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Critically evaluate the contribution of psychological theory and evidence in aiding our understanding of judicial processes from the choices provided: 
Offender Profiling 
 
The term ‘offender profiling’ refers to psychological and scientific techniques and theories which may be used as an investigative tool to explore potential links between victim, offender and crime characteristics (Daeid, 1997). The purpose of offender profiling is to assist police investigation by suggesting attributes of potential offenders based on behavioural data from crime scenes. The history of offender profiling stems from Thomas Bond’s profiling of Jack the Ripper in the 1880s and the psychological assessment of Adolf Hitler by the U.S. Office of Strategic Services during WWII. However multiple approaches to profiling have been created (Kapardis, 2024). By the 1970s the term offender profiling was adopted by the US police forces, notably the FBI. Initially profiling methods were based on unstructured interviews with offenders causing misconceptions about serial killers’ characteristics to arise (Canter, 2010). 
Offender profiling assumes the idea that ‘all’ or most perpetrators work via similar thinking. It is a process of generalising that behaviour at a crime scene can reliably reflect offenders’ personality traits (Vettor et al., 2013). Historically, criminal profiling links back to the 1870s when Lombroso started looking at how criminals’ minds varied from that of law-abiding citizens. In its’ early stages he focused on biological factors as the primary explanation for why criminals behave the way they do, as he believed individuals were born criminal. However, over time other factors such as sociological, psychological and environmental factors have begun to be considered (Machado & Granja, 2020). There are three main categories of offender profiling: geographical analysis, statistical analysis and behavioural analysis. Behavioural profiling of offenders is seen as the American approach, whereas statistical analysis is viewed as the United Kingdom’s approach (Daeid, 1997).  
Geographical profiling is known to be favoured in the United Kingdom and uses a more analytical bottom-up approach that uses scientific and evidence based quantitative methods. This is where the profiling uses statistical analysis for example, multivariate analysis or cluster techniques. This aims to classify offenders with personal characteristics and certain aspects of the crime (Jackson et al, 1997). Geographical profiling is a technique that is used to make predictions of a serial offender’s home location based on crime times and locations (Emeno et al., 2016). This approach aims to narrow down suspect locations using Geographic Information Systems for mapping and is based on the idea that offenders typically commit crimes close to their homes (Kapardis, 2024). A study has shown that the types of crimes geographical profiling apply to as a potentially useful technique are murder, robbery, burglary, rape and auto theft. Often favouring its use for interpersonal crimes rather than property crimes (Emeno et al., 2016). This approach uses psychological principles from cognitive and social psychology. Rational choice theory and cost benefit analysis suggests that individuals will commit a crime in an area that they are comfortable in which is usually somewhere local to them (Vandeviver et al., 2015). Routine activity theory, originally developed by Felson and Cohen (1979), is applied to geographical profiling focusing on three factors to explain crime: the target, the offender and the guardian. This theory was developed into a system which uses information about the time and locations of offences to predict where offenders might live (Tewksbury & Mustaine, 2010). Canter and Rossmo theorised that offenders can be ‘marauders’ i.e. someone who moves outwards changing direction whenever they commit a crime, therefore increasing their home range.  However, an offender could be a ‘commuter’, i.e. someone who travels away in search of a particular victim outside their home range, therefore making their criminal range different from their home range (Paulsen, 2007). 
A study by Mburu & Helbich (2014) assessed the effectiveness and accuracy of criminal geographic profiling (CGP) techniques in Dandora, Kenya. They discovered that the average distance an offender would travel to offend is 2km and findings showed that the majority of criminal activities occur within 1km of the offenders’ homes. This study suggests that CGP techniques can help to prioritise searches. A study by Berezowski et al (2023) discussed how the use of geographic profiling has been extended for the use of locating clandestine graves and body deposition site and also how this approach could be used to improve missing persons investigations and searches using criminological, psychological and geographical knowledge. This is a positive advancement for this approach.  However, a study by Knabe-Nicol and Alison (2024) highlighted a gap in understanding of geographic discussions between police investigators and geographic profilers but there is a potential for training to increase operational capabilities. Research has shown that investigators naturally integrate some geographic profiling into their investigations although analysis showed a gap in the amount of understanding of the relevance of some geographical factors between profilers and investigators. 
Typological offender profiling also known as the FBI approach which uses a top-down approach, is a descriptive qualitative approach that stems from in-depth interviews with a number of convicted murders. This is an investigative technique that aims to neutrally determine the behavioural and personality characteristics of dangerous offenders situated on an analysis of the crime the individual has committed. However, this means this profiling technique is unsuitable for some types of crime (Jackson et al, 1997). The FBI’s approach involves offenders being categorised as either an organised or disorganised offender. Depending on which characteristic the offender is believed to fit into, this affects where the investigation goes. This typology of serial killers which was originally proposed has been criticised for the lack of support from research (Canter, 2010). Categorising an offender as organised or disorganised could become difficult as some offenders may show a mix of traits making this rigid classification more complex (Ressler et al., 1986). In the 1970s, employees of the Behavioural Sciences Unit in the FBI academy in Quantico, Virginia conducted research into a collection of serial violent offenders, this included serial sexual killers. Their research focus has become the basis of criminal investigation analysis. Focusing on the behaviours, crimes, motivations and personalities of 32 serial killers who they spoke to in prison, their assumption was a generalisation that all offenders carry out crimes in a certain way, leaving their own personal mark at the scene of the crime (Kapardis, 2024). From this research a database was created that enabled FBI researchers to suggest a typology of specific offenders into ‘organised’ and ‘disorganised’. An ‘organised’ killer is expected to have shown planning of their crimes and control at the crime scene leaving very little evidence behind. Having characteristics of intelligence, good interpersonal skills, sexually competent, living with a partner but with hidden antisocial or psychopathic personalities. However, a ‘disorganised’ killer is expected to be the complete opposite completely disorganised individuals including appearance, lifestyle and psychological state (Ressler & Burgess., 1985) 
However, this approach has been criticised as non-scientific, unobjective and relying too much on individual profiler’s intuition. An article by Kocsis and Palermo (2015) which looked at ten years’ worth of research, highlighted that a key issue with typological profiling is the idea of ‘offender homology’ which assumes that individuals who commit similar crimes share similar traits. However, there is no clear evidence to support this with individuals arguing trait-based profiling does not work. Although other studies have shown some profilers use these methods and make accurate predictions about offenders. Therefore, leaving researchers to question the validity of profiling. An article by Chifflet (2015) suggests that the theoretical foundations and assumptions of criminal profiling are underdeveloped and lack validation from research. They found weakness amongst the three key assumptions of profiling: homology, behaviour consistency and behavioural differentiation and suggested a lack of support from research regarding the homology assumption that similar behaviours indicate offender characteristics. Kocsis & Palermo (2015) have further argued there is lack of empirical research showing support for a correlation between crime scene behaviours and offender traits, as well as debating the influence of situational factors over behaviour. 
An article by Godwin (2002) looked at the effectiveness of the FBI’s profiling system noting that serial murder typologies were poor as they were descriptive and were generalisable to the wider population of serial killers at liberty. There also appears to be a lack of statistical support and often evidence from a crime scene variable, resulting in a bias favouring confirmations of the predictions. There were further queries regarding the motivational based profiling typologies highlighting that the actions of the offenders are unknown to the police, meaning there is no basis to make assumptions accurately. Furthermore, Godwin (2002) highlighted that typological profiling is only applicable for serial sexual assaults, serial homicides, sadistic crimes, abductions and stalking. Fox & Farrington (2018) conducted a meta-analysis study on 426 articles on offender profiling from 1976 to 2016. Findings suggest that researchers are improving at being more scientific and self-critical. However, studies still do not have strong data-based methods to create profiles, with even less studies testing how well profiling work in real investigations. Linkage analysis, which is used to connect unsolved crimes to the same person, has shown to be relatively accurate and use statistical methods. A systematic review by Dowden et al. (2007) analysed 132 articles from over a period of three decades. They concluded that there has been a lack of development in the area of offender profiling, finding that majority of the current research are discussion pieces rather than empirical studies. 
Research by Harris (2006) discussed the issues of ethnic and racial profiling in the United States. Stating that key issues include the “hit rate” and how the police use ethnicity or race criteria effects it. Since 1988 the police have used race or ethnicity as a factor to establish who they stop, question and search. However, even though the data suggests a clear use of racial criteria the DEA insists they do not use racial appearances in their profiles. This shows how offender profiling can be used with negative biases against certain populations. 
Overall, the approach that is viewed as the superior way seems to be the geographical profiling approach as it shows stronger empirical evidence especially relating to case linkage and spatial behaviour analysis whereas typological profiling is critiqued for lacking consistent validation and have major issues with the homology assumption (Fox & Farrington, 2018). Research has supported that geographical profiling is more useful, however it has also been criticised for its’ oversimplification of offender behaviour without behavioural insights proving better accuracy. This suggests that geographical is favoured but in reality combining the two approaches is likely to be the most practical idea (Berezowski et al, 2021). 
In conclusion, the idea of offender profiling has the potential to be incredibly resourceful and time saving. However, the lack of real-world research suggests that this is not the case. There is an overarching argument that there is a lack of development and evidence for the efficacy of offender profiling (Dowden et al., 2007). The basis of typological offender profiling requires too much generalisation associating the same personality traits with certain behaviours saying that they mean the same thing. However, in doing this it potentially ignores other contributing factors. For example, situational factors (Kocsis & Palermo., 2015). Alternatively, geographical profiling relies heavily on the assumption that all offenders work within the same thinking pattern that their crime locations are close to their home (Vandeviver et al., 2015). However, there is very little evidence to suggest these two approaches are used together. By only using one or the other there could be a chance that this is causing part of the puzzle to be missing and decreasing the reliability of these processes. 
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