RAIS Journal for Social Sciences | Vol. 10, No. 1, 2026
ISSN 2574-0245 (Print) | ISSN 2574-1179 (Online) | DOI:10.5281/zenodo.19662505

Methodology of Psychological Profiling of the
Offender: Inductive and Deductive Approaches
in Investigative Practice

Vitalie Jitariuc!~, Nicoleta-Elena Heghes?

!Doctor of Law, Associate Professor and Dean, Faculty of Law and Public Administration, Technical University
of Moldova; University Center “Bogdan Petriceicu Hasdeu” of Cahul, Republic of Moldova;
Associate Researcher at “Acad. Andrei Radulescu” Legal Research Institute of Romanian Academy,
Bucharest, Romania, vjitariuc@gmail.com

Professor, PhD, “Dimitrie Cantemir” Christian University of Bucharest, Romania, nicoleta.heghes@ucdc.ro;
Researcher 2™ Degree, “Acad. Andrei Ridulescu” Legal Research Institute of Romanian Academy,
Bucharest, Romania, nicoleta.heghes@jicj.ro

Abstract: Criminal profiling methodology constitutes a complex investigative
framework predicated upon distinct epistemological foundations that fundamentally
shape the inferential processes employed in offender identification. This paper provides
a comprehensive critical analysis of inductive and deductive approaches to
psychological profiling, examining their philosophical underpinnings, operational
mechanisms, and practical implications within contemporary investigative contexts.
The inductive methodology, grounded in statistical generalization and probabilistic
reasoning, derives offender characteristics from empirical databases of previously
solved cases, while the deductive approach emphasizes case-specific forensic analysis
and logical inference from physical evidence. Through systematic evaluation of both
American and European perspectives, this research reveals that neither methodology
possesses inherent superiority; rather, each demonstrates distinctive strengths and
limitations contingent upon investigative circumstances, evidentiary availability, and
analytical objectives. The analysis explores fundamental epistemological tensions,
including the problem of inductive incompleteness, deductive premise dependency,
and the emerging role of abductive reasoning as an integrative framework. Critical
examination of methodological controversies reveals persistent challenges related to
standardization, validation, and the balance between empirical generalization and
individualized analysis.
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Introduction

The methodology of psychological profiling of the offender is a fundamental field of
forensic science characterized by profound epistemological tensions between different
modes of reasoning and inference. At the heart of these tensions lies the classic dichotomy
between inductive and deductive approaches—two methodological paradigms that not only
differ in their operational mechanisms, but also reflect distinct philosophical positions on
the nature of knowledge, probabilistic inference, and the relationship between the particular
and the general. Understanding these methodological differences is not an abstract
academic exercise, but has direct and significant implications for investigative practice, for
the effectiveness of identifying offenders, and for the validity of conclusions presented in
judicial proceedings (Turvey, 2011).
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The distinction between inductive and deductive reasoning has its roots in ancient
Greek philosophy, being systematically developed by Aristotle in the Organon and later
refined over the centuries by philosophers such as Francis Bacon, who laid the foundations
of the modern inductive scientific method, and René Descartes, who emphasized the value
of deduction and axiomatic reasoning (Descartes, 1999). The application of these
fundamental modes of thought to the field of forensic profiling has generated two distinct
methodological schools, each with its own theoretical foundations, operational procedures,
and validity claims. Inductive profiling relies on statistical generalization and extrapolation
of characteristics observed in known populations of criminals to unsolved cases, while
deductive profiling starts from a detailed analysis of evidence specific to a particular case to
infer characteristics of the offender without resorting to statistical generalizations
(Petherick, 2011, pp. 89-134).

The relevance of the methodological distinction for contemporary investigative
practice is amplified by the current context in which law enforcement agencies face
increasing pressure to demonstrate the effectiveness and scientific validity of the techniques
used. Legal standards such as the Daubert criteria in the United States require that methods
used in forensic expertise be scientifically validated, testable, with known error rates and
accepted in the relevant scientific community (Kocsis, 2009). In this context, fundamental
questions become pressing: Which type of reasoning—inductive or deductive—can be
considered more scientifically robust? How can the inferences generated by each method be
validated? What are the inherent epistemological limits of each approach? The answers to
these questions are not just theoretical, but directly influence the way profiles are
constructed, presented and used in real investigations.

The methodological controversies that animate the field of profiling reflect broader
tensions in the social and behavioral sciences regarding the relationship between
generalization and specificity, between the nominative and the ideographic, between
probability and certainty. Profilers who adopt inductive approaches base their work on the
premise that criminal behavior exhibits statistical regularities that can be identified,
quantified, and used predictively. This position is supported by the development of
extensive databases such as the Violent Criminal Apprehension Program (VICAP) in the
United States and the application of advanced statistical methods to identify behavioral
typologies (Douglas et al., 2006, pp. 23-45). In contrast, critics of the inductive approach
argue that applying statistical averages to individual cases constitutes a fundamental logical
error, what philosophers call the “ecological fallacy”, and that the uniqueness of each
criminal case makes statistical generalizations inappropriate or even dangerous (Snook et
al., 2008, pp. 1257-1276).

Deductive profiling, promoted in particular by the work of Brent Turvey and
conceptualized as Behavioral Evidence Analysis (BEA), advocates the superiority of
individualized analysis, rigorous forensic reconstruction, and case-specific logical reasoning
(Turvey, 2011, pp. 234-289). This approach explicitly avoids statistical generalizations,
focusing exclusively on the physical and behavioral evidence specific to the case under
investigation. However, this method also faces its own epistemological challenges: the
dependence on the individual expertise and experience of the profiler, the difficulty of
standardizing the process, and the fundamental problem that any inference is valid only to
the extent that its initial premises are true - a condition difficult to satisfy in the context of
the uncertainty inherent in criminal investigations (Petherick, 2014).

The tension between these two approaches is not a simple dichotomy, but reflects a
complex dialectic that has generated attempts at synthesis and integration. Abductive
reasoning, conceptualized by American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce, has been
proposed as an intermediate mode of inference that combines inductive and deductive
elements in an iterative process of formulating and testing hypotheses (Peirce, 1992, pp.
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186—-199). Abduction, also known as “inference to the best explanation”, recognizes that in
circumstances of uncertainty and incomplete information—circumstances characteristic of
criminal investigations—human reasoning operates by generating plausible hypotheses that
are then iteratively tested and refined. This perspective suggests that the strict inductive-
deductive dichotomy may be artificial and that the actual practice of profiling often involves
a complex mix of modes of reasoning.

Perspectives on profiling methodology differ substantially between the American
tradition, dominated by the FBI approach and its subsequent developments, and European
developments, notably the Investigative Psychology developed by David Canter in the
United Kingdom and the Operative Fallanalyse practiced by the Bundeskriminalamt in
Germany (Canter, 1995; Dern & Baurmann, 2006). These differences are not only
technical, but also reflect distinct epistemological cultures: the FBI approach has
historically been more pragmatic and based on the practical experience of investigators,
while European developments have placed greater emphasis on theoretical grounding,
empirical validation, and rigorous scientific methodology. Understanding these transatlantic
differences is essential for a comprehensive assessment of the current state of profiling
methodology.

This article aims to provide a systematic critical analysis of inductive and deductive
approaches to psychological profiling of the offender, examining their epistemological
foundations, operational mechanisms, advantages and limitations of each, as well as the
possibilities for integration and synthesis. The structure of the analysis will first pursue an
in-depth exploration of the inductive methodology, including its theoretical foundations,
operational procedures, and the main criticisms of this approach. Subsequently, the
deductive methodology will be examined with the same analytical rigor, followed by a
direct critical comparison between the two approaches on multiple dimensions: data
sources, inferential process, applicability, timing in investigation, and validation. Finally,
the possibility of methodological integration and the emerging role of abductive reasoning
as a unifying conceptual framework will be explored. The ultimate objective is not to
declare the superiority of one approach over another, but to clarify the conditions under
which each method can be useful, to identify the inherent limitations of both, and to suggest
directions for the development of a more scientifically rigorous and investigatively effective
profiling practice.

Discussions and Results

The epistemological foundations of inductive and deductive reasoning in forensic profiling
cannot be fully understood without an examination of their philosophical origins and how
these modes of thinking have been translated from the realm of formal logic into applied
investigative practice. Induction, as a method of reasoning, involves moving from the
particular to the general, from specific observations to universal principles. In logical terms,
induction is a process by which, based on the presence or absence of a specific feature in a
number of observed cases, a general conclusion is formulated that links these disparate
cases into a coherent whole (Holmes & Holmes, 2008). The epistemological power of
induction lies in its ability to generate fundamentally new knowledge - to discover
regularities and patterns that were not obvious a priori. However, this power comes with an
intrinsic weakness: inductive conclusions are always probabilistic, never with absolute
certainty, because future observations could contradict the generalization based on past
observations (Hume, 2007).

The fundamental value of induction for scientific knowledge was clearly articulated
by Francis Bacon in Novum Organum, where he argued that scientific progress depends on
the systematic accumulation of empirical observations and the inductive extraction of laws
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of nature from these observations. However, Scottish philosopher David Hume identified
what has become known as the “problem of induction” - the impossibility of logically
justifying inductive inferences without assuming what is to be demonstrated, namely that
the future will resemble the past (Hume, 2007). This fundamental philosophical problem
has direct implications for inductive profiling: when profilers infer that an unknown
offender has certain characteristics based on the fact that similar known offenders had those
characteristics, they implicitly assume that the regularities observed in the past will continue
to hold - an assumption that cannot be logically guaranteed.

Inductive profiling, also known as criminological profiling, builds a search model for
an unknown offender based on available information about the personal and behavioral
characteristics of previously identified and studied offenders of a similar type (Douglas et
al., 1986, pp. 401-421). The fundamental mechanism of this method is to use reference
statistics on similar crimes in which the perpetrator has been caught and profiled to generate
probabilities about the characteristics of the unknown. For example, if the database
indicates that 75% of serial rapists in a given region are Caucasian, single males, aged 25-
35, and with a history of substance abuse, then an inductive profile for a new serial rape
case in the same region would suggest these characteristics as the most likely for the
unknown offender (Cothran & Jacquin, 2011, pp. 187-206).

The theoretical underpinning of inductive profiling is based on the premise that
criminal behavior exhibits identifiable statistical regularities that transcend individual cases.
This premise is supported by criminological research that has documented correlations
between certain types of crimes and the demographic, psychological, and behavioral
characteristics of perpetrators. For example, studies of domestic versus random homicides
have identified distinctly different demographic profiles: domestic murderers tend to be
older, have stable relationships, and exhibit situational violence rather than chronic violent
predisposition, while random or serial killers exhibit the opposite characteristics (Bateman
& Salfati, 2007, pp. 527-544). These statistical regularities form the empirical basis upon
which inductive profiling is built, providing investigators with probabilistic guidance in the
absence of other clues.

The operational process of inductive profiling involves several distinct steps that
reflect its methodological logic. The first step consists of identifying the type of crime and
its defining characteristics relevant for categorization. The second step involves accessing
relevant databases containing information about similar previously solved cases. The third
step consists of statistically analyzing these data to identify correlations between the
characteristics of the crime and the characteristics of the offenders. The fourth step involves
applying these statistical correlations to the current case to generate a probabilistic profile.
Finally, the final step consists of internal validation of the data and formalization of
operational definitions for further testing (Petherick, 2014). This process is iterative,
allowing for continuous refinement as new cases are added to the database and as new
statistical correlations are identified.

The methodological advantages of inductive profiling are multiple and substantial in
certain investigative contexts. First, inductive profiles can be generated relatively quickly,
without the need for exhaustive analysis of every detail of the crime scene or complex
forensic reconstruction. This speed is valuable in the early stages of investigations when
time is critical and other investigative directions are not yet clear (Seifert, 2003). Second,
inductive profiling benefits from empirical substantiation through extensive databases,
providing an apparent statistical objectivity that can be more easily explained and justified
to investigators or in court. Third, the inductive methodology does not require a high level
of technical specialization or advanced forensic training, making it accessible to a wider
range of practitioners. Fourth, through ongoing research and data accumulation, inductive
profiling allows for the identification of emerging patterns in criminal behavior that can
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lead to new theories and understandings. Unlike static approaches, the inductive method
functions as an epistemological “revolving door” - researchers continually search for new
patterns in crime data, refining and updating profiles as more experience is gained (Alison
et al, 2010). This capacity for continuous improvement represents a significant
epistemological advantage: inductive profiling can evolve and adapt as the crime
phenomenon is better understood, unlike methods based solely on individual expertise that
risk stagnation.

However, the methodological limitations and drawbacks of inductive profiling are
substantial and have been the subject of severe criticism in the literature. The main
epistemological limitation lies in the probabilistic and nondeterministic nature of inductive
inferences. Even if the majority of known offenders who have committed a certain type of
crime have a certain characteristic, this does not guarantee that an unknown offender who
commits a similar crime will have the same characteristic. In statistical terms, the
application of population probabilities to specific individuals is susceptible to error, and this
error can have serious consequences in the context of criminal investigations, where the
misdirection of resources or unjustified suspicion of innocent persons can result from
inaccurate inductive profiles (Snook et al., 2008, pp. 1257-1276). The problem of inductive
incompleteness constitutes a second fundamental limitation, memorably illustrated by
Bertrand Russell’s famous parable of the inductivist chicken. Russell describes a chicken
that, day after day, observes the farmer coming in the morning with food. After a sufficient
number of observations, the chicken inductively concludes that the farmer’s appearance
means feeding. However, on one unfortunate day, the farmer comes not with food, but with
a knife, thus demonstrating the incomplete and potentially misleading nature of inductive
reasoning based on finite observations (Russell, 1997). This parable highlights an
uncomfortable truth about inductive reasoning: an incomplete inductive judgment is always
under threat of being overturned by a newly discovered fact. There is no number of past
observations that guarantees the validity of a generalization for future observations.

Criminal latency—the phenomenon whereby a significant proportion of crimes
remain undetected or unsolved—introduces a severe systematic bias into the databases used
for inductive profiling. Inductive statistics and profiles are based exclusively on solved
cases, on caught and identified offenders. However, it is perfectly plausible, even probable,
that offenders who evade capture have systematically different characteristics from those
who are caught, for example, they might be more intelligent, more cautious, more
experienced, or more adaptable. This adverse selection means that the databases on which
inductive profiling is based are biased, representing not the general population of offenders,
but only the subpopulation of those who are least effective or most fortunate in avoiding
detection (Copson, 1995). Generalizations based on such biased data can be systematically
flawed, underestimating the sophistication and diversity of the actual offender population.

Problems of categorization and typology constitute a fourth major limitation of
inductive profiling. For the method to work, crimes and offenders must be grouped into
homogeneous categories that are similar enough for statistical generalizations to be valid.
However, establishing these categories is often arbitrary and problematic. For example, the
broad category of “serial killer” includes an enormous diversity of behavioral types—from
sexually motivated serial killers to financially motivated serial killers to psychotic
delusional serial killers. Grouping them together for statistical analysis can dilute or obscure
important differences, resulting in inductive profiles that are too generic or even misleading
(Douglas et al., 2006). Furthermore, some categories such as “serial robbers” or “serial
thieves” seem entirely artificial, grouping together behaviors that may have fundamentally
different motivations and psychological characteristics.

Even within more well-defined categories, such as serial sexual homicides, there is
substantial intra-category variability. Studies of serial rapists have shown that, contrary to
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the stereotype of a socially maladjusted individual, many of them are perfectly integrated
men, often married, employed in skilled occupations, and without distinctive external
characteristics (Clarke & Morley, 1988, pp. 143-157). This intra-category diversity makes
inductive profiles based on the “average type” of offender of limited utility - the specific
individual who committed a particular crime may deviate substantially from the average
type, and the mechanical application of the average profile may misdirect the investigation.

Time-consuming and the need for prior knowledge are additional practical
limitations. Although individual inductive profiles can be generated relatively quickly,
building and maintaining the comprehensive databases necessary to statistically substantiate
these profiles requires substantial investments of time, resources, and expertise.
Furthermore, the correct interpretation of statistical data and their appropriate application to
specific cases requires sophisticated statistical knowledge that not all practitioners possess.
Inappropriate or naive use of statistics - for example, confusing correlation with causation
or ignoring confidence intervals - can lead to inductive profiles that give a false appearance
of scientific precision in the absence of a solid methodological basis (Kocsis et al., 2000,
pp- 311-331).

Deductive reasoning, in contrast to induction, involves moving from the general to
the particular, from universal principles or general premises to specific conclusions. In
formal logic, deduction is characterized by the property that if the premises are true and the
logical process is valid, then the conclusion is necessarily true - a guarantee of certainty that
induction cannot provide (Descartes, 1999, pp. 45-78). The philosophical foundations of
deduction were systematically established by Aristotle in the categorical syllogism, refined
by Descartes in the Regulae ad directionem ingenii, and fully formalized in modern logic
through the works of Frege, Russell, and Whitehead. The epistemological appeal of
deduction lies in its capacity to generate certainty: if we accept the premises and follow the
rules of logic, the conclusion follows with logical, not just probabilistic, necessity.

Deductive profiling, also known as Behavioral Evidence Analysis (BEA) in its
contemporary formulation systematized by Brent Turvey, is based on the individualized
analysis of physical and behavioral evidence specific to a particular case, without resorting
to statistical generalizations about similar offenders (Turvey, 2011). The fundamental
philosophy of this approach is that each crime is unique, reflecting the specific
circumstances, particular motivations, and individual characteristics of the offender.
Therefore, generalizations derived from the study of other offenders and other crimes are at
best irrelevant and at worst misleading. What is needed, argue proponents of deductive
profiling, is an exhaustive and rigorous analysis of the evidence available in the specific
case, followed by logical inferences about what type of person might have left that specific
evidence in those specific circumstances (Turvey, 2011).

The operational mechanism of deductive profiling begins with a general premise
about the relationship between behavior and personality - for example, the premise that a
person’s personality is reflected in his or her activities, including criminal activities. This
general premise is then combined with specific observations about the behavior exhibited at
the crime scene to infer conclusions about the personality characteristics of the offender.
For example, if we observe evidence of meticulous planning, control over the victim,
deliberate cleanup of evidence, and concealment of the body at the crime scene, we can
infer that the offender is likely to have a high level of intelligence, organizational ability,
and familiarity with forensic procedures - characteristics that suggest a certain type of
occupational and educational profile (Douglas et al., 1986, pp. 405-421).

The deductive process involves several distinct methodological steps. The first stage
consists of the exhaustive collection of all available evidence: crime scene photographs,
autopsy reports, forensic analysis results, witness interviews, detailed victimology, and any
other relevant information. The second stage involves the detailed reconstruction of the
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events of the crime, establishing the sequence of actions, identifying the offender’s decision
points, and understanding the dynamics of the offender-victim interaction. The third stage
consists of the behavioral analysis of the offender’s actions, differentiating between
elements of the modus operandi (behaviors necessary for the commission of the crime) and
elements of the psychological “signature” (behaviors that go beyond functional needs and
reflect the offender’s psychological needs) (Geberth, 1995, pp. 127-141).

The fourth stage involves the actual deductive inference: based on the behavioral
analysis, the profiler infers characteristics about the offender that must be true for the
observed behavior to be explainable. For example, if the crime scene shows detailed
knowledge of the layout of a house, the profiler may infer that the offender either lives in
the area or has had prior access to the property. The final stage consists of formulating the
conclusions into a coherent profile that integrates all the deductive inferences into a
comprehensive picture of the likely offender (Kocsis, 2009).

The methodological advantages of deductive profiling are substantial and directly
address some of the limitations of inductive profiling. First, the specificity and
individualization of the analysis mean that deductive profiles can capture unique aspects of
the case that would be lost in a generalized statistical approach. Each crime has
idiosyncratic characteristics that reflect the specific circumstances, and deductive profiling
is designed to identify and interpret these unique characteristics rather than ignoring them in
favor of statistical averages. Second, deductive profiling avoids the problems of adverse
selection and latency that plague inductive databases - the analysis is based solely on the
evidence from the specific case, not on previous cases that may not be representative
(Petherick, 2014).

Third, the transparency of the logical process makes deductive profiling easier to
explain, justify, and criticize. Unlike statistical inferences that may seem opaque to the
uninitiated, a deductive argument can be followed step by step, premise by premise,
allowing for critical evaluation of each element of reasoning. This transparency is valuable
both pedagogically—facilitating learning and the transmission of skills—and legally—
allowing courts to assess the foundation of the profile rather than accepting it as a statistical
black box (Goldsworthy, 2003, pp. 250-268). Fourth, deductive profiling does not require
the prior accumulation of massive databases, making it potentially applicable to new or rare
types of crime for which sufficient statistical data do not yet exist.

However, the limitations and methodological challenges of deductive profiling are as
real and significant as those of the inductive approach. The critical reliance on the accuracy
of initial premises constitutes the fundamental weakness of any deductive argument: if the
premises are false, the conclusion, no matter how logically derived, will also be false. In the
context of profiling, premises may include psychological theories about the relationship
between personality and behavior, assumptions about the motivations of offenders, or
interpretations of physical evidence. If any of these premises are incorrect—and in real
investigations they often are incomplete or ambiguous—the entire deductive edifice is
compromised (Turvey, 2011). More problematically, in many investigative situations there
are not enough “a priori known truths” to ground robust inferences, making the process
more speculative than its proponents acknowledge.

The interpreted subjectivism and significant creative component of deductive
profiling raise serious problems of standardization and replicability. Two profilers
analyzing the same evidence may arrive at different interpretations of the observed behavior
and, consequently, different profiles of the offender. This inter-rater variability suggests that
deductive profiling contains substantial elements of interpretive art rather than objective
science. The frequent criticism that deductive profiling is “more of an art than a science”
has a serious basis: without clear and universal rules for interpreting criminal behavior, the
process depends critically on the expertise, intuition, and creativity of the individual profiler
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(Woodworth & Porter, 2000, pp. 241-264). This dependence on individual expertise makes
it difficult to transmit skills and ensure consistency in the quality of profiles.

The limitation of the use of mathematical and statistical methods represents a third
methodological challenge. Deductive profiling, by its case-focused nature, does not lend
itself to quantification or statistical analysis in the way that inductive profiling does. This
means that empirical validation of deductive profiling is more difficult - there are no clear
metrics for measuring accuracy or comparing performance across profilers. In the absence
of such metrics, it becomes difficult to establish error rates or confidence intervals, elements
that modern legal standards require for the admissibility of scientific evidence.

The reliance on advanced forensic expertise and specialized training is a significant
practical limitation. Unlike inductive profiling, which can be performed with minimal
training by consulting databases, deductive profiling requires in-depth knowledge in
multiple fields: forensic analysis, pathology, victimology, criminal psychology, crime scene
reconstruction, and formal logical reasoning (Turvey, 2011). This requirement for
multidisciplinary expertise makes deductive profiling less accessible and more expensive to
implement on a large scale. Moreover, even with extensive training, there is a risk that the
profiler’s cognitive biases—confirmation, anchoring, availability—can distort the
interpretation of evidence. The problematic nature of deductive validation becomes
apparent when we consider that many of the “fundamental premises” of deductive profiling
come, ironically, from inductive research. For example, the premise that a certain type of
crime scene behavior indicates a certain personality type is often derived from statistical
studies of known criminals—exactly the kind of inductive generalization that deductive
profiling claims to avoid. This circularity suggests that the strict distinction between
inductive and deductive profiling may be more theoretical than practical, and that in reality
the two approaches are more interconnected than might first appear (Alison et al., 2010).

Direct critical comparison between inductive and deductive profiling on multiple
investigatively relevant dimensions reveals both substantive differences and unexpected
overlaps. From the perspective of the data sources used, the two approaches are
fundamentally different. Inductive profiling relies on historical databases of known
offenders, criminological statistics, population studies, and published academic research.
The validity of inductive profiles critically depends on the quality, completeness, and
representativeness of these databases. In contrast, deductive profiling relies exclusively on
case-specific evidence: crime scene photographs, forensic reports, autopsy results,
interviews with witnesses, and surviving victims. The validity of deductive profiles depends
on the quality of evidence collection, the accuracy of forensic interpretation, and the rigor of
event reconstruction (Petherick, 2014).

From the perspective of the inferential process, inductive profiling operates through
generalization and probability. The typical reasoning is: “X% of type A offenders have
characteristic B; this offense is type A; therefore, there is an X% probability that the
offender has characteristic B”. It is an inherently probabilistic reasoning that does not claim
certainty but only increased probability. Deductive profiling, in theory, operates by
necessary logical inference: “All individuals who exhibit behavior C have characteristic D;
behavior C was observed at the crime scene; therefore, the offender has characteristic D”. It
is a reasoning that aspires to logical certainty, although in practice the major premise is
rarely as universal as would be necessary for genuine certainty (Cothran & Jacquin, 2011,
pp- 187-2006).

Timing differences in the investigative process are also significant. Inductive
profiling tends to be implemented in the early stages of an investigation, when specific
evidence is still incomplete and when investigators need quick guidance about potential
research directions. Inductive profiles function as preliminary hypotheses that can be tested
and refined as the investigation progresses. In contrast, deductive profiling requires a
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substantial amount of evidence to be collected and analyzed before the actual profiling
process can begin. It is difficult to infer characteristics of the offender when the evidence is
fragmentary or ambiguous. Therefore, deductive profiling tends to be implemented in more
advanced stages of an investigation, when forensic analysis is complete and a clearer
picture of events has emerged (Douglas et al., 2006).

The applicability to different types of crimes varies between the two approaches.
Inductive profiling is most effective for crime types for which there are substantial
databases and well-documented behavioral patterns, for example, serial rapes, sexually
motivated homicides, arson. For crimes that are rare, unique, or without clear historical
precedent, inductive profiling becomes less useful due to the lack of comparative data.
Deductive profiling, in theory, can be applied to any type of crime no matter how rare or
unique, as long as there is sufficient evidence for analysis. However, in practice, deductive
profiling tends to be reserved for complex and serious cases - usually homicides - where the
investment of time and resources required for rigorous deductive analysis can be justified
(Turvey, 2011).

The possibilities of methodological integration and synthesis have become
increasingly recognized in recent literature as a way forward for overcoming the inherent
limitations of either approach in isolation. Behavioral Evidence Analysis (BEA), although
often characterized as a purely deductive approach, recognizes in practice that some use of
inductive knowledge is inevitable and even necessary. The general premises from which
deduction starts—for example, theories about criminal motivation or the relationship
between behavior and personality, are themselves products of previous inductive research.
Recognition of this interdependence suggests that the strict inductive—deductive
dichotomy may be artificial and that effective real-world practice involves a judicious blend
of both modes of reasoning (Davis et al., 2018, pp. 245-260).

Abductive reasoning, conceptualized by the American philosopher Charles Sanders
Peirce, provides a theoretical framework for understanding this integration. Abduction, also
known as “inference to the best explanation” or “retroductive reasoning”, starts from
surprising or unexplained observations and works backward to identify hypotheses that, if
true, would make the observations less surprising (Peirce, 1992, pp. 186-199). In the
context of profiling, abduction involves examining crime scene evidence and generating
hypotheses about what type of offender might explain that evidence. These hypotheses are
then tested by comparison with existing inductive knowledge (are there known offenders
with similar characteristics who have committed similar crimes?) and by deductive
inference (what other implications would this hypothesis have that can be tested?).

The abductive process is inherently iterative and self-correcting. An initial hypothesis
about the characteristics of the offender can be generated quickly based on a preliminary
analysis of the evidence. As more evidence becomes available and as the forensic analysis
progresses, the hypothesis is tested, refined, and potentially replaced with a better
hypothesis that more comprehensively explains all the available evidence. This iterativity
recognizes the reality of the investigative process: we rarely have all the necessary
information at the outset, and our understanding of the case evolves as the investigation
progresses. Abductive reasoning provides a formal framework for this evolutionary process
of understanding, avoiding both the artificial rigidity of pure deduction and the excessive
generality of simple induction (McGrath & Torres, 2008, pp. 52-60).

Comparative perspectives between American and European approaches to profiling
methodology reveal substantial differences in the emphasis placed on different modes of
reasoning. The FBI approach, especially in its early formulation by Criminal Investigative
Analysis (CIA), was predominantly inductive, based on typologies derived from interviews
with 36 serial killers and the accumulated experience of agents. The organized/disorganized
dichotomy, the cornerstone of the FBI method, is essentially an inductive typology: the
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observation that some crimes exhibit characteristics of planning and control while others
exhibit chaos and impulsivity led to the generalization that there are two types of killers
with distinct psychological and demographic profiles (Hazelwood & Douglas, 1980, pp.
18-22). Applying this typology to new cases involves inductive reasoning: if the crime
scene exhibits organized characteristics, then the offender probably fits the profile of the
statistically derived organized type.

Investigative Psychology, developed by David Canter in the United Kingdom, takes a
different methodological approach, placing greater emphasis on rigorous statistical analysis
and empirical testing of hypotheses. The use of Multidimensional Scaling and other
advanced statistical methods to identify fundamental dimensions of criminal behavior
represents a sophisticated form of inductive reasoning that attempts to overcome the
limitations of simplistic typologies (Canter & Youngs, 2003, pp. 171-205). However,
Canter also recognizes the need for individualized application of these general principles to
specific cases, suggesting a form of integration between inductive and deductive. Operative
Fallanalyse practiced in Germany seems to adopt an intermediate position, combining
statistical analysis with individualized hermeneutic interpretation, explicitly recognizing
that both modes of reasoning are necessary for a comprehensive analysis (Dermn &
Baurmann, 2006). The practical implications for real-world investigations of these
methodological distinctions are substantial. For field investigators, a clear understanding of
the epistemological foundations and limitations of each approach is essential for the
appropriate use of profiles. An inductive profile should be understood as a probabilistic
orientation, useful for prioritizing investigative resources but never sufficient to definitively
exclude some suspects or focus exclusively on others. Statistical probabilities apply to
populations, not individuals, and exceptions to the statistical rule are always possible. A
deductive profile, on the other hand, should be understood as an interpretation of specific
evidence that critically depends on the accuracy of the premises and the validity of the
logical inferences. Ambiguity or incompleteness of the evidence undermines the strength of
deductive conclusions, and alternative interpretations should always be considered (Alison
et al., 2010).

Conclusions

The critical analysis of psychological profiling methodology highlights that the traditional
opposition between inductive and deductive approaches conceals a much more complex
epistemological reality than classical distinctions suggest. The research results demonstrate
that none of these perspectives can claim a status of absolute methodological superiority, as
each operates with specific contextual advantages, but also with unavoidable structural
limitations. In this sense, criminal profiling cannot be adequately understood through an
exclusivist logic, but only through an integrative approach that recognizes the
complementary nature of the different forms of reasoning used in criminal investigation.

The differences between inductive and deductive profiling essentially reflect distinct
epistemological positions on the nature of knowledge and the relationship between
empirical data and explanatory inference. Inductive profiling is based on statistical
generalizations and the identification of behavioral regularities, providing useful
probabilistic guidelines in the initial stages of the investigation. However, this approach
remains vulnerable to the classic limitations of induction: the dependence on the quality of
the samples, the risk of over-generalization and the impossibility of guaranteeing predictive
validity in individual cases. In contrast, deductive profiling capitalizes on the detailed
analysis of concrete evidence and logical reasoning applied to each case, but is inevitably
marked by interpretative subjectivity, difficulties in standardization and problems of
reproducibility.
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The central result of the analysis is the finding that the rigid opposition between
inductive and deductive is, to a large extent, artificial. In the real practice of criminal
investigations, the two types of reasoning coexist and condition each other. Profilers that
claim a strictly deductive approach inevitably rely on general knowledge acquired
inductively, while the use of statistical databases involves the deductive application of
abstract models to concrete situations. This interdependence suggests that effective profiling
is not the result of the exclusive application of one method, but of a complex cognitive
dynamic in which different forms of inference are adaptively combined. In this context,
abductive reasoning provides the most appropriate conceptual framework for understanding
the actual profiling process. Conceived as an inference towards the most plausible
explanation, abduction faithfully reflects the way in which investigators formulate
hypotheses, progressively test them and adjust them according to new available data.
Criminal profiling thus appears not as a linear or mechanical process, but as an iterative
approach, in which hypotheses are constantly revised through a combination of empirical
observation, logical analysis and probabilistic evaluation.

Critical analysis also highlights the persistent limitations of both approaches.
Inductive profiling requires more robust, more representative and methodologically better
controlled databases, as well as analytical tools capable of handling the complexity of
behavioral interactions. At the same time, deductive profiling calls for the development of
more transparent and standardized protocols that reduce interpretive variability and allow
for the comparative evaluation of conclusions formulated by different experts. The
integration of machine learning technologies offers significant opportunities, but equally
raises ethical, epistemological, and validation issues that cannot be ignored.

Future research directions should focus on rigorous empirical evaluation of the
performance of different forms of profiling, through comparative, replicable studies based
on objective indicators. Equally, it is necessary to deepen research on the cognitive
processes involved in the formulation of investigative hypotheses, in order to better
understand the mechanisms by which experts integrate data, avoid reasoning errors and
manage uncertainty. Special attention should be paid to the abductive dimension of
investigative thinking, insufficiently explored to date, but essential for explaining the real
functioning of profiling.

From a practical perspective, the conclusions of this study support the need for a
cautious and reflective use of psychological profiling. Profiles should not be seen as
definitive predictive tools, but as analytical supports intended to structure investigative
reasoning and guide the allocation of resources. Both inductive and deductive profiling
must be used with awareness of their limitations and integrated into a broader decision-
making framework, based on corroborating evidence, verifying hypotheses and avoiding
premature fixation on explanatory scenarios. However, criminal profiling does not represent
a technique for certain identification of the offender, but a set of cognitive and analytical
tools that can support the investigation when used critically, transparently and contextually.
Real progress in the field will not result from the imposition of a single paradigm, but from
the development of an integrated approach, capable of capitalizing on the complementarity
between induction, deduction and abduction in managing the complexity and uncertainty
inherent in the criminal phenomenon.

References

Alison, L., Goodwill, A., Almond, L., Van den Heuvel, C., & Winter, J. (2010). Pragmatic solutions to offender
profiling. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 15(1).

Bateman, A. L., & Salfati, C. G. (2007). An examination of behavioral consistency using individual behaviors or
groups of behaviors in serial homicide. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 25(4), 527-544.

Canter, D. (1995). Criminal shadows: Inside the mind of a serial killer. HarperCollins.

452



JITARIUC & HEGHES: Methodology of Psychological Profiling of the Offender

Canter, D., & Youngs, D. (2003). Beyond offender profiling. In R. Bull & D. Carson (Eds.), Handbook of
psychology in legal contexts (2™ ed., pp. 171-205). Wiley.

Clarke, J., & Morley, R. (1988). Characteristics of incarcerated rapists and their victims. British Journal of
Criminology, 28(2), 143-157.

Copson, G. (1995). Coals to Newcastle? Part 1: A study of offender profiling. London: Home Office, Police
Research Group, Special Interest Series Paper No. 7.

Cothran, H., & Jacquin, K. (2011). Criminal profiling. In B. L. Cutler (Ed.), Conviction of the innocent: Lessons
from psychological research (pp. 187-206). American Psychological Association.

Davis, J., Woodhams, J., & Gillett, R. (2018). Putting the pieces together: A multi-level model of signature
behaviours in crime. Journal of Investigative Psychology and Offender Profiling, 15(3), 245-260.

Dern, H., & Baurmann, M. C. (2006). Operative Fallanalyse. In G. Widmaier (Ed), Miinchener
Anwaltshandbuch fiir Strafverteidiger. C. H. Beck.

Descartes, R. (1999). Rules for the direction of the mind. In J. Cottingham, R. Stoothoff, & D. Murdoch (Trans.),
The philosophical writings of Descartes (Vol. 1). Cambridge University Press.

Douglas, J. E., Burgess, A. W., Burgess, A. G., & Ressler, R. K. (2006). Crime classification manual: A
standard system for investigating and classifying violent crimes (2™ ed., pp. 23-45). Jossey-Bass.

Douglas, J. E., Ressler, R. K., Burgess, A. W., & Hartman, C. R. (1986). Criminal profiling from crime scene
analysis. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 4(4), 401-421.

Geberth, V. J. (1995). The Category 40 offender. In R. R. Hazelwood & A. W. Burgess (Eds.), Practical aspects
of rape investigation (2" ed., pp. 127-141). CRC Press.

Goldsworthy, K. (2003). The role and responsibility of psychological profiling in criminal investigation. The
Journal of Criminal Law, 67(3), 250-268.

Hazelwood, R. R., & Douglas, J. E. (1980). The lust murderer. FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 49(4), 18-22.

Holmes, R. M., & Holmes, S. T. (2008). Profiling violent crimes: An investigative tool (4" ed.). Sage
Publications.

Hume, D. (2007). An enquiry concerning human understanding (T. L. Beauchamp, Ed.). Oxford University
Press.

Kocsis, R. N. (2009). Applied criminal psychology: A guide to forensic behavioral sciences. Charles C. Thomas
Publisher.

Kocsis, R. N., Irwin, H. J., Hayes, A. F., & Nunn, R. (2000). Expertise in psychological profiling. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 15(3), 311-331.

McGrath, M., & Torres, A. (2008). Profiling as process: A viable investigative tool against violent crime. The
Forensic Examiner, 17(4), 52-60.

Peirce, C. S. (1992). Deduction, induction, and hypothesis. In N. Houser & C. Kloesel (Eds.), The essential
Peirce: Selected philosophical writings (Vol. 1, pp. 186-199). Indiana University Press,

Petherick, W. (2011). [Chapter title]. In B. E. Turvey (Ed.), Criminal profiling: An introduction to behavioral
evidence analysis (4" ed, pp. 89-134). Academic Press.

Petherick, W. (2014). Profiling and serial crime (3" ed.). Anderson Publishing.

Russell, B. (1997). The problems of philosophy. Oxford University Press.

Seifert, K. (2003). The serial killer: Typologies, etiologies, and victim selection. In W. Petherick (Ed.), Serial
crime. Academic Press.

Snook, B., Cullen, R. M., Bennell, C., Taylor, P. J., & Gendreau, P. (2008). The criminal profiling illusion:
What’s behind the smoke and mirrors? Criminal Justice and Behavior, 35(10), 1257-1276.

Turvey, B. E. (Ed.). (2011). Criminal profiling: An introduction to behavioral evidence analysis (4" ed., pp. 234-
289). Academic Press (Elsevier).

Woodworth, M., & Porter, S. (2000). Historical foundations and current applications of criminal profiling.
Expert Evidence, 7(4), 241-264.

453



	Introduction
	Discussions and Results
	Conclusions
	References

