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Critically evaluate the contribution of psychological theory and evidence in aiding our understanding of judicial processes from the choice of processes provided.
Judicial processes include actions and proceedings employed by positions of authority to create decisions and attain outcomes (Bennett et al., 2018). There are a range of different processes that juries can employ in court. One process includes offender profiling, an investigative instrument of constructing a profile to analyse and distinguish specific behavioural traits and psychological qualities of potential offenders derived from crime scene evidence (Eze et al., 2025). Literature has contended its relevance during judicial processes by improving predictions of future offender behaviour through aiding identification and understanding of common offender characteristics based on the perceived characteristics of the offence (Ribeiro & de Matos Soeiro, 2021).
There are two main approaches to offender profiling. Firstly, the bottom-up (Canter) approach which is more commonly employed in Britain. It consists of statistical analysis of behavioural patterns utilising data driven information to construct an analysis of a potential offender (Canter, 2000). The statistical learning theory thereby shapes the approach during judicial processes utilising empirical data to predict future offending behaviour (Von Luxburg, & Schölkopf, 2011). It is consistent to the Behavioural consistency hypothesis argued by Canter (1995) in that offenders will emphasise consistent but distinctive behaviour patterns to others during offences, which enables differentiation between the crime of one offender to a similar crime of another offender. This means that this type of profiling is consistent with the stable concept that offenders behave consistently during various acts. Additionally, a technique of the approach consists of geographic profiling, based on Canter & Larkin, (1993) Circle Theory of Environmental Range. Includes analysis of the crime location to identify the area linked to the offender such as where they situate and the concept in which an offender will stay and encompass consistent offences in residing locations (Kapardis, 2024; Kocsis & Irwin, 1997). This data is employed to create a profile to lead further investigation.  
Moreover, the top-down (FBI) approach to offender profiling consists of classification of offenders (typology) into predefined personality categories based upon behavioural characteristics and evidence from the crime setting (Borgwardt, 2024). It is employed mostly in the US, in which typology consists of two distinctive categories of personality traits (organised and disorganised); however, it is possible some offenders may suit a mixed category of both depending on the evidence of their acts (Jackson et al., 1997). This information is utilised to create a profile and employed to lead further investigation (Jackson et al., 1997). According to the psychological trait theory of Eysenck (1967) individual personality is stable and influences daily behaviour. The approach contends that the crime scene reflects the offender personality and the evidence determines the type of offender which committed the act due to the assumption that personality traits influence stable patterns of behaviour, therefore, consistent with the trait theory.  
The essay will aim to critically examine evidence and theoretical contribution of the bottom-up approach and top-down approach of offender profiling in aiding understanding of judicial processes. To close, the argument will be synthesised and reflected. 

Fundamentally, the notion that bottom-up profiling is based on scientific and empirical psychological concepts including spatial consistency to construct profiles instead of intuition is argued as a strength (Canter et al., 2001). This is because offending behaviour and spatial patterns can be analysed systematically and statistically through multidimensional measures (Canter et al., 2001). Therefore, unlike the FBI approach, there is less reliance on intuitive typologies in which scientific and grounded measures are employed. Therefore, robust data is collected and builds a quality profile to aid judicial processes through valid evidence (Fox et al., 2020; Kapardis, 2024). 
Implications of the evidence and theory aids awareness of the approach's positive contribution during judicial processes in aiding understanding of offending behaviours through objective behavioural evidence. The evidence implies that psychological contribution of the approach can better support arguments during trials in comparison to FBI approach due to reduced reliance on intuition. However, across such studies, Canter (2004) & Lundrigan & Canter (2001) did not directly compare the effectiveness of both profiling methods and therefore a limitation of the profiling literature. Although, evidence contends bottom-up profiling obtains more robust data, the lack of comparative findings limits the ability to detect the most effective profiling approach that leads to improved judicial outcomes.
Empirical studies have reinforced theoretical claims of bottom-up profiling and supported the way the approach connects to offender behavioural characteristics through social and environmental theoretical principles. For example, Curtis-Ham et al. (2023) identified spatial consistency patterns among offenders across a large range of offences including robberies, burglaries and sex offences in New Zealand. Therefore, the study validated the notion that an offender would commit an offence close to their previous crime scene, consistent with the circle theory of environmental range.
A strong aspect of Curtis-Ham et al. (2023) research is that several offences and activity locations were examined in comparison to several previous studies. The larger sample size increases the internal and external validity of the findings and promotes generalisability to various offending behaviours and populations (Faber & Fonesca, 2014; Tipton, 2016). Therefore, the evidence strongly supports that bottom-up profiling can be applied to a wider range of offending behaviours rather than one specific type. This perspective has been validated by Kapardis (2024) and Canter & Heritage (1990) emphasising that the profiling is suitable in crimes of homicide, theft, armed robbery instead of solely murder cases. The evidence contributes to the understanding that bottom-up profiling can be employed in greater investigations of offence types during judicial contexts.
Further empirical support for the approach by Lundrigan & Canter (2001) identified among 120 US serial murder cases that the setting a body is disposed by an offender is frequently situated near their home base, consistent with the centre of gravity environmental psychological abstract. Therefore, the evidence contributes to the understanding that geographical evidence can be utilised to pinpoint an offender. 
The John Duffy case is an additional example. Canter (1986) applied geographical profiling techniques and identified the offender was short and contained familiarity with UK railways (Bolland, 2002). The contribution enabled efficient suspect narrowing which led to Duffy’s conviction. Lundrigan & Canter (2001) & Canter (1986) real case evidence helps aid understanding of real-world offending behaviours and validation of profiling, emphasising the contribution of psychological theory in aiding investigations through evidence collection of location linkage and support decisions during prosecution.  
In the context of the top-down approach, likewise, it is based on psychological theory and underpinned by the trait perspective (Alison et al., 2002).  The theoretical approach contributes a structured framework while reviewing crime scene evidence to promote understanding of personality, offender behaviour patterns and case characteristics (Alison et al., 2002).  Therefore, based off the literature it can be suggested that the approach is relevant to judicial process by supporting investigations through linkage of crimes to an offender based on classification evidence. Empirical evidence includes Canter’s (2004) analysis and identified among correlations subset of characteristics consistent to the FBI typology for organised offenders. However, it is important to address that Canter (2004) only analysed US offenders and homicide crimes. Therefore, it can be argued that the findings lack generalisability and understanding regarding additional cultures in which legal contexts can contrast e.g., gun approval (Stroebe et al., 2024) and to other types of offences which may involve distinct contexts and patterns of behaviours (Gavin, 2021). Therefore, the limitation of the evidence reduces application of the findings to be generalised to all offenders and fully understand the judicial outcomes for different offences. 
Nevertheless, there have been criticisms regarding both offender profiling approaches among psychological literature. 
Spatial consistency and interpersonal coherence theories in the context of bottom-up profiling claim that offender behaviour is consistent across offences. However, empirical studies have emphasised that this is not always the case and that behaviour can change among offences. Studies by Salfeti et al. (2015) and Bouhana et al. (2016) identified that some offenders are influenced by situational factors instead of stable scripted preferences. This highlights that not all offenders modus operandi is stable and that situational factors direct inconsistency among offending behavioural characteristics. Therefore, the empirical evidence undermines the theoretical assumptions of offender behavioural consistency in which the profiling approach adheres too. The evidence implies that the practicality of a profile could be problematic during linkage of crime to behavioural characteristics if not all offenders emphasise consistency. 
However, both studies do not clearly emphasise the full profiling impact on judicial outcomes due to correlational methodologies employed. The correlational design from evidence observes relationships among offender behaviour instead of causal relationships on courtroom outcomes. Therefore, inferences can only be drawn from the findings rather than conclusions, symbolising the need for greater experimental evidence. 
In relation to the top-down approach, psychological literature has highlighted reduced supporting empirical evidence regarding effectiveness during judicial processes. Although Canter (2004) empirically supported the organised category, the disorganised category was less effective during categorisation of behaviour. Therefore, the findings undermine the validity of a key aspect of the typology during profiling. Although, Canter’s research contained some methodological issues, additional reviews have concluded similar results (Jackson et al., 2016). The range of evidence contributes to the understanding that additional constructs maybe required alongside FBI profiling to improve judicial outcomes.
Likewise, FBI profiling has been criticised as problematic during use due to weak operational definitions and overlap of characteristics (Goodwin, 2002). Empirical support includes Ressler et al. (1988) mixed methods study which identified organised and disorganised behaviour from crime scene evidence amongst sexual murderers. However, a mixed category was later constructed as some offenders demonstrated traits from both categories during offences (Ressler et al., 1988). This suggests that the organised-disorganised typology is more of a continuum instead of sperate unique categories, different to what the approach declared. This aid understanding of the potential issues when constructing a profile during cases in which offenders emphasise spontaneous but also planned characteristics. 
Additional approaches such as Kocsis (2004) seeks to identify a range of offender characteristics including physical attributes, cognitive processes and social activity. It is argued that approaches like this enable a more comprehensive profile due to greater evidence and generates more confident hypothesis regarding offenders during judicial processes (Ibe et al., 2012). Therefore, based on the evidence it is clear based on later approaches, FBI profiling under some circumstances is simplistic in collecting evidence regarding offender characteristics which can be a limitation during judicial processes as it risks developing a vague and misrepresentative profile (Ibe et al., 2012). 
Based off evidence and theory, it is evident that both offender profiling approaches contain their own limitations. However, offender profiling in general has contained criticism with the risks of judicial processes over-relying solely on profiles which lead to miscarriage of justice, such as in the case of the wrong arrest of Colin Stagg (Webber, 2009). Stagg matched with the profile characteristics but there was no further evidence it was him that committed the offence, however, he was charged with time although he did not commit the crime due to profiling being the main strategy of the investigation (Webber, 2009). Therefore, the real-life case study clearly emphasises risks associated and that profiles should be evaluated carefully during judicial processes to prevent the wrong conviction occurring. 
However, the evidence is based on a case study. Although it emphasises real-world profiling application, case studies are criticised to contain generalisability issues (Hammersley et al., 2000). Therefore, the case of Stagg is a single example and can be argued that it is unable to account for the full profiling effectiveness beyond other offences and judicial contexts. 
The purpose of this essay was to critically evaluate the contribution of psychological theory and evidence in aiding understanding of judicial processes through offender profiling. The bottom-up approach is based on scientific and grounded theory instead of intuition which contributes to more robust evidence collected to develop a quality offender profile (Canter, 2001). However, there is reduced comparative evidence between profiling approaches, restricting ability to understand which model aids improved judicial outcomes. Empirical evidence has supported theoretical concepts and illuminated suitability of the profiling to a range of crimes (Curtis-Ham et al., 2023). Empirical evidence supporting environmental psychology contributes to the understanding that profiling can be relevant to judicial processes through enabling location connections to narrow down a suspect (Lundrigan & Canter, 2001). However, empirical evidence has contradicted the approaches theoretical foundation of behavioural consistency and identified situational influences on offending behaviour among crimes (Bouhana et al., 2016; Mokros & Alison, 2002). However, much evidence is correlational and therefore, unable to draw causal conclusions on profiling and judicial outcomes. 
Top-down approach is based on theoretical framework and empirically supported to an extent (Canter, 2004); however, the evidence contains methodological issues and aspects of the typology contain invalid empirical support (Canter, 2004; Jackson et al., 2016). The evidence clarifies that greater techniques maybe needed during judicial processes to efficiently identify an offender. Evidence has expressed that the typology of the approach is more of a continuum rather than distinct categories, dissimilar to the original claims of the approach. Evidence has aided understanding that the approach can emphasise issues during profile construction (Ressler et al., 1998). Overall, both approaches contain risks of miscarriage of justice, however evidence is based case studies.  
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