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Summary

Despite the apparent popularity of criminal profiling among the law enforcement
community, scrutiny of its merits does not appear to have occurred to any substantial extent.
This chapter identifies and assesses 10 significant problems surrounding the theoretical literature
and the professional practice of criminal profiling. It highlights many shortcomings in both the
research and the practice of profiling and serves to demonstrate that a disparity exists between
the perceptions and the realities of what criminal profiling can reliably achieve. Suggestions for
how the research and practice of profiling may be advanced are discussed.

INTRODUCTION

There are few investigative techniques that can rival the notoriety of and
public interest in criminal profiling. The concept of the enigmatic profiler who
possesses a genius-like insight into the mind and actions of a serial killer has
become a common and well-recognized hallmark of contemporary media and
crime fiction (1–3). The degree of parity that exists, however, between the
reputation generated by such depictions and the realities of profiling in aiding
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police investigations is an issue that seldom attracts equivalent critical scrutiny.
Given the numerous true-crime biographies on the topic (4–12), one can be
forgiven for thinking that profilers have done little to counter the often fanciful
image of their activities. Indeed, it is arguable that the practice and development
of profiling has benefited greatly from such romanticized portrayals (13).

The purpose of this chapter is to offer some critical assessments of the
profiling technique, its practice, and the developed research underpinning its
use. It should be noted, however, that the issues raised herein are not presented
in any order reflective of their priority.

WHAT IS PROFILING?
Profiling is a process of observation and reflection during which an attempt

is made to reassemble the collected pieces of a criminal puzzle as the investi-
gating profiler tries to answer the basic questions: Why, where, when, how, and
who? It may be well served by typologies of past crimes that are useful in the
investigation of present crimes. Specifically, it is a technique aimed at identi-
fying and interpreting crime behavior or actions for the purpose of predicting
the personality of the offender, his/her modus operandi, and, possibly, the
motivation for the crime. These factors are derived from an attentive exami-
nation of the crime scene, which often yields information valuable to the
criminal investigator. The purpose of profiling, however, is not only that of a
possible identification of important offender characteristics but also to prevent
the repetition of a crime. The practice of criminal profiling thus far has been
relegated to major felonies, such as murder, rape, and arson, especially those
that are serial in type.

DOES PROFILING WORK?
In view of the renown of criminal profiling, it seems somewhat trite

to question the efficacy of the technique given its status alongside other
well-established forensic investigative adjuncts (14–17). Surprisingly though,
the empirical evidence to support profiling, unlike other forensic techniques,
is remarkably scarce (18,19). In the attempt to answer the basic inves-
tigative questions mentioned above, various approaches to profiling have been
used, including criminal investigative analysis (CIA), investigative psychology
(IP), and crime action profiling (CAP). These methods, however, although
contributing to reducing the number of suspects in a crime, often fall short of
being successful in definitive offender identification. This may be due to a lack
of sufficient data for interpretation or to the inadequate interpretive capacity
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of the profiler, but perhaps more so to the uniqueness of each offender and
situational variables of his modus operandi.

In assessing the efficacy of profiling, it is important that two distinct but
integral concepts be considered. First, the “validity” of a profile is related to
its accuracy in correctly predicting the characteristics of an unknown offender.
Second, efficacy is also related to the utility of the information yielded by a
profile. Assuming that the profile is reasonably accurate, one must consider
whether this information actually assists investigators in practical terms.

Validity

Possibly the earliest documented evidence to support profiling emerges
from an internal report produced by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
(20). This report, as an internal document, has not been made available for
public scrutiny to date. Even so, this report appears to be the source of a
claim that profiles, as composed by the FBI Behavioral Science Unit, possess
an approximately 80% degree of accuracy. This appears to have been first
promulgated in the public domain by Pinizzotto (21). However, to date it has
not been independently verified as is dictated by the scientific method, and
until that is done it remains a tantalizing assertion (22).

Putting aside such unilateral claims, the largest publicly available source
of information attesting to the accuracy of profiles appears to be in the nature
of anecdotal accounts (23). Although anecdotal accounts may be useful in
illustrating a particular issue, such information cannot be confidently relied on
to confirm the validity of the technique (24,25). To complicate matters further, a
large proportion of these accounts originate in true-crime biographies often co-
authored by profilers themselves (7,10), which in turn raises issues surrounding
the objectivity of the testimonials. Social scientists have often observed that
the human psyche typically focuses on success rather than failure (26), so the
scope of such chronicles in providing an objective representation must be also
considered. Indeed, an illustration of this point can be gleaned from any number
of biographies that report cases where the input of profiles was considered
valuable in assisting investigations. High-profile cases, however, where profiles
were not viewed as having assisted, or were perceived as being detrimental to
the course of an investigation (27–30), seldom receive equal coverage.

Empirical studies that directly test the abilities of profilers and that are
open to public scrutiny are remarkably scarce (31). Possibly the first was
undertaken by Pinizzotto and Finkel (32), who compared small groups (four to
six participants) of trained profilers with non-profilers such as detectives and
university students on various profiling experiments using a closed murder and
rape case. Perhaps the most pertinent of these experiments required participants



330 R.N. Kocsis and G.B. Palermo

to construct a profile of the offender through responses on a multiple-choice
questionnaire. This procedure is important as it provides a quantifiable means
by which profile predictions can be objectively scored for their accuracy. The
results of this experiment were not, however, entirely supportive, with the
sampled profilers demonstrating a superior degree of accuracy in predicting the
characteristics of the rapist, but not the murderer. Indeed, in contrast to popular
culture depictions, the sampled profilers achieved the lowest descriptive score
in profiling the characteristics of the murderer.

Following the general design of Pinizzotto and Finkel’s (32) research with
respect to the use of an objectively quantifiable questionnaire to measure the
accuracy of a profile, Kocsis (33) published the results of a series of studies
(34–37) that involved testing participants’ abilities to profile the probable
offender in a murder and arson case. The results of this research yielded some
tentative support for the abilities of the sampled profilers in that they surpassed
all other groups in their abilities to accurately predict the characteristics of the
unknown offender(s). Although these findings are encouraging, two notable
limitations emerge. First, the sample pool of profilers for this research (i.e., 11
profilers) was modest. Consequently, further replication with larger samples
is required. Second, a high degree of statistical variance was found among
the profilers, indicating that their capabilities were not uniform. This finding
suggests that simply because an individual operates with the title of “profiler”
does not necessarily imply that the individual will possess a superior capacity
to predict the characteristics of an unknown offender.

Numerous critiques have been made against the present-day psycho-
investigative techniques used in criminal profiling. They have focused on
the blurred borderlines between instinct/intuition and the scientific procedures
adopted by the profiler, which may influence the entire scientific validity
of the process (lack of systematic work; lack of real empirical research;
simply reassessment of old theories or criticism of the same). Furthermore, the
presence of cultural baggage passed from one profiler to another with little
or minimal exposure to actual crime scenes, the stress on psychodynamics,
and the poor application of in-depth psychology to the crime scene evidence
offer little information about those socio-cultural characteristics, lifestyles, and
patterns of criminal behavior of an offender that are basic to a thorough
investigation.

Utility

The material in support of the utility of profiling unfortunately appears
to be little better than the material in support of its validity. It should be
recognized, however, that the concept of utility is, in all probability, more



Contemporary Problems in Criminal Profiling 331

difficult to quantify, as the usefulness of a profile to an investigation may not
manifest itself in a directly tangible manner. Once again, the largest source
of material in support of the utility of profiles is in the form of anecdotal
accounts. For essentially the same reasons previously articulated in the context
of validity, too much reliance cannot be placed on such material.

What presents as an interesting source of material for the utility of profiles,
however, are various consumer satisfaction surveys administered to police
personnel who have used a profile in the course of an investigation (21,38,39).
Clearly, these surveys are not representative of the contribution of a profile but,
rather, seek to survey the perceived value of a profile to the personnel who have
used one. One common theme seems to emerge from these surveys in that while
police personnel genuinely seem to favor and derive some sense of satisfaction
from the use of profiles in investigations, when the specific issue of how a
profile was of assistance is raised, the responses seem less conclusive. One
example of this trend comes from Pinizzotto (21), who found that while 77% of
the surveyed police regarded a profile as useful in focusing their investigation
in some context, only 17% considered that the profile actually assisted in the
identification of the offender. This pattern is not entirely surprising, given that
some debate exists as to whether profiles have ever truly assisted investigators
in actually apprehending an offender.

Although there are many anecdotal examples where, in retrospect, the
characteristics described in a profile are found to resemble those of the appre-
hended offender (40), there is little evidence to indicate how this information
directly assisted the investigation. Indeed, many profilers admit that, to the best
of their knowledge, a profile has yet to actually solve a single case or pinpoint
the individual concerned (9,10).

One final issue related to evaluating the utility of profiles involves the
breadth of their application. Profiling is generally touted as being useful for
the investigation of crimes of an aberrant predatory nature where no identi-
fiable suspect(s) seem apparent (41–43), the archetypal circumstance being in
the investigation of a serial killer. However, even within this context, there
are circumstances where the use of a profile is limited or simply irrelevant,
for example, where an offender hoards the corpses of his victims, providing
little or no evidence of the murders until the discovery of the bodies and the
apprehension of the perpetrator, as in the case of the American serial killer
Jeffrey Dahmer (44).

It needs to be questioned, then, whether the amount of resources invested
in the development of specialist profiler training programs/units and research
is justified, given the low volume of crimes where profiling may prove to be
applicable (45,46).
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DISCUSSION

Although some tentative findings have emerged to suggest some limited
support for profiling, considerably more work is required to replicate and
thus test and bolster the robustness of such findings. In this respect, perhaps
the most reliable conclusion that can be drawn concerning the accuracy of
profiles is that a significant disparity exists between the reputation of profiling
in terms of its accuracy and the reliable evidence that exists to substantiate
that reputation. With respect to the utility of profiles, what seems apparent is
that, among the law enforcement community at least, there is a general belief
that profiles can contribute to an investigation. Quantifying the basis of this
contribution however is problematic. Importantly, too, it is crucial to appreciate
that satisfaction with a technique must not be confused with equating to proof
of its utility or accuracy (47–49). Given the paucity of evidence to support
either the validity or utility of profiles, there is still ample reason to question
whether profiling really works.

Brilliant Insights, Common Sense, or Just Cold-Reading?

In considering the utility of profiles, one needs to consider the insight they
actually provide. One of the oldest criticisms of profiles is that the information
they contain is no better than what can be derived through common knowledge
or what the local bartender might guess (50). An illustration of this point
comes from the study by Snook et al. (51), which examined the abilities of
students to predict the location of an offender’s residence in comparison with
the predictions made by a geographic profiling computer program (52–54).
Despite the sophistication of the computerized system, the areas predicted by
the program differed little from the predictions of the students following some
rudimentary instruction on crime offense patterns.

Another aspect concerning the insight of profiles relates to the parallels
between the content and nature of profiles, and the predictions that can be
made by, for example, psychics. The area of parapsychology has for some
time studied individuals who have attempted to feign extra sensory perception
by engaging in a technique that is commonly referred to as “cold-reading”
(55). By providing semi-ambiguous statements that relate to items of infor-
mation that possess a statistically high level of frequency, an individual
can make statements that appear remarkably insightful (56). It remains to
be seen, therefore, to what extent the information typically contained in
profiles represents true insight regarding the probable offender’s character-
istics, or some manifestation, conscious or otherwise, of the cold-reading
technique.
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Mountains of Conclusions From Molehills of Research

One problem that appears to haunt the practice of profiling is a
proclivity by some of its practitioners to over-generalize the application of
existing research. This problem typically manifests itself in over-generalizations
concerning the type of crime profiled, or the applicability of demographic
variables to foreign populations. A case that illustrates over-generalization
relating to crime modality involves the 2002 “Beltway serial sniper” shootings
that occurred in the eastern United States. Many profiles were generated
following this series of random shootings (57). When the individuals accused
of these crimes were later apprehended, little congruence emerged between the
profiles and the accused persons (58,59). Incidents where profiles have been
found to bear little similarity to the identified perpetrator(s) are not unique
(30,60); however, the issue of significance here is the suitability of a profile
for this type of crime given that research undertaken in the area of profiling
has predominantly focused on crimes of interpersonal violence such as sexual
murder or serial rape (61–65). Indeed, the authors are unaware of any scien-
tifically vetted, published research on the profiling of snipers. Consequently, it
appears that profiles in this case were most likely based on suppositions derived
from research developed in respect of different types of crime.

An example of over-generalization for foreign demographics can be seen
in the 1989 case in Sydney, Australia, of the “Granny killer.” Confronted by a
series of violent murders, Australian police consulted a foreign law enforcement
agency renowned for its work in the area of profiling. The key features of
the supplied profile characterized the offender as a young male possibly of
African descent. When apprehended, the offender was found to be an elderly
man of Anglo-Saxon heritage (66). The incongruity between the profile and the
offender is not the pertinent issue but rather the imprudence of the profilers to
consider the differing demographics between their country and that of Australia,
especially given that the Australian population contains less than 1% of people
who can be classified as being of African descent. Although the consulted
profilers were undoubtedly familiar with the relevant crime statistics for their
country, which included a sizeable population of individuals of African descent,
the use of these demographics in the Australian context made it highly unlikely
that the predictions of the probable offender would be valid.

Research With Limited Application

Another development in the field of profiling has been the proliferation of
research of limited practical application. In this respect, it would appear that the
problems that brought about the development of profiling have been overlooked.
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That is, profiling evolved to aid in the investigation of aberrant crimes that were
difficult to solve through conventional police methods (15,16,67,68). Conse-
quently, the development of profiling theories and techniques for circumstances
where the offender is readily apparent, or likely to be identified through conven-
tional police methods, seems something of a redundant exercise. The study by
Salfati (69), for example, presents an analysis of crime scene behaviors matched
with offender characteristics in domestic homicides. Although this research
certainly contributes to the scholarly literature on the topic of homicide, its
value in terms of profiling can be questioned given that domestic homicides
seldom require profiling as the perpetrator (i.e., the spouse/partner) in most
instances is readily apparent (70,71).

Allied to this problem of research with limited application is the circum-
stance of research that assumes a level of understanding from the reader when
reporting its findings, thereby reducing its potential utility. For example, the
study by Canter and Heritage (72) presents a model for how rape behavior
patterns may be interpreted for the purpose of profiling but fails to articulate
how any offender characteristic can be associated with these patterns for the
purpose of actually composing a profile. As a consequence, although the study
serves to demonstrate the work undertaken by its authors and their capacity to
profile such crimes, it limits others from independently and practically applying
the findings of this study.

How Reliable is the Data?

The fundamental premise of profiling is that through the study of past
crimes, predictions can be made concerning similar offenses in the future.
Profiling in effect is a form of retro-classification whereby typologies are
developed from past crimes to provide some understanding of present crimes
(73). In order for this paradigm to be valid, it is paramount that the infor-
mation (i.e., past crimes) from which these typologies are developed is reliable.
Herein lies a problem, as the literature in the field of criminology is replete
with discussion concerning the unreliability of information surrounding both
the reporting and the recording of crime (74–76). There are numerous manifes-
tations of this problem, but two distinct aspects seem particularly pertinent to
profiling. First, there are limitations concerning sample representation. Second,
there are problems relating to the accuracy of the data itself.

The problem concerning sample representation is illustrated by one
of the most renowned pieces of research in the field of profiling, the
organized/disorganized behavior dichotomy as proposed by Ressler et al. (77).
Data for this study were obtained by researchers interviewing a very small
number of incarcerated sexual murderers and reviewing their archival records.



Contemporary Problems in Criminal Profiling 335

Whether the organized/disorganized dichotomy represents a behavioral
typology genuinely representative of sexual murderers in general or merely a
typology of sexual murderers who were incarcerated and willing to participate
in an interview program is open to debate. This issue appears even more
pronounced when one considers examples of infamous sexual murderers who
would have been suitable for such research but in all likelihood would have
declined to cooperate (78).†

The second major problem surrounding the type of data used in profiling
research is the reliability of the information contained in the various archival
records often used as source material. A sizeable amount of literature exists
in the fields of psychology and criminology that considers the unreliability
of information sourced in the recollection of facts from eyewitness testimony
(80) and the methods for formally reporting and recording offenses in police
catalogues and statistics (76). It must therefore be queried how valid profiling
is likely to be, given the limitations of the available data sources on which
some research is based and principles espoused.

Uniform Definitions: An Absence of Parity

Part of the motivation for developing the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual for Mental Disorders (81) and the ICD-10 (82) was to provide
uniformity in the terminology and classification of mental disease. The general
acceptance of these lexicons over the decades has rendered the problems of
miscommunication among the psychiatric/psychological communities almost
obsolete (83). Profiling does not, however, enjoy the benefits of a DSM or
ICD.‡ Instead, substantial disparity exists with regard to the use of language
that in turn arguably stifles the progression of profiling as a discipline.¶

Possibly the most obvious example of this lack of uniformity is in
the nomenclature adopted to describe profiling itself. “Offender profiling,”
“criminal profiling,” “criminal psychological profiling,” “sociopsychological
criminal profiling,” “criminal personality profiling,” CIA, and IP are all terms
variously used to describe the practice of profiling. However, the source of this
problem is deeper than semantic differences in terminology, as such dispar-
ities are often reflected in differing methodological procedures and the end

† We suggest that the above dichotomy be amended with the addition of a mixed type or even
a non-categorical continuum (79), because of the frequency of disorganized features in the
organized type of offender.

‡ In the context of creating a uniform lexicon of terminology to avoid miscommunication.
¶ It should be noted that Douglas et al. (84) did publish a text modeled on the DSM. However,

this manual does not appear to have gained any significant degree of universal acceptance.
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product of the research. One of the best illustrations of this concerns the debate
surrounding what constitutes serial murder. Some authors argue that “serial” in
this context can be defined by a numerical body count, for example, the murder
of a minimum of three victims (84,85). Others have suggested a minimum of
four (86) and some have suggested the possibility of five (87). Also, it should
be noted that, at times, apprehended after one or two murders, an offender may
indicate that he/she had had the intention to continue the killings (88). Based
on this intention, these offenders could be considered serial killers. Presented
with the varying criteria used to sample these populations, it comes as little
surprise then that disparities arise between the research findings of studies that
all claim to examine serial murder (63,77,86,87).

Inductive Versus Deductive Profiling: Does Such
a Distinction Exist?

One recent development has been the suggestion that two distinct forms of
profiling exist. The premise for this distinction is based on differing reasoning
processes (i.e., inductive or deductive) that are argued to be in use by an
individual when composing a profile. Inductive criminal profiling uses inductive
reasoning, which in this context is defined as “reasoning involving broad gener-
alizations or statistical reasoning, where it is possible for the premises to be
true while the subsequent conclusion is false” (89, p. 686). Deductive criminal
profiling, on the contrary, involves deductive reasoning, which is defined as
“an argument where, if the premises are true, then the conclusions must also be
true. In a deductive argument, the conclusions flow directly from the premises
given” (89, p. 682). These distinctions form the basis of a method of profiling,
referred to as behavior evidence analysis (BEA), which exclusively favors the
use of deductive reasoning in combination with an understanding of the forensic
sciences for the composition of a competent profile (90).

The problem with such distinctions is that it transposes philosophical
paradigms onto the functional processes of the mind. Although the distinction
between inductive or deductive reasoning is a well-established concept in the
literature pertaining to critical thinking (91), there is debate in the cognitive
psychology/psychiatry literature as to whether the mind functions in such a
categorical fashion, that is, whether cognitive functions akin to inductive or
deductive reasoning can be undertaken to the exclusion of one another (92,93).
Unlike the autonomic functions of a computer, it is unlikely that the human
mind is truly capable of engaging in such a discrete process of reasoning.
Indeed, the brain itself, as a complex and highly active neuronal synaptic
system, may subconsciously process diverse and/or intrusive thoughts that may
increase the difficulty of full engagement in one or the other method. If the
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cognitive processes of the mind are incapable of engaging in this fashion, the
suggestion of a method of profiling premised on the issue of one form of
reasoning to the exclusion of the other is rendered highly problematic.

Who Owns Profiling?

In the mid-1990s, profiling was examined by a subcommittee of the
Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) in the United Kingdom. It
concluded that although the technique had not yet been scientifically validated,
it should be accepted in faith as being viable, as its validation would eventually
be achieved. The committee went on to comment that the practice and work in
the area of profiling should be “owned” by the police service (94). Although
perhaps not explicitly stated, similar sentiments regarding the acceptance of
profiling and its ownership have been echoed in other countries (95–97). The
basis for this view appears to be related to a desire to avoid divulging opera-
tional information concerning profiling techniques to potential criminals (7,98).

The concern in divulging operational information presumably arises from
the publication of research in scientifically peer-reviewed mediums that by
virtue of this process can be scrutinized by others. Although there is some merit
to the contention that through the publication of literature potential offenders
may be alerted to the techniques of police, such concerns need to be weighed
against the low level of readership that scientific journals and texts enjoy
generally. Additionally, the degree of sophistication such literature typically
involves, coupled with the often poorer standard of education found among
offenders who are the source of such research (85–87,99), makes the usefulness
of this material to such offenders questionable. The scientific development of
profiling is likely to be most reliant on social science research methods that are
oriented toward the production of scholarly research. This, however, is arguably
not the focus of policing agencies that are primarily dedicated to maintaining
public order and the apprehension of offenders (100). Although profiling is
unquestionably a forensic investigative technique used in the course of criminal
investigations primarily conducted by police personnel, its development and
practice is not necessarily best achieved by the exclusive efforts of police
personnel. Contentions of ownership are counterproductive and likely to impede
the genuine scientific advancement of profiling.

Professionalism

Correct professional behavior implies respect among colleagues and scien-
tific communication without any ivory-tower attitude that impedes objectivity
and the search for truth (27,31,101). In the field of profiling, there should
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be more communication among the proponents of the various theoretical and
methodological schools of thought (102), opening avenues of healthy communi-
cation and creating an arena for an objective, sound exchange of ideas. Although
critical debate (19,27) is a valuable component of scientific development and,
as in other disciplines, constructive criticism is essential for the advance in the
understanding of profiling, in the literature, disputes over new concepts or new
terms appear with disheartening frequency (7,10,101–106). Indeed, it seems
that there is a peculiar form of myopia among profilers who are unable or
unwilling to cite, acknowledge, or build on the research of colleagues, or may
be unaware of it at all. This phenomenon is an impediment to the scientific
development of profiling because, without the integration of all research, the
field is in serious danger of remaining a fragmented practice, with repetitious
errors, duplication, failure to test theories, and a lack of exposure to differing
scientific approaches (107).

An Absence of Regulation

From a research, clinical, and practical point of view, one can assume that
profiling is in a budding state and has yet to define an objective credentialing
process. This is probably the reason why many unreliable statements are made
in the various media by self-appointed profilers. The presence of sound creden-
tials, as in any other field, should be paramount in the field of profiling. Unfor-
tunately, credentials offered as qualifications to engage in profiling range from
a familiarity with the published literature, employment with a law enforcement
agency, qualifications in a mental-health discipline, authorship of a true-crime
novel, the publication of scholarly research, or any combination of the above.
The problems that arise from this are obvious and analogous to all other disci-
plines that have lacked regulation in ensuring common professional standards
among individuals who identify themselves as practitioners within a defined
area of expertise. Without regulation, gross disparities in the level of skill
among practitioners can occur and the quality of the services rendered may
vary considerably. In the context of police investigations, such disparities in
the quality of the professional services rendered can have potentially disastrous
results for the course of justice (23).

Unfortunately, the solution of introducing some form of regulation is
equally problematic. At present, differing proponents, who advocate one
approach of profiling over another, have introduced self-styled accreditation
programs. However, these programs may exclude and tend to discredit other
practitioners within the field who offer different approaches or perspectives,
and they create even more divisiveness among profilers.
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CONCLUSIONS

What does the future hold for the practice of profiling and the research
underpinning it? Unfortunately, the prognosis for the near future at least is less
than encouraging. It seems that, as in any new field, the various participants
are too absorbed in their own research and find themselves in an isolationist
mode of operating.

Unquestionably, the research and practice associated with profiling needs
further development and this needs to be undertaken in the form of original,
data-driven studies that are subject to scientific scrutiny (108–110). What is not
required are simplistic claims accompanied by little more than a fresh lexicon
of newly coined terms and phrases (111). It is often debated whether profiling
represents a science or an art (112). At this juncture, the practice of profiling
crimes seems to be more of an art (113). However, it must strive to become a
science.

In promoting this view, research in the field needs to focus on the
development of practical techniques that make use of profiling that will serve
to assist in the investigation of crimes and not just the promulgation of liter-
ature based on whatever data may be available. Additionally, future research
needs to fully articulate its conclusions so that other researchers may replicate,
build, and ultimately advance the knowledge gained in the area. In this context,
therefore, researchers will need to communicate with one another, because this
is the basis of the scientific method.

Because profiling is still in a developing phase, its regulation and creden-
tialing must be developed through better communication among the various
schools of profiling and the investigative agencies concerned. This will take
some time. Perhaps the best compromise is for the practice of profiling to
be incorporated into an existing professional body that does not hold any
specific interest in profiling per se but would nonetheless serve to regulate
its practitioners and promote its scientific development. Any of the regulatory
bodies that govern the accreditation and practice of psychologists or psychia-
trists, for example, may be appropriate. Such bodies would not be exclusively
concerned with the practice of profiling but would have the benefit of being
allied to the disciplinary origins of the technique. This proposition is not aimed
at removing profiling from the province of law enforcement. There are many
police personnel who, for example, have formal psychological qualifications
and who are already affiliated with such bodies. Arguably, it simply makes
sense to have an independent body that governs its membership according to
recognized, regulated qualifications most suited to the skills for profiling and
not only as membership with a particular employer per se such as a policing or
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investigative agency. No doubt the scientific basis to profiling will need to be
advanced before such professional bodies would be prepared to entertain such
a proposition, but once again, this arguably would be a positive development.

In the future, better trust will have to develop between profilers and inves-
tigative agencies for the success of their common purpose: the identification
of the offender. Both will have to overcome their narcissistic tendencies and
recognize that they are complementary in the practice of profiling (114). As
for the differing approaches to profiling presently used by various method-
ological schools, it is to be hoped that their exponents will overcome their
respective biases and see that they are all contributors to the definition of a
larger puzzle and that no school of profiling holds the final answer. Their
continued divisiveness only benefits the offender.

In conclusion, it is hoped that this chapter will inspire debate and
encourage original data-driven research that will ultimately serve as the best
solution to the problems discussed herein.
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