature reviews document that this is instead the result of media exposure and not down to empirical evidence documenting its effectiveness, causing a disparity between profiling’s reputation and its capabilities.
Further challenges include the potential for bias, oversimplification, and the need for empirical validation. While profiling may not be direct evidence in court, it can offer valuable context and a more comprehensive case presentation. Addressing these challenges and refining profiling techniques based on empirical research is essential for offender profiling to continue as a meaningful and effective aid in criminal investigations and judicial proceedings. For offender profiling to reach its full potential, it must be integrated, combined with and complementing other investigative techniques.
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