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Dedication



To those men and women who, since the formation of the FBI’s Behavioral Science Unit in 1972, maintained positive outlooks on life and their work despite daily involvement with America’s most unspeakable, almost indescribable crimes. They believed in something.


And to the children, wives, and husbands of those BSUers who weren’t home for birthdays, anniversaries, the 4th of July, New Year celebrations, and the Easter, Thanksgiving, and December holidays because they were bringing beasts to bay.








“Man is a very complicated being, and though he knows a great deal about all sorts of things, he knows very little about himself. This may be the greatest danger of all.”


C. G. Jung


“Far more crime occurs in the human soul than in the external world. The soul of the criminal, as manifested in his deeds, often affords an insight into the deepest psychological processes of humanity in general.”


C. G. Jung








Foreword

John E. Otto
Acting Director of the FBI and Associate Deputy Director—Investigations (Retired)


For the first time in more than thirty years, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, so recently rent by the Ruby Ridge, Waco, and September 11th tragedies, as well as other unfortunate controversies, has opened its doors to the enigmatic inner sanctum of the Behavioral Science Unit. Why?


Because the FBI has found two qualified, scholarly writers to both demystify and demythify the fantasies about criminal profiling perpetuated by popular TV series, novels, and feature length films such as Manhunter, Silence of the Lambs, Citizen, and Hannibal. In addition, the FBI hopes to fill a void in the public consciousness about the crime-fighting work the BSU has done and is currently doing. Where previous books by retired profilers like John Douglas, Roy Hazelwood, Bob Ressler, and Russ Vorpagel have concentrated primarily on the murders and other crimes each helped solve, Don DeNevi and John Campbell have crafted a definitive record of the BSU entity as a whole, one that is the most respected in all law enforcement. Instead of providing what the market demands, endless success stories befitting hero profilers, the coauthors, as unlikely a pair as you’ll ever meet, take a diametric approach, combining the BSU administrative history with its training and profiling functions, to show how good men and women climb into the heads of madmen as they go about analyzing crime scenes. Personal recollections and reflections of those who built the BSU, supplemented by material drawn from secretaries and other supportive staff, emphasize the human and social side of the story. Readers come to know the BSUers on a personal level, who they really were, what they achieved, and what their lives and careers were all about.


Though the authors were granted unlimited cooperation and unprecedented access to BSU personnel and crime files, and although Into the Minds of Madmen is officially sanctioned, it is far from a bland, bureaucratic puff piece that covers up mistakes and elevates every minor accomplishment into a brilliant triumph. Was the manuscript vetted by the FBI before publication? Of course. But this was only to ensure that information which could compromise ongoing investigations or trials, or might violate rights to privacy, did not become public. To their credit, the authors didn’t resort to retelling the same sensational serial-killing stories, such as the accounts of Jeffrey Dahmer, Wayne Williams (except to illustrate John Douglas’s role in solving the case), Ted Bundy, the “Zodiac,” the “Son of Sam,” etc., to chronicle the growth and development of the BSU and the art and science of profiling. Instead, they employed ordinary, everyday, garden-variety types of cases to emphasize how the BSU was inundated annually with requests for help in solving them.


The Federal Bureau of Investigation is indebted for the following fine narrative—indeed, a stirring chronicle that not only documents the courage and heartbreak, resourcefulness and daring of the BSU special agents, but also how the initial waves of pioneers offered their leadership, encouragement, and support for the new ideas which were to grow into policies and programs.








Preface

Stephen Band, Ph.D. Unit Chief, Behavioral Science Unit FBI Academy


They’re walking nightmares—these multiple murderers, arsonists, child abductors, homicidal poisoners, serial rapists, sexual killers, bombers, repugnant predators of the weak and helpless, to name just a few—and they’ve been a part of American history since the beginning. But chasing and apprehending these monsters on a daily basis began only thirty years ago with the FBI’s Behavioral Science Unit, later to be made famous by so much fiction.


In the mid-1970s, a new investigative tool was conceived in an obscure, sometimes smelly, basement deep under the halls of the FBI Academy, and it was named the “criminal profile.”


Ignored, even snickered at, by many in the Bureau, as well as law enforcement in general (at least until it proved useful), the first wave of BSUers understood how much information was available in and around, as well as upon, the deceased victim. “Study the victim,” special agents like Howard Teten and Pat Mullany taught. Creating profiles doesn’t involve magic, just meticulous analysis. Soon the BSU was providing assistance to criminal justice professionals in the United States and foreign countries, applying the behavioral sciences to the criminal justice system. As a result of its unique training and research efforts, as well as its successes in analyzing violent crime, police at the federal, state, and local levels turned more and more to the BSU for assistance and guidance in dealing with different, extremely difficult, unusual, and bizarre crimes.


The DeNevi-Campbell book is the first chronicle of its kind describing three decades of amazing work by more than thirty equally amazing BSUers, solving thousands upon thousands of unsolved cases, many of which involved the dreaded serial-type criminal. Their mesmerizing story meshes infamous and not-so-infamous cases with the men and women who devoted their careers to investigating and profiling those who have committed the most heinous of offenses. While encountering every type of criminal, from macabre sexual sadists to the killer of the helpless aged or indefensible young, the BSUers, throughout the life of the unit, have quietly pioneered a profiling method capable of pegging perpetrators who often commit their crimes in different geographical jurisdictions, which complicates the job of identifying, locating and prosecuting them.


Into the Minds of Madmen shatters the nonsense and sets the record straight about what we do as a team. Not only do the authors capture the essence of brilliant, experienced special agents engaging in profound work every day, but also how no one individual profiler ever solved a case all by himself. A team solved it. And what follows is about its members, the joking camaraderie among them, the inevitable burnout of some, the overcynicism of others, the pride of success, and agony of failure. No news story, novel, TV documentary, feature-length film, including the latest profiler movies, has yet been written or produced that tells the true inside story as much as this welcomed account. And that’s because Don and John know that, since the serial criminal became the most feared of all America’s social enemies, the truth about depravity and unbelievable cruelty is far more astonishing than all the fiction put together.








Author’s Preface

Lady Anne: Villain, thou know’st no law of God nor man: No beast so fierce but knows some touch of pity.


Richard: But I know none, and therefore am no beast.

It is commonplace for people to label a particularly horrible killer a “beast” or an “animal.” It is the way we distance ourselves from such a person, in effect saying, “We have nothing in common with you. You are not even a human being.” But no beast engages in lust murder or mass mayhem. No beast rapes and mutilates its old and young. No beast sets fire or engages in kidnapping or fraud. Only humans commit such atrocities, becoming worse than beasts. But because they are human, they are part of us. And if we can understand them, we can also find them. So when local police are stumped and stymied, when they have little hope of tracking down the demons, they turn to the FBI’s legendary Behavioral Science Unit. No matter how clever, how systematic or unsystematic the human-killers are in stalking their unfortunate prey, the BSU stalks them, down the paths of their own minds.


But before we start that story, I’d like to say a few words about my coauthor. Rarely in a space such as this does the reader find one author praising the other. Coauthors are supposed to work together, always respectful and tolerant, debating politely when disagreements arise. However, they often become territorial rivals, jealous and paranoid of each other. Familiarity sometimes does breed contempt.


Without my coauthor, John Henry Campbell, a deeply respected former unit chief of the Behavioral Science Unit, there would be no book. And because he is a man of heart, coauthorship now has a new definition. Never a journalist, novelist, historian, author, or self-aggrandizing promoter, John is an unassuming, energetic, cheerful man, whom all FBI personnel admire and respect. With a magnetic, boyish enthusiasm, he (like me) has long been attracted by the darkness of the tortured soul—to salvage, when possible; to eradicate, when necessary. And because of his deeply rooted integrity, he would never stand for something he didn’t believe in.


In May of 1999, I arrived at the FBI Academy in Quantico, Virginia, at the invitation of Stephen Band, chief of the Behavioral Science Unit, to begin a seven-week operational sabbatical. My assignment? Write the history of the BSU for the people of America. Little did I realize that history would span more than three decades, with innumerable supersleuth profilers working to solve more than twenty thousand unsolved crimes. Three years later, the history, certainly superficial and inadequate, is done. A 600-page history was presented to Stephen Band for use throughout the FBI in January, 2003, as partial fulfillment of the seven-week operational sabbatical assignment. This book is a revised, condensed version for the general population.


On Monday, May 10, 1999, at 8:00 A.M., I descended 160 feet to the third-level basement below the Academy cafeteria and PX, where the Behavioral Science Unit offices are located. Eager to unleash my Pulitzer Prize–worthy prose, I looked forward to perusing hundreds of neatly labeled folders containing thousands of primary and secondary documents, reports, and other historical sources, chronologically filed in cabinets that ranged along the walls of a huge office dotted with conference tables and high-tech retrieval systems. Instead, after an hour of staff introductions and greetings, I was deposited in a twelve-by fifteen-foot office allocated to visiting FBI interns. It was empty save for a desk, chair, telephone, and one coat hanger. I was handed a two-page, photocopied handout—disseminated to visitors and others who write to the Academy for information—entitled, “The Behavioral Science Unit: An Introduction,” and told, “Here. Go write a history.”


During the weeks that followed, Steve and I clarified the exact nature of the book-to-be and where I might obtain my sources of information. In addition to searching for the names, addresses, and phone numbers of former and retired BSUers, thanks to wonderful staff assistant, Sandi Coupe, I began to gather every magazine, journal article, reference, and report ever published by and about the BSU that the staff and the Academy library had in their possession.


Gradually, the BSUers began to “feel out” the type of person and author I was. Their trust, naturally, was not given freely. I needed time to cultivate it. Obviously, without staff support, there would be no book. Fortunately, as the weeks rolled on, more and more of the staff began to sense how committed I was to portraying the aggregate of professionals at work during the history of the unit rather than focusing on the “profiling genius” of a few. BSUers began to pour out their case summaries, published articles, ideas, concerns, vignettes, and recollections. Though I had known virtually nothing about the unit when I arrived, I began to feel confident enough to be able to discuss even the minutest issues that the BSU faced since its inception in 1972. Although I wished I had known all this when I arrived in May, the process of gathering the primary and secondary sources had been invaluable. Rather than having the core text material handed to me without comment, I had to find it, thus forcing me not only to learn it, but mold it into a narrative. That was the “book” being born as I struggled to gather and interpret the available information.


However, there continued to be mistrust of an outsider … a reluctance to fully cooperate and reveal the challenges, struggles, difficult times and also the successes. And so it was that John Campbell was invited to serve as coauthor. It became a matter of: no Campbell, no insider’s look at the Behavioral Science Unit. When it was suggested to John that he didn’t need me, an outsider, and should write the story himself, John smiled, and to his everlasting credit, declined. When I informed Steve and other Academy friends that John Campbell was to join me, the response was universal: “Don, that’s a stroke of genius to include him. He gives the project the stamp of the imprimatur. Suddenly, you and the project are credible.”


Who is John Campbell and why is he so critical to the book? Before entering the FBI, John served in the Marine Corps as a captain in Vietnam. Upon his return, he completed a Ph.D. at Michigan State University. Today he is a professor at St. Cloud State University. John’s prior FBI assignments, work experiences, accomplishments, special recognitions, professional memberships, research and presentations, and academic achievements are far too numerous to list here. Let it suffice to say that John served as the academic dean of the FBI Academy for almost three years, when he created invaluable curriculum innovations; was assistant special agent in charge of the Omaha FBI Division, where he supervised more than one hundred FBI employees in Iowa and Nebraska; and most importantly, served as unit chief of the Behavioral Science Unit from 1989 to 1992.


The responsibilities of that assignment included behavioral training of agents and law enforcement, research coordination, and the collateral management of the National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime (NCAVC). Other significant accomplishments in this assignment included the establishment of faculty exchanges, both domestic and international, and implementation of grants and research programs, Ph.D. courses, and national and international symposia. John also served as the executive secretary to the Career Board, working directly for the deputy director of the FBI. He was responsible for the selection and training of all managers of the FBI. In addition to being an investigative special agent in the St. Louis and Detroit divisions, and a field supervisor in the Butte division, where he was responsible for more than thirty special agents and all major investigations in both Montana and Idaho, he was the headquarters supervisor as researcher, profiler, and instructor in the Behavioral Science Unit.


From the “Ivory Tower,” as the Academy agents referred to the academic dean’s office, to the subterranean cubicles of the BSU, from the field offices of the hot Midwest to FBI headquarters in Washington, D.C., John Campbell, the man with the gentle grin, has been involved with it all.


Perhaps the highest professional compliment paid to my coauthor is one a current BSUer shared with me. He said, “John is the epitome of the FBI ‘way,’ and yet, he is beyond the consummate Bureau professional. His intellectual agility, his insights and understanding of the BSU’s phenomenal hold on the American imagination, and his simple unselfishness make him the perfect partner that someone as unknowledgeable and inexperienced as you needs.”


Don DeNevi
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Introduction


“Does there lurk in the murky mind of murderers and masochists, sex slayers and sadists, a pattern, a picture, a predetermined plan for pillage, passion, and perversion? The answer in most cases is yes. And our job as BSUers is to focus on individuals whose personality traits closely parallel the traits of others who have been convicted of committing crimes similar to those under review.”


RUSSEL E. VORPAGEL, IN A LECTURE TO HIS FBI ACADEMY CLASS, 1982




What local police saw when they entered the modest white home in the southern suburbs of Sacramento, California, at dinner time on the evening of January 23, 1978, was a scene straight from hell. A few minutes earlier, David Wallin, returning home from work as usual, found his twenty-two-year-old wife, Theresa, sprawled out on the kitchen floor, shot through the head and her partially clad body mutilated beyond description. Never had the historic city, dating back to the pre–gold rush days of the late 1840s, witnessed such a grisly slaying.


No sooner had the homicide detectives begun their investigation when they were slammed with another case even more macabre, less than four blocks away in an all-white middle-class community.


After knocking on the partially opened front door of her neighbor’s house and receiving no answer, an elderly woman hesitatingly entered. A few moments later, she rushed out to the front porch screaming hysterically for the police. Officers arrived and found three bodies: a woman in her late 20s, shot in the head three times, her body eviscerated as horribly as that of Theresa Wallin; her eight-year-old son and fifty-one-year-old father, both shot in the head execution-style. A toddler, twenty-two months old, was missing. He would be found three months later, beheaded. As in the Wallin murder, there was evidence of cannibalism.


Although homicide inspectors immediately classified the two cases as one because of their bizarre sexual similarities, they were baffled as to the identity of the perpetrator. Were the systematic slayings the work of a single sex maniac or a group involved in ritualistic mutilation murder? Was someone bent on revenge or thrills? Was he or she known to the victims or simply a stranger, possibly an itinerant? Faced with few clues and no answers, the detectives decided to call in the FBI and its fledgling, little-known agency, the Behavioral Science Unit.


It was a stroke of luck for the Sacramento police that Agent Russel Vorpagel was then assigned to the FBI’s field office in the state capitol. Russ, who already had extensive experience in solving unsolvable murders, called Robert Ressler, a colleague and friend who, a few years before, had joined the Academy as an instructor. Where local police considered the multiple slayings unique and sensational, Vorpagel and Ressler saw the case as routine. Instinctively and intuitively, each sensed the killer was a neighbor acting alone. Both rejected the detectives’ notion that a stranger or an itinerant was involved.


Looking for additional clues, Vorpagel and Ressler spent the next few days visiting and revisiting the murder scenes, asking countless questions, examining and reexamining the little information that was available.


One casual comment by a neighbor stood out. Although it meant nothing to the Sacramento police, the sentence was everything to Russ and Bob: “You know, it’s kinda strange, but some dogs and cats have been killed in the neighborhood around the time of the murders.”


The next morning, the two agents handed the homicide detectives a sketch of their murderer. The “sketch” was not a drawing or composite of facial features, such as the shape of the head, nose, and ears, or the color of the hair or eyes. Rather, it was a “profile” of the killer, a personality description in less than five paragraphs, eight hundred words long. Based upon the historical patterns of such multiple mutilated slayings, and their own individual experience, logic, and intuition, Vorpagel and Ressler, who never actively pursued or made arrests of suspects in cases of this kind, had drafted what was then described by Larry Monroe, Ressler’s chief of the Behavioral Science Unit, as “a source of investigative guidance to local police.” That source, or sketch, or profile, read in part:



Killer is white, male, 27-years old, living within a mile of the area. Has probably been treated in a mental institution and recently released. He is single and unemployed or working at a menial job. He has no friends. Unusual behavior includes being withdrawn and reclusive. Has a high school education or less. He is psychotic, probably schizophrenic. He and his residence are slovenly and unkempt. Evidence of his crimes will be present. He is thin and undernourished. He probably tortures animals. In kidnapping the baby, the killer had stolen a car, suggesting he had walked to the house from his nearby residence.




Now armed with this “investigative guidance” tool, Sacramento police officers began canvassing every residence, including some low-rent apartments, within a mile radius of the murder scenes.


“Do you know anyone fitting this description?” they asked. Within a few hours, one homeowner said, “Yeah. That sure sounds like Richard. He asked me for one of my puppies recently because he said he likes pets.” Another neighbor added, “We wondered about him because we never saw the dogs and cats after he took them.”


When Richard Trenton Chase’s parents were interviewed later that morning, they indicated that their son had recently been released to their custody from a mental institution. After he exhibited strange behavior, including brutally torturing and then killing their family dog, they forced him to leave. Because he was unemployed, the parents paid for the rent on an apartment they found for him six blocks from the murder scenes. Richard’s mother brought him food each day, although she was never allowed in the apartment.


Sacramento homicide detectives with back-up support immediately placed the apartment under surveillance. When he left it that afternoon, he was arrested without incident. In addition to finding him thin, emaciated, and unkempt, police discovered human tissue and blood in a kitchen blender, dog leashes and collars on a wall, and a machete and other knives neatly arranged in a cabinet, the only part of the apartment that was orderly. Upon interviewing Chase later that afternoon, police were stunned when the suspect stated that he was twenty-seven years old. Chase told investigators that “he had to do what he did.” He believed that “radiation was drying up his blood and destroying his tissues.” He claimed he had to replenish his blood and tissue by taking those from a living being.


When informed of Chase’s arrest, agents Vorpagel and Ressler were not surprised to learn the suspect matched every aspect of their description. What was pleasant to learn was how accurately their collective intuition pinpointed the killer’s age. Within the following year, Vorpagel would be joining Ressler on the twelve-man staff of the recently formalized Behavioral Science Unit while Richard Trenton Chase awaited execution for all five murders on San Quentin Prison’s death row. While awaiting his inevitable gassing, he quietly hanged himself with bed sheets in his cell.


* * *


The book that follows is the story of the FBI’s Behavioral Science Unit, one of several earmarked squads that Director J. Edgar Hoover established during the early 1970s to fight the greatest onslaught of violent crime in U.S. history. Not only was that attack transforming overnight the life and vitality of languid small towns and harried cities, but also overwhelming local police agencies responsible for fighting it. Equally astonished and confused, Hoover and his immediate staff found themselves at the center of increasing and incessant cries for help. Realizing that drones and paper pushers at headquarters couldn’t answer the calls, the director assembled the best men and women the field offices could spare—the best of the best—to assume the mantle of national responsibility. New powers would be granted these newly created units in the hope that they would somehow work miracles.


From the frantic recruiting, assembling, planning, and retraining emerged one of several new fountainheads: the Behavioral Science Unit. On May 8, 1972, six days after Mr. Hoover passed away, when the new Academy opened its doors on the U.S. Marine Corps base in Quantico, no one, including the BSU’s original founders, Jack Kirsch and John Pfaff, and the leadership brass within the FBI family, envisioned the phenomenal growth and gradual emergence of an even newer elite, an elite among elites, who would not only serve the unit’s basic mission of instruction, but also conceive a whole new tactical strategy for homicide inspectors.


Personal reminiscences and reflections of Kirsch and Pfaff, among a host of others, reveal that criminal personality profiling1 was gradually phased into the BSU curriculum on an informal basis as early as the summer of 1972, when the five faculty members encouraged their students—selected police officers and FBI agents from across the country—to discuss solved and unsolved murder cases with which they were familiar. The instructors, who all had master’s degrees in behavioral psychology and backgrounds in either sociology or criminology, insisted that the cases not deal with murders involving robbery, family killings, or murders perpetrated by organized crime. “We need to focus upon the minds of those who commit seemingly motiveless murders,” argued Kirsch. As a result of discussions in classes such as “Crime Scene Analysis,” the instructors would note that, in similar crimes of the past, the offenders were a great deal alike. Thus, in subsequent classes when students presented unsolved crimes similar to ones previously discussed, the instructors provided spontaneous verbal profiles for all those assembled. Meanwhile, the students would utilize the information upon returning to their police departments or agencies. Generally, they would report back that the use of faculty-generated profiles saved countless investigative man-hours by properly focusing the investigation. In many instances, the profiles were credited with being directly responsible for solving the crimes.


In the mid-1970s, as other police departments and investigative agencies realized the potential of BSU assistance, the number of cases received for profiling by the instructors increased dramatically. Since the faculty’s primary role was teaching, the unsolved files could only be analyzed on a time-available basis. Because the volume of requests grew to such unanticipated proportions, William H. Webster, who had been sworn in as FBI director in February of 1978, formalized the criminal profiling adjunct so that submitted cases could be assigned to specific individuals such as Russ Vorpagel and Bob Ressler for profiling. By 1980, the BSU staff had grown to twelve. In addition, fifty-five special agents were selected from various offices within the FBI and provided one hundred hours of instruction to prepare them as profile coordinators within their respective geographic regions.


Much has changed since the FBI’s first “psych squad” began to informally offer criminal personality profiles based upon aberrant behavior patterns. The work of the Behavioral Sciences Unit today is a far cry from Silence of the Lambs, the hit thriller of more than a decade ago, or the more recent Red Dragon or Hannibal. In Silence of the Lambs agent trainee and future BSUer Clarice Starling, played by Jodi Foster, matches wits and quips with human monster “Hannibal the Cannibal” Lecter, and then chases down madman and serial killer, Buffalo Bill, right in his creepy lair. The popular film was shot on location at the Academy, where BSUers were still largely deskbound, hunkered down in a windowless, converted Cold War bomb shelter two floors below the Academy’s armory-cafeteria-lounge building. Referred to as “the National Cellar,” since it had been excavated and built to serve as a redoubt for Hoover and other high Justice Department officials in the event of nuclear war, the twenty-five offices and conference rooms inspired BSUers to flippantly remark, when asked about their worksite: “We live, play, and work ten times lower than dead folks.”


Today, criminal profiling is conducted at the National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime, an unmarked building located a few miles from the Academy in Aquia, Virginia. There, few people in the world are as adept in entering the minds of society’s beasts as the thirty-plus member NCAVC staff. Along with twelve teaching colleagues back in the Academy’s subterranean suites, the combined units assist law enforcement officials on an average of a thousand complex cases annually. Rarely cozy who-dunits a la Agatha Christie, the cases involve the most savage, perverse, and bizarre crimes imaginable, ranging from serial killings, sexual assaults, and child abductions to arson, bombings, and diabolical product-tampering plots. After the September 11th attack, the two staffs have taken on the additional responsibility of profiling potential terrorists. “We’ve seen, and are continuing to see, the worst of the worst,” says current BSU chief Steve Band.


In brief, the Behavioral Science Unit was established in the early 1970s as a teaching unit, because American law enforcement agencies needed more than their own intuitive hunches to solve unsolvable crimes, especially multiple or serial murders. Local police simply needed help in determining motives and identities. The National Academy students (meticulously screened top cops, captains, and chiefs of police who attended classes for eleven-week sessions) pleaded with their special agent instructors for fewer abstract lectures and more operational know-how. In response, the instructors gradually shifted from informal discussions around their podiums and desks about who might have done what to whom, to more formal presentations. Hundreds of serial murder, rape, arson, and other violent case histories, as well as interviews and confessions of the criminals, were assembled to illustrate the patterns that would emerge. It wasn’t long before the BSU staff was consulting on unsolved cases on a regular basis through the formalized Crime Analysis and Criminal Personality Profiling Program. This in turn led to the Criminal Personality Research Project based upon a $128,000 grant from the National Institute of Justice in 1982, which Bob Ressler coordinated. The goal: to interview thirty-six notorious serial killers and computerize the similarities in their cases.2


This was to be the first study conducted on a large number of serial killers. By 1985, Ressler and staff had interviewed personalities ranging from Charles Manson and Richard Speck to David Berkowitz, Sirhan Sirhan, and Arthur Bremer, the man who tried to kill George Wallace. In one instance, BSUers Ressler and John Douglas visited the criminally insane ward at the Mendota Mental Health Institute in Madison, Wisconsin, to interview seventy-seven-year-old Ed Gein, the “Ghoul of Plainfield.” His nocturnal excavations in the graveyard of a small Wisconsin town provided Alfred Hitchcock with his inspiration for the movie, Psycho.


From the early soothsaying days of the 1970s through the 1980s, the Behavioral Science Unit established an impressive record of furnishing assistance to federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies. Considered a “think tank” for ideas in solving violent crimes, the BSU taught the importance of gathering information about and getting to know the victim in order to understand the criminal. Initial profiling, for example, depended upon the analysis of the interaction between the offender and the victim. Reconstructing the sequence of events before, during, and after the crime was critical in solving it. How a crime was committed became much more revealing than why. Poring over police reports, autopsies, laboratory results, maps, sketches, and photographs of the victims and crime scenes are still more important than visiting the death scene. Such criminal investigative analysis leaves little room to become emotionally slanted in interpreting information, as local police are wont to do when they have a suspect in mind.


Today, the Behavioral Science unit remains one of the instructional components of the FBI’s training division at Quantico. Its mission is threefold: (1) to develop and provide relevant programs of training, research, and consultation in the behavioral and social sciences for the law enforcement community that will improve their administrative and operational effectiveness; (2) create bodies of knowledge in specialty areas and conduct applied research on significant behavioral and social science law enforcement issues for use in training, consultation, and operational matters; and (3) provide consultation services to law enforcement upon request.


For its training mission, the unit conducts specialized and applied training for new agents, FBI in-services, and symposia, as well as for the National Academy Program, international police officers, field police schools, and criminal justice–related organizations and conferences.


In its research component, BSUers focus upon developing new and innovative investigative approaches and techniques for the solution of violent crime by studying the violent offender and his or her behavior and motivation. Some of the research is conducted in partnership with outside researchers and through interagency agreements with the Justice Department.


For consultation, the unit coordinates with and supports other Bureau units, such as the National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime and of the Critical Incident Response Group, which provides operational assistance to the FBI field offices and law enforcement agencies.


This book tells the story of the unit chronologically, highlighting a select number of cases and introducing many of the profilers who came on board over the past thirty years. Since some of these profilers specialized in solving certain types of crime, examples of those crimes are used to introduce the profilers, but also introduce the reader to the stresses of their work. One important chapter shows various crises within the FBI and how BSUers faced them while counseling fellow agents. Although somewhat case-focused, taking on a “Hardy Boys’ Detective Manual” element, the book is more of an evolution and how that evolution spawned certain outstanding crime solving personalities and their unparalleled work.



NOTES

1. The term profiling was popular and used loosely until it lost standing in the early 1990s, when it became confused with drug profiling. When BSUers talked about profiling, they were talking about a process far more complex than the kind of checklists state police use to zero in on suspicious cars and drivers passing through their jurisdictions. BSUers needed a name that encompassed more than that, and eventually settled on the currently preferred term, “criminal investigative analysis.”


2. One such case deals with a man previously convicted of abducting children from shopping malls and then murdering them. The BSU was particularly interested in how he persuaded his victims to come away with him. The answer: he would wrap his arm in a bandage and sling, then get children to help him carry a load of packages to his car, which would be located in a deserted area of a parking lot. “When we went to New York to talk to the ‘Son of Sam,’ David Berkowitz,” says Robert Ressler, “he told us that on the nights when he couldn’t find a victim to kill he would go back to the scene of an old murder to relive the crime and to fantasize about it. Now, that’s a heck of a piece of information to store somewhere to see whether other offenders do the same.”










1 Mindset of a Murderer


“In the 1970s, whether you called, wrote, or simply walked up to us before or after class with a killing you couldn’t solve, any one of us dozen or so in the BSU, anytime or anyplace, the corridors, lavatories or library, would gladly offer our subjective opinions on the mindset of the murderer to help you catch him. As impromptu as it was, we weren’t afraid to shoot from the hip and we usually hit our targets. We did this thousands of times.”

JACK KIRSCH, FORMER BEHAVIORAL SCIENCE CHIEF, IN A 1999 INTERVIEW.

“His instant advice was incalculable. Really, in just a few minutes and in just a few words Agent Reese wrote a textbook case for us in saving a number of police officer’s lives.”

DEPUTY CHIEF OF POLICE CHARLES E. HINMAN, MORNING OF AUGUST 11, 1979.



Who can say how often a casual remark, an observation, a spontaneous hunch, a bit of advice, or a serious discussion by a BSUer contributed to the capture of a murderer? One thing is certain, however. The creative intuitiveness coupled with experience in crime scene analyses were equally important, if not more so, than a slew of minor clues found around the murder victim.

Take, for example, what happened on a very hot and humid evening in early August of 1979, when Special Agent James Reese was in Hampton, Virginia, to present a three-day refresher conference on the potential of criminal profiling for local police. Reese, who had joined the FBI eight years before and transferred to the Academy in 1978 as an instructor in the Behavioral Science Unit, had served as a platoon leader in the Mekong Delta in Vietnam, logging more than fifty combat heliborn assaults and earning the United States Bronze Star and the Vietnamese Distinguished Service Cross. Currently, while working on a number of profiling cases, including handling investigative leads, incidents reports, and transcripts of interviews, Reese was also breaking new ground in the areas of law enforcement stress and burnout, hypnosis use, and psychological services for FBI personnel.

By chance that morning, police chief George C. Austin and his deputy, Charles E. Hinman, both from Newport News, a suburb of Newport, Virginia, attended Reese’s opening address, “A Psychological Assessment of Organized and Disorganized Murderers.”

For the special agent, the three-day conference was going to serve, in part, as a vacation, since it was the first time that the FBI had allowed him to be accompanied by his wife, Sandy, and their two-and-a-half-year-old daughter, Jamie. After teaching all day and retiring for the night the telephone rang just before midnight. It was deputy chief Hinman of the Newport police department. “Jimmie, I hate to bother you so late, but many of us heard you speak this morning and we need your help urgently. Can you come right down to the lobby? We’re waiting for you.” Apparently, a suspected murderer armed with a high-powered rifle was holed up in a wooded area not more than a few miles from the hotel. A police officer and his dog had been sent into the woods to flush him out. But the suspect confronted them at gunpoint, ordering them out of the woods.

Within minutes of the call, Reese was sitting in the lobby around a table with Hinman, Austin, two detectives, a district attorney, and several heavily armed members of the Newport SWAT team. For several minutes, chief-of-police Austin laid out the information they had.

“This is all I’ve got,” Austin began. “A Mrs. Rhonda Allen Matthews, a white, twenty-eight-year-old, pregnant head housekeeper for the Colonial Courts Motel in Newport News, was found dead in a motel bedroom near a small forest with her hands handcuffed behind her back. She had been shot three times, execution-style at almost point-blank range, in the abdomen with what was certainly a high-powered rifle, which the killer fled with. We believe the murderer is Reginald Kilpatrick, a twenty-five-year-old, unemployed black who had been living in the motel room without the manager knowing about it. Interestingly, the door to the motel room where she was found was heavily barricaded from the inside. The suspect escaped through a rear bathroom window and fled into the woods behind the hotel.”

“Was there any evidence of robbery, sexual assault, or other motive?” interrupted Reese.

“Not that we can determine at this point, but the murderer left a diary and a Marine Corps seabag full of clothes in the motel room. Because you had been teaching about homicides and people who keep diaries and souvenirs of their victims, we decided to get you out of bed. Our question to you is whether we should go in after the guy? We have forty police officers and five police dogs stationed with shotguns and revolvers around the perimeter. We’re lucky the one officer and his dog got away. Will you come to the scene and do a profile or assessment of the subject? We want to bring in a helicopter to light the woods up.”

“Let me read the diary on the way over,” Reese responded. “It might provide some psycholinguistic clues. Meanwhile, simply close all roads around the area and seal him off. No helicopter or lights.”

After reading the diary on the drive over to the motel and studying the crime scene, Reese decided it was not a good idea to go into woods that night, adding that Kilpatrick would undoubtedly fire at the helicopter and its crew, or, for that matter, anyone else flashing lights. “A search-and-destroy mission will create havoc and you don’t need havoc so close to town.” Furthermore, the subject was probable an ex-Marine recently released from a mental institution. “While not qualified to diagnose, and in the BSU we are not allowed to label people, I believe him to be paranoid schizophrenic based upon his behavior in the motel room and his writings found in the diary, which are full of racial terms like ‘gook,’ ‘chink,’ ‘yellow bastard,’ ‘Charlie,’ etc. Vietnam vets don’t usually use terms like that, but he is a discharged Marine and when you capture him, you’ll find he has dug four or five foxholes out there in the trees, plus he has plenty of ammunition for his rifle, and is in full Marine Corps gear.” Reese concluded by insisting upon calling to him throughout the night with bullhorns in order to coax him into surrendering. “He won’t, but at least you’ll keep him awake until morning, when he’ll be easier to capture or, if necessary, shoot. Remember, legally and morally, you have to try to talk him out. Now, excuse me. I’m going to call John Douglas, a colleague and friend of mine in the BSU for a second opinion.”

Austin and Hinman listened intently, nodding in agreement.

When awakened around 2:00 A.M. that morning in his southern Virginia home, Special Agent John Douglas, who along with fellow BSUer Robert Ressler had been interviewing many of the nation’s most infamous serial killers, was supportive. Senior to Reese in the BSU by six months, and his traveling-lecture companion when assigned by the unit chief to teach two- and three-day symposia to law enforcement agencies across the country, Douglas advised, “This guy would have killed anyone who entered that room. I agree that this is a murder of opportunity, not one of lust or sexual in nature. The diary tells us it’s the whole world against him and therefore he needs to kill. He needs to protect himself. This is a functional psychotic who’s not capable of clear thinking. He’s transient, paranoid, opportunistic, and disorganized. I think you’re right when you say he won’t give himself up and will probably come out shooting.” Douglas, who earned a master’s degree in educational psychology from the University of Wisconsin and had already profiled such killers as Richard Speck, Charlie Manson, Sirhan Sirhan, David “Son of Sam” Berkowitz, Albert “Boston Strangler” DeSalvo, and Arthur Bremer, was one of the most respected criminal profilers in the Behavioral Science Unit, and Reese sought his opinion more than anyone else’s.

“Do you agree with me that he handcuffed her after she was killed?”

“Yes,” answered Douglas. “Post-mortem.”

“That he shot her in a panicked surprise when she entered unknowingly? That his paranoid or ideation told him to kill?”

“Yes.”

At approximately 5:45 A.M., the Newport SWAT team entered the woods with Newport News police. They approached within fifty feet of the suspect, who stood up and fired on them. Kilpatrick was immediately hit five times and died after thirty days. The police discovered that his high-powered rifle was, in fact, a Marine carbine. Kilpatrick had dug six foxholes, had 351 rounds of ammunition for his carbine, and was dressed in full Marine Corps gear: helmet, flack jacket, web belt, canteen, and assorted battle knives. Furthermore, the subject’s father was a high-ranking officer in the Corps.

Later that morning, when Reese resumed his lecturing during the second day of the refresher conference, Austin and Hinman dropped by to inform the assembled group of the night’s events. They were astonished that the special agent’s advice for the stakeout and capture had proven so successful, and wondered if Reese would explain to the class his reasoning behind the advice.

Reese laughed, “Why not? It’s all part of a day’s or, for that matter, a night’s work. Just remember that the key to every crime, which is really a unique puzzle, is found in the common traits in both criminals and crime scenes. You can’t package paranoia, rage, hate, fear, or abnormal sexual drives. If you look close enough you can find them at a crime scene. It’s very important at the beginning to determine whether a murder is planned or unplanned, rational or irrational. Shooting Mrs. Matthews once could be considered a small rage compared to the need to shoot her three times. Three times suggests an exaggerated rage or fear. If it’s fear, then you have a paranoid doing the killing.”

A hand went up in the audience and a young police officer asked, “Sir, what I don’t understand is exactly how you heard the few facts available, studied the crime scene, read the diary, then arrived at the logical conclusions you did. Will you explain how you arrived at the belief the suspect wouldn’t give himself up and would come out shooting?”

Reese smiled and answered, “Sure, just look for the clues, then combine your experience and what academic knowledge you have to intuit, to guess, to follow a hunch.”

Reese then went on to outline the six main behaviors that led him to his conclusions in less than two hours’ time. The first thing he looked for was a motive. There didn’t appear to be one. With no motive, there couldn’t be a plan. So the murderer killed as a result of an irrational thought. Irrational thoughts suggest disorganization in behavior. The second important fact was the heavily barricaded motel-room door, locked from within. That told Reese that the suspect was paranoid and fearful about the world being out to get him, and that he became further disorganized and irrational. This was demonstrated by the fact that he fled through a bathroom window without closing it behind him. He was in such a state of confusion that he left all his personal possessions behind in his sea bag, including his diary and discharge papers with his name and identification tags.

Third, when the unfortunate Mrs. Matthews entered the motel room unexpectedly, the subject was surprised; he panicked and impulsively decided to erase the threat. In an irrational, paranoid mode of overkill he shot her not once, but three times—not because he was angry, but because he was irrationally fearful. That overwhelming fear manifested itself in yet another behavior. Although the police had to await the medical examiner’s autopsy report, Reese was “willing to bet a dollar to a donut” that Kilpatrick handcuffed the woman after he murdered her. Handcuffing the victim post mortem was yet another indication of his extreme paranoia. He didn’t want her to get up, tell, or come after him. Again, the action was the result of irrational, disorganized thinking with paranoid schizophrenic tendencies.

The killer’s personal hygiene was another characteristic suggesting a psychotic. The motel room’s toilet hadn’t been flushed, the bed was filthy and unmade, the few clothing items in the sea bag were damp and dirty, to say nothing of the overall food-stained condition of the carpeting and the room’s foul odor. Apparently the motel staff had not checked the condition of the room for weeks.

Finally, there were the entries in the diary Reese discussed with Douglas, hinting that Kilpatrick was extremely fearful of certain groups. The racial slurs meant a deep-rooted, perhaps unconscious hatred for all races other than black, and since he might perceive police departments in Virginia as being predominantly white, he would attack rather than give up.

“Gentlemen, remember that we never use the word ‘always’ when it comes to profiling. In fact, at present, there is not one single textbook to guide us. So I had to rely on simple evidence, previous experience dealing with organized and disorganized murder cases, a touch of psycholinguistics, good old-fashioned intuition, and finally, what I’ve learned from officers like yourselves.”

Reese praised the Newport SWAT team and the Newport News police for their well-trained professionalism. “Everybody was comfortable with what was going down that night, although no one was allowed to smoke, talk, or move. Their detailed and predictable approach to the operation alleviated much of the anxiety that can gnaw at the nerves in a standoff with an armed suspect. No, my part was routine. Theirs was the textbook case.”

No one can say how many SWAT team members or officer lives were saved that steamy hot night of August 10, 1979.

* * *

Compared to the tracking and apprehending of the more sensational serial and lust killers of the 1970s and 1980s, like Theodore R. Bundy, John Lindley Frazier, John Gacy, and Wayne Williams, among a host of others, the innocuous Kilpatrick case has long since faded into obscurity, a tragedy remembered today only by the Matthews family. No team of BSUers—“mind hunters,” as they soon would be nicknamed by the popular magazines and movies—sat around a conference room table poring over photos of the victim and analyzing the murderer’s diary, then predicting haphazardly, haltingly, and possibly partially successfully Kilpatrick’s behavior. In fact, had Hinman telephoned the BSU chief that night no one would have been on duty. If he had called the next morning, he would have been politely rebuffed: “Sorry, but the FBI agrees to provide profiles in only a narrow selection of crime, primarily multiple rape or child molestation and motiveless murders in which the nature of the killings points to a major psychological abnormality in the perpetrator. Your case does not fit our criteria, unfortunately.”

By chance and as luck would have it, Jim Reese was in a position to exemplify the original and true Behavioral Science Unit mission: when called upon, offer advice, even if it’s instantaneous and inconclusive. Whether you’re with a team or all by yourself, help law enforcement the best way you can. The first wave of BSU founders were strong teaching personalities with plenty of investigative experiences to augment their theories. The second wave, much like the first in character qualities, added a third dimension: develop criminal personality profiles when requested, always verbal and nothing in writing, since the written word could come back to haunt you, your chief, and ultimately the Bureau. Like his dozen or so colleagues back at Quantico, Reese was ready to serve with his qualities of old-fashioned common sense, a creative intuitiveness, the ability to quickly isolate emotions while analyzing a murder scene and its victim, and arriving at logical conclusions in reconstructing the killing, utilizing the perpetrator’s reasoning processes.

* * *

On the Monday morning following the Kilpatrick case, Reese descended to the Academy’s sublevels and his basement office in the Behavioral Science Unit to resume his daily work, along with special agents Larry Monroe, the reluctant unit chief, Jack Pfaff, the former unit chief, Roy Hazelwood, Tom O’Malley, Dick Ault, Bob Boyd, Roger Depue, Roger Davis, John Mindermann, Dick Harper, Swanson Carter, Roger Davis, Bob Ressler, and John Douglas. And the work that awaited him and the others was not to perfect a formula, easy-to-apply technique, or five-step method to psych out the most heinous of criminals, but to attempt solving the unsolved cases stacked neatly on their respective desks or the conference room table. The BSUers, like the rest of the nation, were experiencing one of the most disturbing phenomena in American history: murders where police found bodies but no motives. In 1966, there were 644 such deaths in the United States, or 6 percent. By 1979, the numbers soared to 4,118, or 70 percent. In 1960, one American homicide in ten went unsolved; by 1979, more than one killing in four was unsolved. While there were 3,500 murderers in prison, including some 1,260 on death row, criminologists believed there were as many, or more, still walking the streets uncaught. Many, if not most, would undoubtedly murder again. And among that group were possibly more than thirty who were repeat or serial killers. In fact, Department of Justice officials felt that murders where the perpetrators escaped justice were nearing 40 percent.

“So,” recalls Reese, “there we were, hunkered down in our offices far below the Firearms Unit, struggling to outsmart the bastards. And, boy, did we need each other. We had this image of [being] armor[ed], that the work of poring over photographs of absolutely anguishing, terrifying killings didn’t bother us. Most of the time we couldn’t even eat our lunches or sleep at night. You try dealing with photos of decapitated children, for example. We needed to have each other; we needed to support each other; we each needed second opinions. Fortunately, our work was a kind of glue which held us together. The horrible work bonded us in a way no other work could.”

A month after the Kilpatrick case, Reese received a letter of commendation from Director Webster that the entire BSU staff could share. In it, he wrote, “The timeliness with which your presentation of a retraining session in behavioral science for National Academy graduates coincided with a local fugitive situation allowed you to give a practical demonstration of the techniques under discussion. Your success in this and similar matters is proof of your unique ability to use theoretical principles to aid in the resolution of actual cases. I am truly grateful for your consistently diligent efforts.”

Less than five days after reveling in the commendation from Webster, Reese was called upon one afternoon by the Executive Director of the FBI to report to the command center at headquarters in Washington, D.C., “to assist in appraising a profile” of a hijacking subject holding fifty-five hostages on a commercial airliner on the Seattle-Tacoma International Airport tarmac. The hijacker’s demands were $100,000 in cash, a parachute, and a jet. Along with two other BSUers, Reese worked throughout the night by phone with the police department SWAT team, the Port Authority, the FBI SWAT team, local and state police, and the FBI negotiator. The crisis ended around 3 A.M. with the hijacker settling for a “rental car and a cheeseburger.” As the young man deplaned for the car he demanded, members of the FBI SWAT team hidden under the plane grabbed him and the briefcase. As Reese and the other profilers at headquarters had predicted, the hijacker had no bomb. The three BSUers drove home to sleeping families. The hijacker went to jail, only to be released at a later date and killed in the commission of another commercial airline hijacking.

Then, in November of that same year, Reese was dispatched by Unit Chief Monroe to Jacksonville, Florida, to teach an advanced criminology school. While there, he asked to interview Arthur Frederick Goode, to better understand the mindset of the homosexual serial killer. Incarcerated at Raeford State Prison and awaiting execution, Goode had been convicted for abducting young boys, ten to thirteen years old, forcing them to engage in various sexual behaviors, and then murdering them. Reese and Special Agent Tony Rider interviewed Goode for some six hours. During that time he admitted he later enjoyed writing disgustingly descriptive letters to their parents, describing what he did to their children. “We were talking to him to try and learn more about who commit these types of crimes,” Reese recalls, “and, of course, I didn’t expect to see him show any remorse. But what I saw certainly surprised me: an extremely cold, calculated response to even the most sensitive questions regarding his killings. Upon leaving his death row cell area, Goode reinforced what we in the BSU already knew about psychopathic behavior. In an effort to assert his ego and recapture control at the last minute, he asked me with a grin, ‘Do you have little boys at home?’ In the seven or eight years I had spent in the FBI up to that point, the hardest thing I had to do was to turn my back and do nothing except leave.”

One final incident in Reese’s life, which all BSUers have faced and all too frequently, still occurs among BSU profilers: a year or so after interviewing Goode, Reese was profiling a case in which all of the children in a family were slaughtered. Each was shot in the face with a shotgun while asleep in their bedrooms. In an effort to come up with a profile, he and several other BSUers had to spend an inordinate number of hours staring at the photos of the sad scenes and the “faceless” children. “A few nights later,” recalls Reese, “I walked into my daughter’s room in order to tuck her into bed. She was lying under the sheets with her back to me, almost sleep. I couldn’t leave the room. I had to walk around and around her bed to make sure she was all right. I couldn’t leave her. I simply couldn’t leave. There were tears in my eyes. In law enforcement, this is referred to as ‘vicarious victimization.’”

* * *

Taken by themselves, the Kilpatrick murder and Seattle-Tacoma hijacking profiles didn’t amount to much—even Reese admits that—certainly not significant enough to record for classroom posterity back in the Academy classroom. Like all FBI special agents, and especially those assigned to the Behavioral Science Unit, Reese’s training and experience prepared him to tackle any challenge successfully, no matter how easy or difficult.

The incidents at Raeford State Prison with Arthur Frederick Goode and his own daughter Jamie’s bedroom are more revealing of the man and his character. Symbolic of how every BSUer coped in his own way and time with the aftermath of tangled emotions, fears, and anxieties generated by the daily profiling, Jim says, “What I advised on those occasions was nothing more or less than what any one of my colleagues would have imparted. Recommendations, guidance, warnings, advice—that was what we were being paid to give. Somebody had to give it. Not one of us ran from it, or hesitated, or complained about it. And not one of us regretted giving it because it was usually good, very good. Do I still see bloodied children lying in bed without faces? Yes I do, just as my partners down there in that basement can’t forget those images in their cases that have gone beyond the pale.”








2 The Predecessors


“One must do as the animals do, who erase every footprint in front of their lair….”

MONTAIGNE



Although the origins of criminal profiling are uncertain, Dr. Thomas Bond, during the Whitechapel, or “Jack the Ripper,” murders in London in 1888, is often credited with having developed the first primitive profile. But this was alternately attributed to Dr. George Bagster Phillips, the city’s divisional police surgeon. Bond, a private physician who personally examined the wounds of two of the victims, Mary Kelly and Alice McKenzie, and studied the medical notes relating to four earlier victims, made the comment that the killer “must be a man of great coolness and daring.” In addition, he commented upon the murderer’s expertise and the probability that the Ripper had killed at least five other victims.

In 1987, a set of Bond’s long-lost medical notes, written for Scotland Yard on November 10, 1888 (after the postmortems), revealed that he definitely believed all six women had been murdered by the same man. He wrote:


The killer obviously shows a great deal of expertise, both anatomical knowledge and surgical skill, in the mutilations. The injuries to the throats had been perpetrated by someone who knew the position of vessels, at any rate where to cut with reference to causing speedy deaths. He is right-handed. He has a mature technique severing the throat all round down to the spinal column. I see in each murder evidence of similar design to the former Whitechapel murders, viz. Sudden onslaught on each of the prostrate women, the throat skillfully and resolutely cut with subsequent mutilations, each mutilation indicating sexual thoughts and a desire to mutilate the abdomen and sexual organs. I am of the opinion that the murder of each was performed by the same person who committed the former series of Whitechapel murders.1



Meanwhile, his friend and colleague, George Phillips, one of the world’s initial forensic pathologists at the time, believed that you could infer a particular criminal’s personality by examining his behavior with the victim. He recognized that the postmortem removal of some of Annie Chapman’s organs and other mutilations (one of the Whitechapel victims) could only have been done by someone with medical knowledge. The clean, precise incisions certainly suggested professional skill and experience. Hence, Phillips, consulting with Dr. Wynne E. Baxter, London’s coroner, engaged in wound pattern analysis, arguing “any mutilation which takes place after the murder suggests the character of the man who does it.” The two, along with Bond, offered law enforcement the first formal indication that understanding the murderer’s behavior leads to perceiving his personality traits. To this day, the essence of profiling is knowing what happened to the victim through his or her specific injuries, or lack thereof, combined with other forensic material to understand the personality of the offender.

Worth noting, by the way, is Robert K. Ressler’s unique perspective on the psychology of a person who would commit the heinous Whitechapel killings. Bob contributed much to the early development of criminal profiling while a member of the Behavioral Science Unit.


I visited the sites of the Ripper murders with John Grieve, director of intelligence for New Scotland Yard, and learned a lot about the murders. We walked the steps of Jack the Ripper: some of the residences were still there…. Based on this tour, I became convinced that the police had looked for the wrong sort of suspects…. The type of victims, the haunts they frequented, and the circumstances of the murders all made it much more likely that the perpetrator was of the same social class as the prostitute victims; if the killer was noticeably upper class, his presence in the area would have been remembered and remarked upon by the locals.

It also seemed clear to me that the Ripper had been a “disorganized” killer, a man who was mentally deranged and becoming more so with each victim. The escalation of violence, the dismemberment, and the general disorder of the crime scenes were evidence of this…. It is likely that he might well have gone off the deep end entirely, been so crazed that he could no longer even commit crimes, and have landed either in a suicide’s grave or in an institution for the insane…. Suicide or confinement until death would explain why he was never apprehended.

Jack the Ripper’s murders, though they did not include coitus, were nonetheless sexual, because the murder weapon was a knife, and the thrusting of the knife into the body was a substitute for thrusting the penis…. Serial murderers, in general, do not use guns, which kill people from a distance; serial murderers want the personal satisfaction of causing death right there at hand.

Sexual satisfaction for Jack the Ripper … derived from seeing the victim’s blood spill. In Jack’s case, there were even more overt signs that the crimes were sexual, since he cut out the uteruses of many of his victims…. Because the satisfaction from such crimes is sexual, there is always the likelihood that the perpetrator will strike again, since the sex drive continues even after the deed is done.2



Some argue that the real origin of criminal profiling began with Cesare Lombroso, an Italian physician who was born in 1835 and died in 1909. He believed the criminal was a throwback to a more uncivilized time. According to Lombroso, the true criminal was a distinct anthropological type, which he referred to as “atavistic.” His book, L’Uomo delinquente, published in 1876 but never translated into English, was expanded over the course of five editions to a three-volume work. The only book in English on Lombroso’s work that carried a similar title was Lombroso’s Criminal Man. This book was authored by his daughter, Gina Ferrero, and published by Putnam’s Sons in 1911. Lombroso wrote the introduction to the book.

With the expansion of L’Uomo delinquente between 1876 and 1897, Lombroso changed his stance somewhat, due to the criticism received by the first edition. Finally, in 1899, he wrote Crime: Its Causes and Remedies, in which he added the potential impact of socioeconomic factors. In the expanded version, he included intelligence-related characteristics among his classification theories, referring, for example, to feeblemindedness (a moral imbecile) rather than IQ levels. The extent of his “personality typing,” as many writers have since called it, was to state that criminals had no moral sense and were vain and cruel.

Lombroso was never known for including geography or intelligence as part of his method of classification, as some have claimed, although he had shown some interest in geographic studies. Some years before, as an army physician in Italy, Lombroso had conducted anthropometric measurements on some two thousand soldiers in connection with his attempts to learn more about the incidence of “cretinism” and pellagra, a disease caused by a deficiency of niacin and protein in the diet. In this, he was trying to determine if soldiers from different regions of the country had physical differences, and if these differences correlated with the disorders. Lombroso never really explored geography as it related to criminal behavior. The first theorist who recognized the relationship between crime rates and geographic regions was Adolphe Quetelet (1796–1874), a Belgian statistician.

As late as the 1950s the Positive School of criminological thought, based on an extension of Lombroso’s logic, argued that some people are born to be criminals. “They have no free will and therefore the emphasis should not be on guilt or innocence, but on dangerousness,” the theory went. Criminals should be treated according to their needs and the needs of society. They shouldn’t be punished when they commit a crime; but there should be no attempt at education and rehabilitation. Rather, the focus should be on their maintenance, as well as the security of the public. Taken to its extreme, this approach included individuals adjudged born criminals, but who had not yet committed a crime.

Such beliefs were used by much of Europe well into the 1930s and modified as needed by the Nazis before and during World War II. Today, the same concepts form the foundations for many radical and extremist groups espousing the various theories of human eugenics. Moreover, the criminal laws of several nations still include statutes derived from this form of thought. For instance, those beliefs provide the underlying foundations for the reluctance of many penal systems to emphasize rehabilitation.

Most typology theories are complicated and several are still around and active. If you’re a criminal profiler, these beliefs and their originators have to be known and understood. Take Dr. Ernest Kretschmer, a German psychiatrist, for example. Kretschmer typed criminals according to four main body types, following the original typologies of functional disorders developed by Emil Kraepelin (1856–1926). In England, Charles Goring compared three thousand foreign prisoners to British Royal Engineers, looking for Lombroso’s characteristics. He found only differences in stature and body weight.

The anthropologist Ernest A. Hooten reattempted this research, comparing thirteen thousand prisoners to seventeen thousand non-criminals, and found similar results to those of Lombroso. William Sheldon of Columbia University categorized delinquents by endomorphic, ectomorphic, and mesomorphic body types and their corresponding temperaments in the late 1940s and early 1950s. There are several others, including Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck, as well as the most recent, Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray, who wrote the book The Bell Curve.

For a few moments, consider the September 22, 1907, Sunday Magazine section of the New York Herald, in which an article appeared entitled, “The War of Science on Scientific Crime: Chemistry, Physics, Anthropology, Philology, Optics, Mathematics, etc., All Used in New York Detective Bureau’s Great Fight Against Society’s Brainy Outlaws.”


Out of the old Central Office, as the Detective Bureau of New York is familiarly known, there is growing a new organization which, animated by a purely modern spirit, discards much of the tradition so tenaciously held to in the past and seeks to adopt methods that effectively will meet the complex and scientific aspects of the crimes of today. In fact, today, being carefully worked to a realization in the New York’s ideal Detective Bureau, are men who not only know to the last letter the natural history of criminals, but also men versed in languages, chemistry, toxicology, mathematics, electric science, microscopy, psychology, anthropology, enthropometry, and other branches which comprehend modem man and his criminal activities.



Unacknowledged and unappreciated to this day is the fact that the NYPD’s fledgling Detective Bureau, although one of the most corrupt in American law enforcement at the time, not only demonstrated significant expertise in crime scene analysis, but also endeavored to grasp the type of person whose criminal mind, with all its potentially bizarre behaviors, was most likely to commit the crime. Some in law enforcement, as well as in the BSU, are reluctant to say the above article illustrates that the New York Detective Bureau was using advanced procedures and techniques as early as 1907. According to Jim Reese, who has written extensively on police psychological services, the earliest involvement of behavioral scientists in the law enforcement field appeared to be in 1916, during the selection of police candidates. Behavioral scientists from universities were employed part-time to conduct psychological testing.

It seems that the early days of the New York Police Department and its Detective Bureau were problematic. The patrol division and the detective division were separate entities and often in conflict with one another. Both were run by ward bosses, and many of the detectives were former criminals themselves. This was done deliberately in the belief that “it takes a thief to catch a thief.” This was also the method used by the French. The Sûreté contained many former criminals. In fact, one, Eugene Vidocq, was so good that he became chief of the Sûreté for a time.

All of this was less than twenty years after Dr. Sigmund Freud discovered the unconscious; one year before the birth of the Bureau of Investigation, a new federal investigative force; twenty-seven years prior to the reorganization of that force into a more comprehensive Federal Bureau of Investigation (whose goal was to become the premier law enforcement agency of the government, and the major service to assist local law enforcement agencies across America); and a full sixty-five years before J. Edgar Hoover encouraged FBI special agent Jack Kirsch, among others, to prepare and introduce a broad range of new instructional classes at the FBI Academy in Quantico, Virginia, that would improve the Bureau’s new thrust into forensic science.

From biblical times there have been attempts to employ both deductive and inductive reasoning to determine potential and actual criminal personalities. More recently, in such literary works as Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar and Edgar Allan Poe’s “The Murders in the Rue Morgue,” crude attempts to categorize abnormal behaviors by means of physical attributes appeared in print. Certainly, Sir Arthur Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes, Agatha Christie’s Hercule Poirot, Bull Dog Drummond, the Thin Man, Mr. Wong and Charlie Chan, Ellery Queen and Mickey Spillane, to say nothing of Miss Jane Marple and Sgt. Joe Friday, as well as all the other superdetectives of this century, believed that evidence always spoke its own language of patterns and sequences to reveal the offender.

And, to his everlasting credit, so did J. Edgar Hoover. In fact, it can be argued that his appointment as director of the Bureau of Investigation in 1924 set the stage for cautious, reasoned change in what was soon to be known as the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Thanks to Prohibition, crime, corruption, and violence became facts of life in American cities in the 1920s, and Hoover was the first to establish an operational means to tackle this new kind of gritty urban reality.

Say what you will about the man, it was his personal vision that initiated an evolutionary process calculated to ensure that the organization was attuned to the challenges that were certain to confront the modern nation in the years ahead. On November 24, 1932, with a borrowed microscope and a few pieces of scientific equipment, the Bureau’s first technical laboratory opened for business. Hoover’s goal: be ready and able to help both federal and local investigations by examining and analyzing blood, hair, firearms, paint, handwriting, typewriters, and other evidence. The cornerstone for federal scientific investigations was laid. Needless to say, this was an enormous boost to American law enforcement.

During its first year of operation, the laboratory conducted fewer than a thousand examinations. Most were handwriting analyses from extortion cases; the rest were studies of firearm specimens. In the decades that followed, it was obvious that more specialized techniques would be needed to analyze more difficult physical evidence ranging from machine guns to tool marks, saliva to sperm stains. For Hoover and Congress, effective law enforcement meant cooperation among various police agencies. Once and for all, politics had to be removed from police work. And most important, sound policing could be achieved by sharing the Bureau’s own training facilities. Hence, in July of 1935, twenty-three carefully chosen police officers met as the first class of what is known today as the FBI National Academy. Sessions were held at the Department of Justice building in Washington, D.C., until 1972, when they were relocated to the newly completed training complex on the western portion of the U.S. Marine Base in Quantico.

Meanwhile, in response to such unchallenged bank-robbing and cop-killing gangsters as Charles “Pretty Boy” Floyd, Alfred Bates, George “Machine Gun” Kelly, John Dillinger, “Baby Face” Nelson, Clyde Barrow and Bonnie Parker, “Ma” Barker, and Alvin “Old Creepy” Karpis, Congress passed a series of anticrime laws in May of 1934 which expanded the Bureau’s jurisdiction over interstate crimes committed by these killers. Hoover was delighted, because the new laws, at long last, provided his men with a broad range of enforcement powers and protection, including the death penalty for anyone murdering a federal agent.

Then, with Hitler about to overrun Europe and the Japanese expanding aggressively into Asia, coupled with disturbing memories of German espionage and sabotage during World War I, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, on September 6, 1939, formally authorized Hoover to investigate all matters relating to threats against America’s safety and security.

One drama after another soon began to unfold: espionage and counterespionage, the relocation and internment of Japanese, Italian, and German Americans; the violation of neutrality laws; U-boats entering U.S. waters to land German spies and saboteurs. Although busy with all this, the FBI continued its efforts against crime, the prime targets being opportunists attempting to capitalize on the shortage of domestic goods that resulted from the effort to win the war. For example, a black-market operation was smashed in Pennsylvania that involved the diversion of nylon, essential in the manufacture of parachutes, from military use to the production of hosiery. In another example, evidence was also gathered that led to the conviction of a manufacturer of military explosive devices, who had cut down on the charges in grenades and incendiary bombs to squeeze a few more cents out for himself.

With the Bureau constantly tracking, surveilling, and arresting, a coded order arrived in a New York spy house from the Abwehr, German military intelligence in Hamburg: “Under no circumstance attract the attention of the FBI.” During all World War II, thanks in part to Bureau vigilance, no enemy agent had the opportunity to commit a single successful act of sabotage crippling the United States, nor was any known act of enemy-directed sabotage successfully committed.

One of the earliest known psychological assessments, formally commissioned to produce a profile for predictive purposes, involved, of all people, Adolf Hitler. During the early months of 1943, General William “Wild Bill” Donovan, founder and director of the recently organized and little-known Office of Strategic Services (OSS), and a man of brilliance, imagination, and bravery, suggested to Dr. Henry Murray, former director of the Harvard Psychological Clinic in Cambridge, Massachusetts, and then chief of the OSS’s psychological assessment staff, that a “psycho-historian” be employed to develop a psychological profile on the Third Reich’s evil genius and his apocalyptic inclinations. That is, what conclusions could a psychological investigator draw from Hitler that might prove useful to the OSS? Could psychoanalytic insight somehow be applied to modern, mechanized warfare?

Murray, whose team of psychologists tested and selected the toughest and most psychologically sound volunteers for covert operations overseas, turned immediately to his old friend, Dr. Walter C. Langer—a New York neo-Freudian who was not only a private psychoanalyst but also a member of the Progressive Education Association’s Commission on Human Relations—to conduct a “long-range diagnosis” for allied war planners, including Hitler’s most plausible moves as Nazi Germany crumbled around him.

Classified “top secret,” the 135-page report prepared by Langer, who employed Freud’s principles to disinter the dictator’s psyche and degeneration, presented a number of predictions of uncanny accuracy. In addition, the analysis provided new personality insights unobserved by historians relying upon general observations and traditional research methods.

Three major sources were tapped: exhaustive interviews with those who had known Hitler personally, such as Nazi Party founder Otto Strasser and Princess von Hohenlohe; 1,100 pages of biographical information, including speeches and other minor writings, compiled by three analytically trained assistants; and the careful dissection and analysis of Hitler’s book, Mein Kampf. Via such indirect assessments, Langer was able to inquire into the dictator’s troubled family background, his sexual pathologies, death fears, Messiah complex, vegetarianism, and other characteristics. Then, drawing on his clinical knowledge of psychiatric patients with similar traits, he was able to foretell Hitler’s increasing isolation, his frequent rages, and thus the general deterioration of his mental condition.

Langer not only outlined Der Führer’s various manias (wolves, severed heads, pornography), phobias (horses, germs, moonlight, syphilis), and numerous contradictions, but also catalogued Hitler’s strengths, including will-power, self-discipline, courage, tirelessness, ability to manipulate crowds (which he considered feminine in nature), as well as rhetorical power. As he pieced together an incredible jigsaw puzzle, he concluded that the “Führer personality” was a grossly exaggerated and distorted conception of masculinity that showed all the earmarks of a “reaction formation created unconsciously as a cover-up for deep lying tendencies that he despises.”

“Hitler,” Langer wrote, “is not a single personality, but two that inhabit the same body. The one is very soft and sentimental and indecisive. The other is hard, cruel and decisive. The first weeps at the death of a canary; the second cries that there will be no peace in the land until a body hangs from every lamppost!”3 And, of course, this duality led precisely to the horrible excesses that occurred in Nazi Germany’s twilight.

Available to only a handful of American and British officials during the war, and tucked away gathering dust in the National Archives until 1972, the analysis emerged as the first masterpiece of personality probing and profiling. Combining investigative boldness and imagination, Langer surmised that Hitler was a common neurotic psychopath with schizophrenic tendencies. He was not insane, but certainly emotionally ill, lacking normal inhibitions against antisocial behavior. A desperately unhappy man, the dictator was plagued with anxieties, doubts, fears, guilt, and loneliness. He was spending his whole life, including waging war, in an unsuccessful attempt to compensate for feelings of helplessness and inferiority. Hitler’s career, in short, was clinically an elaborate, defensive, psychosexual acting out of deep dreads and self-loathings.

And because the Nazi press portrayed Der Führer as a man of steel who would never lose his nerve no matter what the provocation, Langer focused upon his immortality and images of death. “As Germany suffers successive defeats, Hitler will become more and more neurotic,” he warned the OSS. “Each defeat will shake his confidence and limit his opportunities for proving his own greatness to himself. He will probably try to compensate for his vulnerability by stressing his brutality and ruthlessness.”4

Williams College historian Robert G. L. Waite wrote the afterword of Langer’s book, The Mind of Adolf Hitler: The Secret Wartime Report, which was published immediately after the report was declassified. Waite said, “Since Hitler could not vanquish the Allies, he manufactured ruthless ‘victories’ over the Jews in the gas ovens. At the same time, he vowed to destroy Germany itself. ‘Not a German stock of wheat is to feed the enemy; not a German hand to offer him help. He is to find nothing but death, annihilation and hatred.”5

Waite went on to praise Langer’s use of psychoanalytic principles to study a dictator’s psyche. Certainly, the study included conflicting and mistaken information and misinterpretations galore, with little historical context in which to view them, but Dr. Langer’s basic prediction that Hitler’s most plausible move would be to commit suicide while Berlin burned around him came true.
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