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OFFENDER PROFILING
Discussion
The aim of the current study was to examine and evaluate the utility of offender profiles when presented to investigators.  Profiling has been criticized due to the Barnum effect; subjective validation in which a person finds personal meaning in statements that could apply to many people.  It is believed that investigators will use subjective validation when looking at a generic offender profile; they will interpret the profile in a way that “matches” their suspect to it. The current study proposed that, like the participants in the early Barnum studies, individuals might reinterpret ambiguous offender profiles to fit different suspects. In early Barnum studies participants were able to able to apply the personality sketch to themselves because of the Barnum statements used. To investigate the way that individuals interpret ambiguous profiles, the study was carried out using one hundred police officers as participants who were then randomly assigned to one of two groups: the “genuine description group” and the “bogus description group”. Both groups received the case and either the genuine or bogus suspect descriptions. Then, participants were asked to rate on 10-point scales: (1) how accurate the profile was in describing the suspect, (2) how specific the profiling statements were and (3) how operationally useful the profile would be in an actual investigation. Using these ratings researchers was able to compare how the individuals interpreted ambiguous profiles. 
The original hypothesis stated that if investigators were unknowingly presented with a generic offender profile, then like Barnum studies, they would interpret the profile to fit their suspect.  The results found did support the original hypothesis. As expected the participants of each group believed that the profile they reviewed would be operationally useful. Despite the fact that the genuine and bogus suspect description groups received very different suspect descriptions the two groups provided very similar ratings of profiling accuracy. No significant differences were found between the two groups proving that each group believed that the profile they reviewed would be operationally useful. The lack of differences in how the different profiles were rated support the hypothesis that investigators may interpret ambiguous profiles to fit their suspect. 
The results call into question the use of profiling as an investigative tool. In theory, having a suspect profile is useful to narrow down the pool of possible suspects but may not be all that practical. The results indicate that offender profiling may not be as reliable a prioritization tool as previously believed. It is very easy to apply general statements to a possible suspect to support personal belief.  The Confirmation bias could be argued because it is possible that an investigator believes a person to be the suspect they are more likely to confirm their own beliefs and say they fit the profile.
The current study had the advantage of using the Barnum studies as guidelines and comparative grounds for results. Having knowledge of Barnum statements and the effect they have on those are able to apply the statements to themselves. Nonetheless, several limitations must be considered. First, would be the participants. “It is unclear if whether the participant was male or female contributed to the ratings of accuracy, specificity, and/or usefulness. However, future research examining the perception of profiles it is encouraged to have an equal number of sexes.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The findings of the current study mean that for discipline of offender profiling could lose its validation. Some potential consequences of having offender profiles that are built using generic statements are confirmation bias or racial profiling.  If an investigator strongly believes that someone is a suspect it would be very easy to match a suspect the profile. Agencies who use offender profiles may be advised to stray from using ambiguous offender profiles until more research is done to eliminate the potential consequences. 
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