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I n  t h e  ongoing deba te  over c a p i t a l  punishment, opponents and 

proponents each c la im t h a t  bo th  God and pub l i c  op in ion  a r e  on t h e i r  

side. '  A s  evidence of God's favor ,  a b o l i t i o n i s t s  have t h e  F i f t h  Com- 

mandment, "Thou s h a l t  not  k i l l , "  and arguments i n  favor  of t h e  s a n c i t y  

of human l i f e ,  t h e  v i r t u e  of  mercy, and t h e  goal  of redemption. Sup- 

- - por t e r s ,  however, might quote  L e v i t i c u s  24:7, "He who k i l l s  a  man s h a l l  

be pu t  t o  death," and argue f o r  t h e  p re se rva t ion  of j u s t i c e .  A s  proof 

of pub l i c  opposi t ion,  a b o l i t i o n i s t s  p o i n t  t o  such th ings  a s  t h e  

century- long t r end  t o  reduce t h e  number of  c a p i t a l  crimes, t h e  s teady  

d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  number of execut ions  s i n c e  t h e  1930s, and t h e  p re sen t  

r a r i t y  of dea th  sen tences ,  They conclude wi th  J u s t i c e  Thurgood 

Marshal l  t h a t  c a p i t a l  punishment " i s  moral ly  unacceptable  t o  t h e  people 

of t h e  United S t a t e s  as  t h i s  t i m e  i n  t h e i r  h i s t o r y .  "' I n  r e b u t t a l ,  

suppor te rs  no te  t h a t  numerous a t tempts  t o  r e p e a l  t h e  dea th  pena l ty  by 

referendum and l e g i s l a t i v e  a c t i o n  have f a i l e d ,  t h a t  both t h e  f e d e r a l  

government and a  l a r g e  ma jo r i t y  of t h e  s t a t e s  a u t h o r i z e  t h e  dea th  penal ty ,  

and t h a t  j u r i e s  cont inue  t o  hand down dea th  sentences.  They a r e  w e l l  

represen ted  by J u s t i c e  Lewis F. Powel l ' s  assessment t h a t  " the  weight of 

t h e  evidence i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  pub l i c  gene ra l l y  has  n o t  accepted e i t h e r  

the  mora l i t y  o r  che s o c i a l  m e r i t  of t h e  views s o  p a s s i o n a t e l y  advocated 

by t h e  a r t i c u l a t e  spokesmen f o r  a b o l i t i o n .  113 I n  sum, looking t o  t h e  same 

1 
Examples of  t h e  p ro  'and .con p o s i t i o n s  can be found i n  Bedeau, 

1964; McCafferty, 1972; and S e l l i n ,  1967. 

2 
Furman v. Georgia, 92 S.  C t . ,  2726ff, 33 L. Ed., 2nd, 418. It 

was i n  t h i s  ca se  t h a t  t h e  Supreme Court  ru led  by a  f i v e  t o  four  vo t e  t h a t  
e x i s t i n g  laws and procedures  f o r  c a p i t a l  punishment were c r u e l  and unusual 
and thereby u n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l .  



sources  fo r  evidence, opponents and proponents come t o  d i ame t r i ca l l y  

oppos i t e  conclusions on the  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of t h e  death pena l ty .  

While hard evidence of God's opinion i s  unavai lable ,  t h e  American 

p u b l i c  has had i t s  opinion probed i n  a t  l e a s t  26 na t iona l  surveys s i n c e  

1936 ( s ee  Appendix 1: Uses and Question Wordings). When unava i l ab l e  

s t u d i e s  and v a r i a n t  ques t i on  wordings a r e  pruned from t h i s  l i s t ,  t h e r e  

remain 14 s t u d i e s  f o r  which marginals  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  (AIPO s t u d i e s  1936, 

59, 105, 522, 625, 704, 729, 746, 774, 839 and 846 and t h r e e  General 

S o c i a l  Surveys, GSS72, GSS73, and GSS74) and 10 s t u d i e s  f o r  which d a t a  

f i l e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  (AIPO s t u d i e s  522, 625, 704, 746, 774, 839, 846 and 

GSS72, GSS73, and GSS74). The marginal time s e r i e s  covers  t h e  f u l l  t ime 

span of 38 y e a r s ;  t h e  d a t a  f i l e  s e r i e s  spans 21 years  from 1953 t o  1974. 

I n  e i t h e r  case,  a  long and r i c h  v e i n  of d a t a  e x i s t s  t o  examine t r ends  i n  

pub l i c  opinion on c a p i t a l  punishment. 

To c a r r y  ou t  t h e  t r end  ana lys i s ,  c a t e g o r i c a l  l i n e a r  flow graph 

a n a l y s i s  has been employed. Linear  flow graph a n a l y s i s  t r a n s l a t e s  l i nea r  

equa t ions  i n t o  diagrams. There a r e  t h r e e  s imple conventions f o r  t r a n s -  

forming equa t ions  i n t o  graphs: (1) v a r i a b l e s  become p o i n t s ;  (2) c o e f f i c i -  

e n t s  a r e  connected t o  arrows t h a t  j o i n  p o i n t s ;  and (3)  cons t an t s  a r e  

a t t ached  t o  t h e  o r i g i n  of  unlabeled arrows merging wi th  a  va r i ab l e .  While 

l i n e a r  flow graphs a r e  simply v i s u a l  exp re s s ions  of equa t ions  and add no 

unique mathematical p r o p e r t i e s ,  they  a s s i s t  c a u s a l  in fe rences ,  he lp  t o  

so lve  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  and f a c i l i t a t e  mathematical c a l c u l a t i o n s .  Categori-  

c a l  l i n e a r  flow graph a n a l y s i s  ex tends  graph theory  t o  contingency t a b l e  

d a t a .  I n  t h i s  system, t h e  v a r i a b l e  va lues  a r e  c a t e g o r i c a l  p ropor t ions ,  

t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p ropor t i ons ,  and cons t an t s  a r e  

propor t ions  i n  a  non-base category on a  dependent v a r i a b l e  among those  

i n  t h e  base ca tegory  on a  p r i o r  v a r i a b l e .  (A base  ca tegory  i s  t h e  

a r b i t r a r i l y  s e l e c t e d  ca tegory  of  each v a r i a b l e  from which t h e  

d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p ropor t i ons  a r e  c a l c u l a t e d . )  The disadvantages of 

c a t e g o r i c a l  l i n e a r  flow graph a n a l y s i s  a r e  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  of  a r b i t r a r i l y  

s e l e c t i n g  b a s e  c a t e g o r i e s  and t h e  method's s t r o n g  a p p e t i t e  f o r  N ,  which 

r e s t r i c t s  t h e  number o f  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  can b e  used. I t s  advantages a r e  

t h a t  i t  permi ts  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  l i n e a r  f low graph a n a l y s i s  t o  c a t e -  
- - 

g o r i c a l  d a t a  without  level-of-measurement assumptions,  t h a t  it handles  
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i n t e r a c t i o n s  i n  a  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  manner, t h a t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  ex- 
" ?*+& *,. 
,%X +- 

;Y <g pressed i n  terms of r e a d i l y  u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p r o p o r t i o n s ,  

and t h a t  t h e  system i s  e s p e c i a l l y  congen ia l  t o  over- t ime a n a l y s i s .  
4 

Equipped w i t h  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  t o o l ,  we can now c o n s i d e r  t h e  

t r end  a n a l y s i s  of p u b l i c  op in ion .  The marg ina l  p o r p o r t i o n  opposing t h e  

d e a t h  p e n a l t y  i s  graphed i n  F i g u r e  1. The bottom l i n e  r e t a i n s  " d o n ' t  

knows" a s  a  c a t e g o r y  ( s e e  T a b l e  1-A); t h e  upper l i n e  i s  f i g u r e d  a f t e r  

t h e  " d o n ' t  knows" have been excluded ( s e e  Tab le  1-B). Examinat ion of 

t h e  graph shows t h a t  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment h a s  gone over  a  

s e r i e s  of peaks and v a l l e y s  s i n c e  1936. I n  t h e  l a t e  t h i r t i e s  a  b i t  over  

o n e - t h i r d  of t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  opposed t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y ;  i n  1953 t h i s  f e l l  

t o  28 p e r  c e n t .  T h i s  d r o p  may, however, be somewhat mis lead ing .  Two 

e v e n t s  i n  1953 probably  d e c r e a s e d  o p p o s i t i o n  t emporar i ly .  The f i r s t  was 

t h e  e x e c u t i o n  on June 1 9 t h )  a b o u t  f i v e  and a  h a l f  months b e f o r e  t h e  s u r -  

ve ry ,  of t h e  "atomic s p i e s "  E t h e l  and J u l i u s  Rosenberg. The second was 

t h e  kidnap-murder of s i x - y e a r  o l d  Bobby Greenlease  by C a r l  H a l l  and 

Bonnie Heady on October 7 th .  It i s  q u i t e  l i k e l y  t h a t  s t r o n g  p u b l i c  

approval  of c a p i t a l  punishment i n  t h e s e  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e s  d e p r e s s e d  t h e  

l e v e l  of o p p o s i t i o n  r e g i s t e r e d  i n  t h e  survey.  A f t e r  1953, o p p o s i t i o n  

a p p a r e n t l y  gained ground u n t i l ,  i n  1966, a  m a j o r i t y  opposed c a p i t a l p u n -  

ishment.  S ince  1966, t h e  t r e n d  i n  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment h a s  

been downward, and it h a s  f a l l e n  s h a r p l y  s i n c e  1971. O v e r a l l ,  t h e  mar- 

g i n a l ~  on c a p i t a l  punishment from 1936 t o  1974 i n d i c a t e  n o n - l i n e a r  change 

( s e e  S t a t i s t i c a l  A n a l y s i s  i n  T a b l e s  1-A and 1-B). 

! To g e t  a t  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h i s  n o n - l i n e a r  t r e n d ,  t h e  t ime  under 

s t u d y  was broken i n t o  p e r i o d s  o f  r i s i n g  o p p o s i t i o n  (1936-1966) and 

4 
For a  c o n c i s e  and c l e a r  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  l i n e a r  f low graphs  s e e  

Stinchcombe, 1968. On c a t e g o r i c a l  l i n e a r  f low g r a p h s ,  s e e  Davis ,  f o r t h -  
coming. On s p e c i a l  t e c h n i q u e s  f o r  h a n d l i n g  over-t ime changes ,  s e e  
Davis,  i n  p r e s s ,  and T a y l o r ,  1975. 

! 50ne i n d i c a t i o n  of t h e  impact  of t h e   ree en lease and Rosenberg 

i 
c a s e s  can b e  s e e n  i n  t h a t  i n  1937 o n l y  58 p e r  c e n t  o f  t h o s e  who suppor ted  
c a p i t a l  punishment favored  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  women, w h i l e  i n  1953, 
96 p e r  c e n t  d i d  ( s e e  E r s k i n e ,  1971: 298).  This  d r a m a t i c  rise probably  I r e s u l t s  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  two o f  t h e  f o u r  d e f e n d a n t s  i n  t h e  Greenlease  

1 and Rosenberg c a s e s  were  women. 





TABLE 1 - A  

I Da ta  

I Survey A I P O ~  ~ 1 ~ 0 5 9 ~  ~ 1 ~ 0 1 0 5 ~  ~ 1 ~ 0 5 2 2 '  AIP0625 AIP0704 ~ 1 ~ 0 7 2 9 ~  

4/36 11/36 11/37 11/53 3/60 2/65 7/66 I ::J_cent: 

I 
- -  Yes . . . . . 62.0 61.0 60 .O 63.8 52.7  45.4 42.0 

No . . . . .  33.0  39.0 33.0 25 . O  36.2 44.0 47 . O  

. D o n ' t  Know . 5 .0  j;d 7 . O  11.2  11.2  10.6 11.0 

I N . . . . . .  n . d .  n .  d .  n . d .  (1496) (2973) (1689) n . d .  

Survey AIP0746 AIP0774 AIP0839 AIP0846 GSS72 GSS73 GSS74 1 Date 6/67 1 /69  10171 2/72 3 /72  3 /73  3 174 

No . . . . .  36.7 40 .1  40.5 41.5 39 .3  34.8 31.8 

' Don't Know . 7 . 5  8 .6  10.3  7 .6  7 . 8  5 . O  5 . 1  

N . . . . . (1518) (1503) (1558) (1509) (1609) (1492) (1480) 

% i s s i n g  c a s e s  and no answers were excluded from t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t u d i e s :  
AIP0522 ( 2 ) ,  AIP0625 ( I ? ) ,  AIP0846 ( 4 ) ,  GSS72 ( 4 ) ,  GSS73 ( 1 2 ) ,  and GSS74 ( 4 ) .  

8 

b ~ a t a  from Hazel. E r s k i n e ,  "The P o l l s :  C a p i t a l  ~ u n i s h m e n t , "  P u b l i c  Opinion 
Q u a r t e r l y ,  LWIV (Summer, 1970) ,  290-307. There was no d a t a  ( n . d . )  on t h e  c u ~ b e r  o i  
cases ;  f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s ,  1 ,400 was used a s  t h e  number of c a s e s .  

C I I '  
The c a t e g o r i e s  " q u a l i f i e d  yes" and " q u a l i f i e d  no" were  grouped w i t h  t h e  

I don' t knows." 

I 
d ~ i g u r e s  probably  exc lude  " d o n ' t  knows . ' I  



TABLE 1-A--Continued 1 I 
- - 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis  
-- - 

Hypothesis Mode 1 x df P Decision - 
For per  cent :  - / 

Yes . . . . 1) No change = pooled 388.5 13 c .05  Reject  
2) Linear  change p = a - t b x  317.1 12 c .05  Reject 

F 

Reduction from 
81.4 1 c.05 Signif icant  , l i n e a r  t e m  

p = p o o l e d  279.9 13 c . 0 5  Reject  N O  . . . . 1) No change 
2) Linear  change p = a + b x  246.8 12 c.05 Reject  

Reduction from 
33.1 1 <-05 Signif icant  l i n e a r  term 

p = pooled 163.8 12 c .05 Reject Don't  know 1)  No change 
p = a = b x  167.9 11 c . 0 5  Reject  2) Linear  change 

Reduction from 
-4.1 1 > .05 Not s ig-  l i n e a r  term 

ni f icant  

F i n a l  Model 

Marginal propor t  i on  "Yes" : Non-linear change with s i g n i f i c a n t  
l i n e a r  component 

Marginal propor t ion  "No" : Non-linear change with s i g n i f i c a n t  
l i n e a r  component 

Marginal p ropor t ion  "Don't Know": Nan-linear change 

- 



. . 

TABLE 1 - B  

-- 

Data  

Survey AIPO ~ ~ p ~ 5 g ~  ~ 1 ~ 0 1 0 5 ~  ~ 1 ~ 0 5 2 2 '  AIP0625 AIP0704 ~ 1 ~ 0 7 2 9 ~  

Date 4/36 11/36 11/37 11/53 3/60 2/65 7/66 

f Per Cent 

i 
- -Yes .  . . . . 64.0 61.0 64.0 71.9 59.3 52.5 47.0 

No . . . . .  36.0 39.0 36.0 28.1 40.7 47.5  53.0 

N . . . . .  n.d. n.d. n.d. (1329) (2641) (1460) n.d. 

f 
Survey AIP0746 AIP0774 AIP0839 AIP0846 GSS72 GSS73 GSS74 

Date 6/67 1/69 10171 2/72 3 / 7 2  3 /73  3/74 

Per Cent 
Y e s .  . . . . 60.3 56.2 53.9 55.1 57.7  63.4 66.5 

No . . . . . 39.7 43.8 46.1 44.9 42.6 36.6 33.5 

N . . . . . (1403) (1373) (1394) (1394) (1484) (1417) (1404) 

S t a t i s t i c a l  A n a l y s i s  

Hypothesis  Mode 1 x d f P Dec i s ion  
2 

For per c e n t  No: 
1) No change p = pooled 317.0 1 3  <.05 R e j e c t  
2) L inear  change p = a + bx 273,O 1 2  <.05 R e j e c t  

Reducat ion from 
l i n e a r  t e r m  44.0 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  - 

i F i n a l  Model 
f 

t Marginal  Propor t i o n  "No" : Non-linear change w i t h  s i g n i f i c a n t  

I l i n e a r  component 

a Missing c a s e s  and no answers were e c luded  from t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t u d i e s ,  
i "~0522 ( 2 ) )  ATP0625 (12) ,  AIP0846 ( 4 ) )  GSS72 (4) ,  GSS73 (12) ,  and G S S ~ ~  (4) .  

b ~ a t a  from Erskine ,  " C a p i t a l  Punishment." No d a t a  (n .d . )  a v a i l a b l e  on 
"umber of c a s e s .  For s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  1350 was used a s  t h e  number of c a s e s .  

{ 



TABLE 1-C 

CHANGE I N  PROPORTION "NO", "DON' T KNOWS" EXCLUDED 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analys is  

Period Hypothesis Model x df P Decis ion 

1936- 1 )  No change p = pooled 237.4 9 <,05 Rejec t  
1966 2) Linear  change p = a + b x  172.3 8 <.05 Rejec t  

Reduct ion  from 
l i n e a r  term 65.1 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  

1966- 1)  No change p = pooled 147.9 7 <.05 Rejec t  
19 74 2) Linear  change p = a + bx 85.0 6 <.05 Re jec t  

Reduction from 
l i n e a r  term 62.9 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  

1971- 1)  No change p = pooled 71,3 4 <.05 Rejec t  
19 74 2) Linear  change p = a + b x  6.5 3 >.05 Accept 

F i n a l  Model 

Marginal p ropor t ion  "No" (1936-66): Non-linear change wi th  s i g n i f i c a n t  
l i n e a r  component 

Marginal p ropor t ion  "No" (1966-74): Non-linear change wi th  s i g n i f i c a n t  
l i n e a r  component 

Marginal p ropor t ion  "No" (1971-74): 3.79 - .0467 (Year - 1900) 



f a l l i n g  o p p o s i t i o n  (1966-1974). For bo th  of t h e s e  p e r i o d s  t h e  t r e n d s  
-. 

were s t i l l  found t o  be n o n - l i n e a r  ( s e e  Tab le  1-C), Only f o r  t h e  y e a r s  

1971-1974 was a  d e f i n i t e  l i n e a r  t r e n d  e v i d e n t  ( s e e  Tab le  1 - C ) .  I n  both 

pe r iods ,  however, t h e  d e g r e e  of l i n e a r i t y  was much h i g h e r  t h a n  it had 

been f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  p e r i o d  (1936-1974). I n  b r i e f ,  t h e  t r e n d  i n  opposi-  

t i o n  s i n c e  1936 cannot  be  s imply d e f i n e d  a s  an inverFed-V w i t h  i t s  apex 

i n  1966, b u t  t h e s e  p e r i o d s  o f  r i s i n g  and f a l l i n g  o p p o s i t i o n  a r e  a  major 

f e a t u r e  o f  t h e  38 y e a r s  o f  change. 

One l a s t  n o t a b l e  f e a t u r e  from t h e  marg ina l s  i s  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  

h i g h  l e v e l  o f  "don ' t  know" responses .  Over t ime, t h e y  average  ,079 of 

a l l  r e s p o n s e s  (miss ing c a s e s  exc luded) .  This l e v e l  i s  above t h a t  found 

on o t h e r  g e n e r a l  o p i n i o n  q u e s t i o n s ,  and i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  peop le  f i n d  t h i s  
6  

a  d i f f i c u l t  q u e s t i o n  t o  t a k e  s i d e s  on. This  d i f f i c u l t y  p robab ly  stems 

from t h e  g r a v i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  invo lved .  The r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  l e v e l  of 

"don ' t  knows" may a l s o  h e l p  t o  account  f o r  some of t h e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  

t h e  marginals ,  s i n c e  t h e  same f o r c e s  t h a t  c r e a t e  a  l a r g e  number o f  unde- 

c i d e d  peop le  may produce a  low l e v e l  of c e r t i t u d e  among t h o s e  who t a k e  

s i d e s .  I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  o p i n i o n  o f  many people  may be t e n t a t i v e  and 

f l u i d  r a t h e r  t h a n  a b s o l u t e  and f i x e d .  

T h i s  n o t i o n  of a  l o o s e l y  anchored swing group r e c e i v e s  s u p p o r t  

from s e v e r a l  q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  have exp lored  t h e  i n t e n s i t y  of f e e l i n g s  on 

c a p i t a l  punishment ( s e e  Appendix 2: Q u e s t i o n s  R e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  Reasons and 

Condi t ions  f o r  Suppor t ing  o r  Opposing C a p i t a l  Punishment).  About a  f i f t h  

o f  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  i n  1968 and 1973 a b s o l u t e l y  opposed t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y :  

18 p e r  c e n t  would never  v o t e  f o r  t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y ,  16 p e r  c e n t  would 

never  app ly  i t  t o  f i r s t  d e g r e e  murders ,  and 16 per  c e n t  would never  con- 

v i c t  a  pe rson  who would a u t o m a t i c a l l y  r e c e i v e  t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y  ( s e e  

q u e s t i o n s  A, F, and G ) .  Around 30 p e r  c e n t  s t r o n g l y  favored  i t s  u s e  

w i t h  28 p e r  c e n t  who would u s e  i t  f o r  a l l  f i r s t  d e g r e e  murders and 39 

6  
The p r o p o r t i o n  o f  " d o n ' t  know" r e s p o n s e s  on c a p i t a l  punishment 

f o r  t h e  t h r e e  General  S o c i a l  Surveys  (1972, 1973, 1974) averaged .060. 
The p r o p o r t i o n  of " d o n ' t  knows" on 1 3  o t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  asked yes /no  
r e s p o n s e s  on c o n c r e t e  domes t ic  p o l i c i e s  ( i n c l u d i n g  i t e m s  on gun r e g i s -  
t r a t i o n ,  t h e  l e g a l i z a t i o n  o f  mar i juana ,  w i r e t a p p i n g ,  s c h o o l  busing,  
d i v o r c e  laws, sex  educa t ion ,  b i r t h  c o n t r o l  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  and  a b a r t i o n s )  
was .036. A  s i m i l a r  d i f f e r e n c e  a p p e a r s  t o  e x i s t  on G a l l u p  surveys .  



per  c e n t  who could always vo t e  f o r  convic t ion  i n  cases  ca r ry ing  an 

automatic dea th  pena l ty  ( s ee  ques t ions  F and G ) .  The remaining 50 per 

cen t  be l i eve  i n  t h e  cond i t i ona l  o r  s e l e c t i v e  use of t he  dea th  pena l ty .  

A 1973 Har r i s  survey o f f e r s  f u r t h e r  i l l u s t r a t i o n :  59 per c e n t  supported 

t he  dea th  penal ty ,  10 per cen t  were undecided, and 31 per cen t  opposed 

the  pena l ty .  Here, 28 per  cen t  would always use t h e  dea th  pena l ty  f o r  

f i r s t  degree murder, 56 per  cen t  would use  i t  s e l e c t i v e l y  ( i nc lud ing  

t h e  "don ' t  knows"), and 16 per  cen t  would never use  i t .  Assuming t h a t  
- 

a l l  of t h e  "never-use- i t"  group were opponents and t h a t  a l l  of t he  

"always-use-it" group were proponents: then  of t h e  59 per cen t  who 

favored c a p i t a l  punishment, 28 per c e n t  were u n i v e r s a l i s t s  and 31 per  

c e n t  were c o n d i t i o n a l i s t s  ( t h e  10 per  c e n t  undecided were a l l  cond i t i on -  

a l i s t s ) , a n d  of t h e  31 per c e n t  opposed t o  t h e  dea th  penal ty ,  15 per c e n t  

were c o n d i t i o n a l i s t s  and 16 per cen t  w e r e  t o t a l  a b o l i t i o n i s t s .  This  i n -  

d i c a t e s  t h a t  a  l a r g e  propor t ion  of both proponents and opponents a r e  

n e i t h e r  t o t a l l y  i n  favor  of  nor t o t a l l y  opposed t o  t h e  dea th  pena l ty .  

Having examined t h e  change i n  t h e  marginals  on c a p i t a l  punish- 

ment, the-next+-t-ep--is t o a n a l y z e  t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  independent v a r i -  

a b l e s  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment during t h e  yea r s  from 1953 t o  1974 f o r  which 

d a t a  f i l e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e .  I n spec t ion  of t h e  d a t a  f i l e s  revea led  t h a t  

over-time a n a l y s i s  of t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  fol lowing demographic 

v a r i a b l e s  and c a p i t a l  punishment was p o s s i b l e :  sex, race,  r e l i g i o n ,  

. cohort ,  income, educat ion,  and p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  a f f i l i a t i o n .  

Turning t o  bas i c s  f i r s t ,  F igure  2  graphs t h e  sex  d i f f e r e n t i a l  on 

c a p i t a l  punishment. The graph i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  women a r e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  more 

opposed t o  t h e  d e a t h  pena l ty  than a r e  men. This  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  cons tan t -  

over t ime and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  p ropor t i ons  averages . I15 ( i .e . ,  pooled 

over a l l  surveys,  th: p iopo r t i on  of women express ing  oppos i t i on  t o  

c a p i t a l  punishment minus t h e  p ropor t i on  of  men r e g i s t e r i n g  oppos i t i on  

equa ls  .115; s e e  Table  2 ) .  Both t he  d i r e c t i o n  of t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  and . - 
i t s  cons i s t ency  can  be expla ined  by d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  s o c i a l i z a t i o n  

processes  of g i r l s  and boys (Watson, 1965: 433-36; and Phelps and Aust in ,  

1975; t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  a l s o  mani fes t s  i t s e l f  on war i s s u e s ,  s e e  Mueller,  

1973: 146-47). Rac i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between wh i t e s  and b lacks  a r e  shown i n  
-. 
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TABLE 2 

SEX DIFFERENCES 

Data -- 

Survey 

Date 

Per Cent No: 

Male . . . . . 22.6 36.3 41.6 34.1 36.2 
(656) (1289) (754) (710) (698) 

Female . . . . 33.6 45.0 56.9 45.5 51.7 
(6 70) (1350) (756) (693) (675) 

- -- 

Survey AIP0830 AIP0846 GSS72 GSS73 GSS74 

Date 10171 2/72 3/72 3/73 3/74 

Per Cent No: 

Male . . . , . 39.3 40.9 34.9 29.7 29.6 
(707) (700) (765) (669) (668) 

Female . . . . 53.1 49.0 49.7 42.8 37.1 
(687) . (694) (719) (748) (736) 

-- - 

Statistical Analysis 

Category Differences 
(Base = Male) Hypothesis Mode 1 P Decision 

Female 1) No difference d = 0 231.0 10 <. 05 Reject 
2) Constant 

difference d = C 12.7 9 >. 05 Accept 

i Final Model 

Female : 



Figure 3. A t  a l l  time po in t s ,  b lacks  have been more opposed t o  t he  

dea th  pena l ty  than whi tes .  Each group has gene ra l l y  followed t h e  

n a t i o n a l  t rends ,  but  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  has  no t  beel jconstant :  s i n c e  

1953 the  gap has been widening a t  an average of about 1 per  cen t  a  

year  ( see  Table  3 ) .  The d i r e c t i o n  of  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  e a s i l y  under- - 
stood i n  l i g h t  of the  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  app l i ca t i on  of  t h e  dea th  pena l ty  

t o  blacks (Wolfgang and Riedel ,  1973). The widening of t h e  gap might 

w e l l  be a  r e s u l t  of t h e  c i v i l  r i g h t s  movement, which increased  b lack  

s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  such i n e q u a l i t i e s .  

F igure  4 shows t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between P r o t e s t a n t s  and Ca tho l i c s  
- .  

on c a p i t a l  punishment. Ca tho l i c s  have f a i r l y  c o n s i s t e n t l y  r e g i s t e r e d  

l e s s  suppor t  f o r  t he  a b o l i t i o n  of  c a p i t a l  punishment than  P r o t e s t a n t s ,  

a l though t h e  percentage d i f f e r e n c e  has  never exceeded -8, and has  

averaged only  -.042 ( s e e  Table  4 ) .  The reason  fo r  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  

obscure, bu t  i t  i s  worth no t ing  t h a t  many P r o t e s t a n t  demoninations have 

taken o f f i c i a l  p o s i t i o n s  aga ins  t h e  dea th  pena l ty  ( S e l l i n ,  1967: 121-22). 

F igure  5 shows cohor t  d i f f e r e n c e s  on c a p i t a l  punishment. , There 

has  never been a  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  middle cohor t  and 

e i t h e r  t h e  young o r  o ld  cohor t s .  The new cohort ,  however, has  c o n s i s t e n t l y  

been more opposed t o  c a p i t a l  punishment than  any of t h e  o lde r  cohor t s .  

S ince  t h e  emergence of t h e  new cohor t  i n  t h e  1965 survey, t h e  new and 

middle cohor t s  have d i f f e r e d  by an  average of . lo6  ( s ee  Table  6 ) .  This  

d i f f e r e n c e  seems t o  be a  t r u e  cohor t  e f f e c t  ( r a t h e r  t han  an age d i f f e r -  

ence) s i n c e  t h e  young cohor t  i n  1953 and 1960 d i d  n o t  show a  s i m i l a r  

d i f f e r ence ,  and because t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  has  no t  changed a s  t h e  new cohor t  

has  aged. 

F igure  6  shows t h e  income d i f f e r e n t i a l  on c a p i t a l  punishment. 

For t h e  abbreviated t ime pe r iod  f o r  which d a t a  i s  a v a i l a b l e  (1965-1974), 

t h e r e  has  been a  cons t an t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between low income and oppos i t i on  

t o  t h e  dea th  penal ty .  The d2 f f e r ences  i n  propor t ions  between t h e  middle 

and wealthy groups and t h e  l e s s  w e l l  o f f  have been .066 and . I00  r e s -  

pec t ive ly .  This d i f f e r e n c e  most probably r e f l e c t s  a  g r e a t e r  i n t e r e s t  i n  

o rde r  by t h e  economically s ecu re  groups, a s  we l l  a s  a  b e l i e f  among t h e  
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TABLE 3 

- - 
Data  

i Survey 

Date 

' Per Cent No: 

Whites . . . . 27.6 38.8 47.6 38.8 41.8 
(1226) (2324) (1314) (1269) (1262) 

Blacks . . . . 36.0 54.2 66.7 51.8 66.7 
(89) (308) (135) (83) (96) 

Survey 

Date 

. Per Cent No: 

Whites . . . . 43.6 42.1  37 .,6 33.0 30.2 
(1262) (1263) (1245) (1238) (1240) 

Blacks . . . . 72.5 71.8 68.1 61.7 60.1 
(120) (131) (235) (167) (158) 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Ana lys i s  

Category D i f f e r e n c e  Hypothes i s  Model (Base = Whites) 
X 

2 
d f P D e c i s i o n  

Blacks 1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 361.6 1 0  <.05 R e j e c t  
2) Cons tan t  

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c  32.2 9 * 
3)  L inear  change 

i n d i f f e r e n c e  d =  a + b x  3.9 8 >.05 Accept 
Reduct ion from 

l i n e a r  change 28.3 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  

F i n a l  Model 

Blacks : - .53 + .0112 (Year - 1900) 

a Those who were n e i t h e r  w h i t e s  n o r  b l a c k s  were  excluded.  





TABLE 4  
-. 

Data 

Survey 

Date 

Per Cent No: 

P ro t e s t an t s  . 29.7 
(930) 

Cathol ics  . . . 22.1 
(307) 

Survey AIP0839 

Date 10/71 

Per  Cent No: 

P r o t e s t a n t s  . . 44.0 
(897) 

Cathol ics  . . . 47.5 
(356) 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis 

Category Dif fe rence  Hypothesis 
(Base = Pro te s t an t s )  

Model X 
2 

d  f  P  Decis ion 

Cathol ics  1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d  = 0 35.6 10 * 
2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d  = c  14.5 9  >.05 Accept 
Reduction from 

cons t an t  term 21.1 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  

- kina1  Model 

Cathol ics :  d = -. 042 0 = .009 

a  
Those who were n e i t h e r  P r o t e s t a n t  nor Cathol ics  were excluded. 





TABLE 5 

COHORT DIFFERENCES~ 

Data  

Survey AIPO5 2 2 AIP06 25 AIP0704 AIP0746 AIPO 7 74 

Date 11 /53  3 160 2/65 6767 1/69 

Per Cent No: 

N e w . .  . . . - - 55.1  46.2 49.2 

(156) (199) (242) 

Young . . . . 26.5 38.7 47.6 38.7 43.6 
(294) (852) (532) (468) (447) 

Middle . . . 27.2 40.9 46.9 40.3 44.9 
(526) (925) (450) (424) (421) 

O l d . .  . .  . 30.0 42.7 52.6 36.6 36.4 
(504) (832) (342) (287) (247) 

Survey AIP0839 AIP0846 GSS72 GSS73 

Date 10171 2/72 3 /72  3/73 

Per  Cent No: 

N e w . .  . . . 54 .1  52.3 51.6 46.7 
(414) (463) (473) (467) 

Young . . . . 44.3 42.5 38.3 33.3 
(386) (386) (405) (408) 

Middle . . . 43.0 40.5 37.1  32.0 28.3 
(335) (338) (404) (375) (336) 

O l d . .  . . .  40.3  39.0 39.6 26.4 31.3 
(221) (200) (197) (163) (176) 

S t a t i s t i c a l  A n a l y s i s  

Category D i f f e r e n c e  Hypothesis ~ o d e l  
(Base = Middle) 

:. 2 
x d f P D e c i s i o n  

New 1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 74.0 8 <.05 R e j e c t  
2) Constant  

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 6.9 7 >.05 Accept 
Young 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 3.7 10 >.05 Accept  
Old 1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 12.2  10 >.05 Accept 

F i n a l  Model 
New: d = . l o 6  = .013 
Young: d = 0 
Old: d = O  

a 
The o l d  c o h o r t  was born i n  1906 o r  e a r l i e r ,  t h e  middle  c o h o r t  was born 

between 1907 and 1923, t h e  young cohor t  was born from 1924 t o  1939, and t h e  new 
. - -  - - . . . . - - - - - -  -; - -.- 





TABLE 6 

- - 
D a t a  

Survey AIP0704 AIP0746 AIP0774 AIP0839 AIP0846 GSS72 GSS73 GSS74 

Date 2/65 6/67 1/69 10171 2/72 3/72 3 /73  3 /74  

Per Cent: 

LOW . . . 53.8 46.8 46.2 50.9 49.2 52.9 43.8 39.5 
(403) (417) (403) (381) (386) (399) (402) (387) 

Medium . 47.2 37.2 44 .1  46.2 44.8 39.4 34.4 32.9 
(513) (611) (533) (5 24) (536) (526) (567) (495) 

High. . . 45.6 35.9 41.5 41.1 62.0 36.6 32.0 28.4 
(544) (359) (422) (453) (443) (435) (353) (412) 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Ana lys i s  

Category D i f f e r e n c e  Hypothesis  Mode 1 
(Base = Low) 

X 
2 

d f P D e c i s i o n  

Medium 

High 

1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 43.5 8 >.05 R e j e c t  
2) Constant  

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 11.4 7 >.05 Accept  
1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 75.7 8 <.05 R e j e c t  
2) Cons tan t  

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 7.2 7 <.05 Accept 

- - 

F i n a l  Model 

Medium: -. 066 = .012 
High : -. 100 = .012 

a Income was c o l l a p s e d  i n t o  t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  approximately  e q u a l  s i z e .  
To a c h i e v e  t h i s  t h e  fo l lowing  c u t s  were  made: 

Categ 'or ies  
Surveys Low Medium High 
AIP0704 t o  $3,999 $4,000-6,999 $7,000 + 



poorer group of c l a s s  i n e q u i t i e s  i n  t h e  j u d i c a l  system i n  general ,  and -. 

t h e  punishment of c a p i t a l  crimes i n  p a r t i c u l a r  (Wald, 1971; Overby, 1971). 

Figure 7 p r e s e n t s  t h e  educa t iona l  d i f f e r e n c e s  on c a p i t a l  punish- 

ment. The graph and d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  high school  gradua tes  r e g i s t e r  

t h e  l e a s t  support  f o r  a b o l i t i o n ,  t h a t  t he  less-.educated a r e  more i n  

favor  of  a b o l i t i o n  (by an  average of .038 over t h e  h igh  school  gradua tes ) ,  

and t h a t  t h e  co l lege-educa ted  favor a b o l i t i o n  t h e  most (by an average o f  

.061 over t h e  h igh  school  gradua tes ) .  S ince  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  seemed 

r a t h e r  cur ious,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was reexamined wi th  income introduced 

a s  a  c o n t r o l  v a r i a b l e .  On t h e  e i g h t  s t u d i e s  where t h i s  was poss ib le ,  t h e  

- -- pooled zero-order  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  less-educated and h igh  school  

gradua tes  was .040; between t h e  col lege-educated and h igh  school  gradua tes  

i t  was .061; between t h e  middle and poorer income group i t  was -.066; and 

between t h e  w e a l t h i e r  and poorer  income group i t  was -0100. With income 

introduced a s  an i n t e r v e n i n g  va r i ab l e ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  l e s s -  

educated and h igh  school  gradua tes  disappeared and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between 

t h e  col lege-educated and t h e  h igh  school  gradua tes  i nc reased  t o  .073. 

N e t  o f  educat ion,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  middle and poor income 

g roups . ro se  t o  -.076, and t h e  weal thy t o  poor d i f f e r e n c e  became -. 134 

I n  b r i e f ,  income was c r e a t i n g  a  spur ious  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  l e s s -  

educated and h igh  school  graduates ,  wh i l e  sup re s s ing  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between t h e  co l lege-educa ted  and high school  gradua tes ,  and between t h e  

middle and weal thy groups and t h e  less w e l l  o f f .  

I n  F igure  8, p a r t y  d i f f e r e n c e s  on c a p i t a l  punishment a r e  shown: 

Democrats show t h e  g r e a t e s t  oppos i t i on  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment; t h e  

Independents are less o p p o s e d ; a d  t h e  Republicans a r e  t h e  l e a s t  opposed. 

The Republican-Democrat d i f f e r e n c e  has  n o t  been cons tan t ,  however, but 

h a s  been widening a t  a  r a t e  o f  .049 a  yea r  ( s e e  Table  9).  This  p a r t y  

d i f f e r e n c e  appears  t o  r e f l e c t  l i b e r a l - c o n s e r v a t i v e  i d e o l o g i c a l  cleavage 

on t h i s  i s sue .  I n  1974 a t  l e a s t ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between conserva t ives  

and l i b e r a l s  was g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h a t  between Republ icans and Democrats 

(see Table  10). 
7  

7 ~ l s o  on t h i s  po in t ,  see Zeisel, 1968: 19-24. 





TABLE 7 

EDUCATIONAL DIFFERENCES 

Data 

Survey AIP05 22 AIP0625 AIP0704 AIP0746 AIPO 7 74 
Date 11/53 3/60 2/65 6/67 1/69 

Per Cent: 

Less than 
High School 

High School 
Graduate 

College 

Survey 

Date 

Per  Cent: 

Less than 47.8 43.9 44.5 
High School 

34.2 
(471) 

32.2 
(506) (580) (511) 

High School 
(475) 

43.2 43.6 
Graduate 

39.9 
(530) 

35.7 28.6 
(491) (467) (460) (469) 

College 47.9 47.5 43.0 
(386) 

40.3 40.0 
(394) (433) (442) (45 7) 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analys is  

Category Dif fe rence  
Hypothesis Model X 

2 
(Base = High School) d f  P Decision 

Less than 1)  N o  Di f fe rence  d = o 24.5 10 * 
High School 2) Constant 

. d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 7.4 9 >.05 Accept 
Reduct i on  from 

cons t an t  term 
College 1) NO d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 17.1 

1 <-05 S i g n i f i c a n t  
52.4 10 c.05 Rejec t  

2) Constant 
d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 17.8 9 * 

Fina l  Model 

Less than High School:d=.038 (T= .009 
College: d=.061 (T= .010 



Survey AIP0704 AIP0746 AIP0774 AIP0839 

Date 2/65 6/67 1/69 10171 

Low Med. High Low Med. High Low Med. High Low Med. High 

PerCent_No: 

Less than 53.8 50.9 39.3 49.3 36.8 29.4 46.8 50.8 24.5 50.8 50.0 27.8 
High School (290) (220) (122) (274) (201) (51) (252) (191) (53) (236) (168) (54) 

High School 54.9 37.9 46.3 40.8 33.3 36.5 42.3 38.2 40.1 52.7 41.5 40 .0 !  
Graduate (91) (206) (214) (98) (273) (137) (104) (220) (162) (91) (248) (180) 

College 50.0 60.0 48.6 47.6 45.2 37 , l  53.5 44.5 46.9 47.1 51.9 45.2 
(20) (85) (208) (42) (135) (170) (43) (119) (207) (51) (106) (219) 

Survey AIP0846 GSS72 GSS73 SS74 

Date 2/72 3/72 3/73 3/74 

Low Med, High Low Med. High Low Med. High Low Med. Hiph 
! 

P e r  Cent No: 

Less than 48.3 42.2 3 6 . 1 . 5 1 . 4  38.2 37.0 38.4 29.4 26.9 34.2 28.0 25.4 
High School (238) (187) (72) (251) (191) (92) (237) (177) (52) (222) (150) ( 5 9 )  

High School 48.9 45.0 39.3 52.2 37.5 34.3 53.3 33.9 26.5 34.5 32.5 20.7 
Graduate (92) (220) (168) (92) (200) (137) (92) (227) (117) (87) (200) (145) 

College 50.9 48.1 46.3 60.7 43.9 37.9 50.0 40.0 37.0 60.3 38.9 34.6 
(53) (129) (203) (56) (132) (206) (72) (160) (184) (78) (144) (208) 



TABLE 8-"Continued 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis  

Category Di f f e rence  
(Base = High School and Low) Hypothesis Model . X 

2 
d f P Decision 

Less than  High School 1) No d i f f e r e n c e  
2) Constant d i f f e r e n c e  

Reduction from 
cons t an t  term 

Not 
S i g n i f i c a n t  

College 1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  
2) Constant d i f f e r e n c e  

Reduction from 
cons t an t  term 

Accept . , 

S i g n i f i c a n t  

Medium 

High 

1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  
2) Constant d i f f e r e n c e  

Reduction from 
cons t an t  term 

Accept 

S i g n i f i c a n t  

Rejec t  
Accept 

1) No d i f f e r e n c e  
2) Constant d i f f e r e n c e  

- -  - -  

F i n a l  Model ! 

Less than  High School: d  = 0 
College : d = .073 a = .012 

Medium: d = -.076 a = .012 
High : d = - .I34 a = .014 





TABLE '9 

-- 

Data 

Survey 

Date 

Per Cent No: 

Republican 

Independent 

Democrat 

Survey 

Date 

Per  Cent No: , 

Republican 

Independent 

Democrat 

AIP0839 AIP0846 GSS72 GSS 73 GSS74 

10/71 2/72 3/72 3/73 3/74 

- -- 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis  

Category Dif fe rence  
(Base. = Democrat) Hypothesis Model X 

2 
d f P Decision 

Republican 1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 119,O 10 <.05 Reject  
2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 17.3 9 * 
3) Linear change 

i n d i f f e r e n c e  d = a + b x  616 8 >.05 Accept 
Reduction from 

l i n e a r  term 10.7 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  
Independent 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 19.7 10 -k 

2) Constant 
d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 11.7 9 >.05 Accept 

Reduction from 
cons tan t  term 8.0 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  

F i n a l  Model 
Republican: d = 0.21 - .0047 (Year - 1900) 
Independent: d = -.027 a = ,010 

 embers of t h i r d  p a r t i e s  a r e  excluded. 



. - 

TABLE 10 

i COMPARISON OF PARTY AND IDEOLOGY DIFFERENCES 

Data - 

Survey 

I Date 

i 
I 

Democrat. Independent Republican L ibe ra l  Moderate Conservat ive 

I Per  Cent No: 37.6 34.9 
(585) (433) 

i 
1 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis  

? Category Di f f e r ence  
(Base = Democrat, Hypothesis Model x 

2 t d f P Decis ion  
! L i b e r a l )  
1 

i Independent 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 .08 1 >.05 Accept 
Republican 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 21.5 1 <.OS Rejec t  

I Moderate 1) No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 27.5 1 <.05 Re jec t  
Conservat ive 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 41.0 1 <.05 Re jec t  

F i n a l  Model 

P a r t y  

Independents :  d = 0 
Republican: d = - .I45 

Ideology 

Moderate: d = -.I67 0 = .032 
Conservat ive:  d = -.212 0 = -033 



I n  t he  foregoing ana lys i s ,  c a p i t a l  punishment was found t o  be 

assoc ia ted  with each of t.he independent demographic v a r i a b l e s  t e s t ed .  

Constant d i f f e r ences  were found f o r  ca t egor i e s  of sex, r e l i g i o n ,  cohort ,  

income, and education. Linear  d i f f e r ences  were discovered f o r  ca t egor i e s  

of r ace  and f o r  the  Republican-Democrat d i f f e r e n c e  among p o l i t i c a l  

p a r t i e s .  With these  over- t ime r e l a t i o n s h i p s  e s t ab l i shed ,  i t  i s  now 

poss ib l e  t o  consider  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  con t r ibu t ion  of t h e s e  independent 

v a r i a b l e s  t o  the  marginal changes on c a p i t a l  punishment. Two f a c t o r s  

must be considered: f i r s t ,  t h e  d i f f e r ences  i n  propor t ions  on the  depen- 

dent  v a r i a b l e  among t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  of t h e  independent v a r i a b l e s  (which 

have a l ready  been in spec t ed ) ;  and second, t h e  marginal s h i f t s  over time 

i n  t h e  propor t ion  of c a s e s  i n  t h e  ca t egor i e s  of t h e  independent va r i ab l e .  
- .  

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e s e  two f a c t o r s  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table 11-8. 

I f  t h e r e  i s  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between an independent and a  dependent v a r i -  

a b l e  (i .e. ,  i f  d  = 0), then  t h e  independent v a r i a b l e  w i l l  no t  con t r ibu te  

t o  o r  he lp  exp la in  any of  t h e  change i n  t he  dependent v a r i a b l e  r ega rd l e s s  

of whether o r  no t  t h e r e  a r e  marginal s h i f t s  ( see  c e l l s  A and B, Table 11-A). 

Likewise, i f  t h e r e  i s  a  s t a b l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  independent and 

dependent v a r i a b l e s  (i .e. ,  d  = c) and no marginal s h i f t s ,  t h e r e  w i l l  be 

no e f f e c t s  of t h e  independent v a r i a b l e  on the  change i n  t h e  dependent 

v a r i a b l e  ( s ee  c e l l  C ) .  However, i f  a  cons tan t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  e x i s t s  and 

t h e r e  a r e  marginal s h i f t s ,  t hen  t h e  independent v a r i a b l e  w i l l  he lp  t o  

exp la in  t h e  change i n  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  ( s e e  c e l l  D). When t h e r e  i s  

l i n e a r  change over time i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  independent and 

dependent va r i ab l e s ,  t h e  independent con t r ibu te s  t o  t h e  change i n  t h e  

dependent v a r i a b l e  whether o r  no t  t h e r e  a r e  changes i n  t h e  marginals  of 

t h e  independent v a r i a b l e  ( s ee  c e l l s  E and F). I n  b r i e f ,  by cons ider ing  

bo th  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between an independent and a  dependent v a r i a b l e  and 

t h e  marginal changes of t h e  independent va r i ab l e ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  t e s t  

whether t h i s  v a r i a b l e  has  con t r ibu ted  t o  t h e  marginal changes i n  t he  de- 

' penden t  v a r i a b l e  (cases  D, E, F) o r  has  had no e f f e c t  on t h e  observed 

changes (cases  A, B, C), 

This  scheme has  been app l i ed  t o  t h e  independent v a r i a b l e s  examined 

above. Table 1 1 - B  shows t h a t  sex, r e l i g i o n ,  and income have no e f f e c t  on 



TABLE 1 1 - A  

TYPOLOGY FOR TESTING CONTRIBUTION OF INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLE ON CHANGE I N  DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

Marginals  of 

D i f f e r e n c e s  i n  P r o p o r t i o n s :  

1) No d i f f e r e n c e  (d = 0) 

2) Cons tan t  d i f f e r e n c e  (d = c )  

Independent  V a r i a b l e  7 

3)  L i n e a r  change i n  d i f f e r e n c e  
(d = a + bx) 

1) No change 

A 

2) Change 

B 



TABLE 1 1 - B  

TESTING THE CONTRIBUTION OF SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC 
VARIABLES TO CHANGE ON CAPITAL PUNSIHMENT 

Var i ab l e  Over Time Dif fe rence  Marginal S h i f t s  
i n  Proport ions Over Time Case 

Sex: - 
Female vs .  Male 

a 
Race : - 

Black vs.  White d = -.53 + ,0122 .045 
(Year - 1900) 

Rel ig ion :  

Ca tho l i c  vs .  P r o t e s t a n t  
- .  Cohort : 

New vs.  Middle 

Young vs .  Middle 

Old v s .  Middle 

Education: b 

0-11 vs .  High School 

Col lege vs.  High School 
C 

Income : 

Middle vs.  Low 

High vs.  Low 

Pa r ty :  

Republican vs .  
Democrat 

Independent v s ,  
Democrat 

d = 0.21 - .0047 -. 080 
(Year - 1900) 

* 
Not s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  .05 l e v e l .  

a The small  g a i n  i n  t h e  p ropor t i on  of blacks i s  an a r t i f a c t  of sampling 

v a r i a t i o n .  The censuses  f o r  1950 and 1970 show l e s s  t h a n  a one percent  ga in  
f o r  a d u l t  blacks.  

b ~ h e n  income i s  c o n t r o l l e d  t h e  0 = l l  vs .  High School d i f f e r e n c e  becomes 
0 and thus  a type  "B" case .  

c By c u t t i n g  i n c o m e i n t o  equa l  t h i r d s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of marginal s h i f t s  

was el iminated.  I f  f i x e d  d o l l a r  v a l u e  had been used t h e r e  would have been 
marginal  s h i f t s  and income would be a type I'D" case.  



t h e  changes i n  c a p i t a l  punishment, and t h a t  race,  cohort ,  education, 

and p a r t y  a l l  p lay  a  r o l e .  With t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e s e  change 

v a r i a b l e s  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a  causa l  model t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  

observed change i n  t h e  c a p i t a l  punishment marginals.  
8 

For t h e  sake of c l a r i t y  two r e l a t i v e l y  uncomplicated four-  

v a r i a b l e  models were t e s t e d .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  model, t h e  p r i o r  v a r i a b l e  i s  

time; t h e  i n t e rven ing  v a r i a b l e s  a re ,  f i r s t ,  cohort  and, next ,  p a r t y  

prefe rence ;  and t h e  f i n a l  dependent v a r i a b l e  i s  c a p i t a l  punishment. 

This  model i s  presented i n  a  f low graph i n  Figure 9 and t h e  accompany- 

i n g  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  i s  i n  Table  12-A. S t a r t i n g  a t  t h e  l e f t  s ide ,  

t h e  graph t r a n s l a t e s  a s  fol lows.  The terms f eed ins  i n t o  t h e  cohor t  

c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  t h e i r  marginal  changes from 1953 t o  1974. Flowing out  

from t h e  cohort  c a t e g o r i e s  t o  t h e  p a r t y  ca t ego r i e s  a r e  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  propor t ions  between c o h o r t s  on p a r t y  preference.  The d u a l  arrows 

from t h e  new cohor t  t o  Republican r ep re sen t  t he  f a c t  t h a t  over  t ime t h e  

new cohor t  has  become i n c r e a s i n g l y  l e s s  Republican (i.e., l i n e a r  d i f f e r -  

e n t i a t i o n ) .  The long arrow from t h e  new cohor t  t o  oppos i t i on  i n d i c a t e s  

t h a t  n e t  of t i m e  and p a r t y ,  t h e  new cohort  i s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  opposi- 

t i o n  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment (or ,  more p rec i se ly ,  c o n t r o l l i n g  fo r  t i m e  

and par ty ,  t h e  new cohor t  g i v e s  . I03  more oppos i t i on  responses  t han  t h e  

middle cohort  does).  The absence of arrows from t h e  young and o ld  cohor t s  

shows t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no independent e f f e c t s  from t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s .  

Moving on t o  t h e  p a r t y  v a r i a b l e ,  t h e r e  a r e  no exogenous arrows en t e r ing  

t h e  system, s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  no e f f e c t  between time and p a r t y  n e t  of cohort  

( i . e . ,  t h e  marginal  changes i n  p a r t i e s  over t i m e  a r e  expla ined  by cohor t ) .  

From t h e  p a r t y  c a t e g o r i e s  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment a r e  two broken arrows 

(dashed l i n e s  s i g n i f y  nega t ive  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p ropor t i ons )  i n d i c a t i n g  

t h a t ,  n e t  of time and cohor t ,  t h e r e  i s  a  d i r e c t  e f f e c t  between p a r t y  and 

c a p i t a l  punishment. The nega t ive  s i g n s  s i g n i f y  t h a t  being e i t h e r  a  

Republican or  an Independent lead  t o  l e s s  oppos i t i on  t o  c a p i t a l  

 on-change v a r i a b l e s  can, of course,  be p u t  i n  a  change model 
and would be e s p e c i a l l y  a p p r o p r i a t e  i f  they  expla ined  o r  supressed 
change va r i ab l e s .  



Old 

F ig .  9--Flow Graph Model o f  Change i n  Cohor t ,  P a r t y ,  
and C a p i t a l  Punishment,  1953-1974 
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TABLE 12 

COHORT BY.-PARTY DIFFERENCES 

Data 

AIP0704 

2/65 

Dem. Ind. Rep. 

60.9 46.0 58.5 
(64) (50) (41) 

52.8 45.9 38.0 
(269) (135) (121) 

51.3 46.2 39.2 
(234) (93) (120) 

56.1 54.5 47.2 
(173) (55) (108) 

Survey AIP05 22 

Date 11/53 

Dem. Ind. Rep. 

Per Cent No: 

New - - - 

Young 32.1 17.7 26.7 
(131) (79) (75) 

Middle 28.8 28.4 23.5 
(240) (109) (170) 

Old 31.3 32.7 26.1 
(233) (101) (165) 

AIP06 25 

3/60 - 

Dem. Ind. Rep. 

- - - 

35.7 38.9 42.7 
(353) (244) (239) 

48.8 37.2 27.2 
(443) (258) (195) 

45.0 40.7 40.1 
(407) (118) (282) 

Survey AIP0746 

Date 6/67 

Dem. Ind. Rep. 

Per Cent No: 

New 50.0 45.6 40.0 
(78) (68) (50) 

Young 42.4 35.8 38.0 
(198) (137) (121) 

Middle46.6 34.5 35.1 
(204) (94) (113) 

Old 36.1 40.0 34.2 
(119) (50) (114) 

AIP0839 

10/71 

Dem. Ind. Rep. 

55.6 58.7 42.9 
(178) (143) (84) 

54.8 36.7 35.8 
(166) (109) (106) 

48.9 35.9 35.7 
(184) (64) (84) 

44.3 16.7 46.1 
(106) (36) (76) 

AIP0774 

1/69 

Dern. Ind. Rep. 

53.9 53.6 34.9 
(76) (97) (63) 

40.5 47.1 44.9 
(173) (155) (107) 

44.6 44.7 44.0 
(193) (103) (109) 

44.6 31.6 32.0 
(101) (38) (103) 

AIP0846 

2/72 

Dem. Ind. Rep. 

57.3 56.8 30.8 
(164) (199) (78) 

43.7 46.1 37.5 
(151) (128) (96) 

41.1 43.8 35.4 
(175) (73) (82) 

47.0 41.7 29.1 
(83) (36) (79) 

GSS 74 

3/74 

Dem. Ind. Rep. 

43.5 35.9 29.7 
(186) (209) (74) 

36.8 35.3 22.4 
(171) (116) (76) 

30.3 32.9 19.4 
(142) (103) (79) 

37.6 29.6 21.1 
(85) (27) (57 

Survey GSS72 

3/72 Date 

Dem, Ind. Rep. 

Per Cent No: 

New 52.0 55.2 43.5 
(175) (183) (85) 

Young 41.5 41.6 27.2 
(195) (113) (81) 

Middle 43.5 32.4 27.6 
(216) (71) (105) 

Old 41.2 40.0 34.4 
(102) (25) (64) 

GSS73 

3/73 

Dem. Ind. Rep. 

54.4 48.4 31.8 
(169) (182) (88) 

33.9 33.8 31.2 
(171) (139) (77) 

40.8 26.7 22.8 
(174) (90) (101) 

33.8 32.4 14.3 
(65) (37) (56) 



. TABLE 12-A--Continued 

Statistical Analysis 

Category Differences 
on Capital Punishment Hypothesis Model 2 

x df P Decision 

Time : - 
1974 vs. 1953 1) No difference d = 0 12.5 12 >.05 Accept 

Cohort : 

New vs. Middle 1) No difference 'd = 0 88.3 24 <.05 Reject 
2) Constant 

difference d - c 29.4 23 >.05 Accept 

Young vs. 
Middle 

1) No difference d = 0 41.7 30 >.05 Accept 

Old vs. Middle 1) No difference d = 0 39.2 30 >.05 Accept 

Party: 

Republican vs. 1) No difference d = 0 175.7 38 <.05 Reject 
Democrat 2) Constant 

difference d = c  70.1 37 * Accept 

Independent 1) No difference d = 0 69.8 * 
vs. Democrat 2) Constant 

difference d = c 51.0 >.05 Accept 
Reduction from 
constant term 18.8 >.05 Significant 

Final Model 

New: d = .I03 a = .014 
Young: d = 0 
Old : d = 0 

Republican: d=-.098 0 =.010 
Independent: d = -.042 0 = .010 



punishaent  than being a  Democrat. The l a s t ,  but  perhaps most important ,  

i s  t h e  exogenous arrow t h a t  flows i n t o  c a p i t a l  punishment. It i n d i c a t e s  

t h a t  n e t  of  cohor t  and p a r t y  t h e r e  was no d i f f e r e n c e  i n  oppos i t i on  t o  

c a p i t a l  punishment between 1953 and 1974. 

When a l l '  t h e  pa ths  i n  F igure  9 a r e  added up,. t h e  change i n  oppo- 

s i t i o n  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment from 1953 t o  1974 can be decomposed i n t o  

c a u s a l l y  d i s t i n c t  components. A s  Table 13 shows, oppos i t i on  t o  c a p i t a l  
9 

punishment increased  by .0421 from 1953 t o  1974. Most of t h i s  change 

(.0363) i s  accounted f o r  by t h e  emergence of t h e  . ? ro -abo l i t i on i s t  new 

cohor t .  The remaining change (.0058) i s  accounted f o r  by cohor t  e f f e c t s  

on p a r t y  prefe rence .  Th i s  e f f e c t  works a s  fol lows:  Cohort success ion  

has increased  t h e  propor t ion  of Independent and decreased t h e  p ropor t i on  

of Republicans. The i n c r e a s e  i n  Independents tends  t o  dec rease  t h e  l e v e l  

of oppos i t i on  whi le  t h e  decrease  of Republicans tends  t o  i n c r e a s e  oppo- 

s i t i o n  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment. The n e t  e f f e c t  is  t o  i n c r e a s e  oppos i t i on  

( i .e . ,  t h e  p o s i t i v e  t r ansmi t t ances  through Republican a r e  g r e a t e r  than  

t h e  nega t ive  t r ansmi t t ances  through Independent).  I n  sum, t h e  e n t i r e  

i n c r e a s e  i n  oppos i t ion  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment can be expla ined  a s  t h e  

r e s u l t ,  d i r e c t  o r  i n d i r e c t ,  of cohor t  succession.  

Returning t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of  marginal  t r e n d s  w i t h  which we began 

t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  we noted t h e r e  t h a t  a f t e r  1966 oppos i t i on  t o  c a p i t a l  

punishment dec l ined .  I n  l i g h t  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  cohor t  success ion  ex- 

p l a i n s  an i n c r e a s e  i n  oppos i t i on  s i n c e  1953, i t  i s  of  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  

t o  s e e  what has  caused t h e  dec rease  s i n c e  1966. To examine t h i s  change, 

t h e  e i g h t  d a t a  f i l e s  a v a i l a b l e  from 1965 t o  1974 were examined (wi th  t h e  

1966 survey unava i lab le ,  t he  1965 s tudy  becomes t h e  p i v o t a l  p o i n t ) .  

F igure  10 p r e s e n t s  t he  f low,graph  and Table  12-B t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s .  

Compared wi th  F igure  9, most c o e f f i c i e n t s  change only  s l i g h t l y  and, ex- 

c e p t  f o r  t h e  appearance of a  p a t h  between young and Republican and an 

exogenous term i n t o  Independent, t h e  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n s  remain s i m i l a r .  

The one major d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h e  appearance of a  - .I78 d i f f e r e n c e  from 

t i m e  t o  c a p i t a l  punishment n e t  of  cohor t  and pa r ty .  Turning t o  Table  14, 

t h e  enormous impact of  t h i s  new term becomes immediately apparent .  

'As Table 1 3  i n d i c a t e s ,  t h e  observed change from t h e  raw 
d a t a  was .053, but  t he  model change t o t a l e d  on ly  .0421. This  
d i f f e r e n c e  r e s u l t s  p r imar i l y  from t h e  s e t t i n g  of  non-s ign i f ican t  
pa th s  t o  zero .  



TABLE 13 

DECOMPOSITION OF CKANGE I N  CAPITAL PUNISHMENT 
FROM FIGURE 9 

Source Change 

D i r e c t  from Cohort : 

New - 0ppositi .on .352 * ; l o 3  .0363 

Cohort v i a  Par ty :  

New - Republican - Opposi t ion .352 * ~ k . 0 0 4  + - 1 6  * - . W g  
. lo6 * -. 156 * -.098 .0071 

New - Independent - Opposition .352 * . I80 * -.042 -. 0027 

Young - . Independent  - Opposi t ion .056 * .072 * -.042 - .0002 

Old - Republican - Opposi t ion -.255 * .091 * -.098 
i 

,0023 

Old - Independent - Opposi t ion -.255 * -.066 * -.042 - .0007 

T o t a l  Modeled Change .0421 

(Raw Data .053) , 
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TABLE 12-B 
. . 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

Dif fe rences  on Hypothesis C a p i t a l  Punishment Model x df  P Decis ion 

Time : - 
1974 vs.  1965 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 95.0 12 <.05 Rejec t  

2) Constant 
d i f f e r e n c e  d = c  6.6 11 >.05 Accept 

Cohort : 

New vs. Middle 1) No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 90.1 24 <.05 Re jec t  
2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c  29.4 23 >.05 Accept 

Young vs.  Middlel) No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 11.9 24 >,05 Accept 
Middle 

Old vs .  Middle 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 27.6 24 >.05 Accept 

Party:  

Republican vs .  1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = O  138.2 32 <.05 Rejec t  
Democrat 2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 38.6 31  >.05 Accept 

Independent 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = O  53.4 32 * 
vs. Democrat 2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c  39.4 31  * 
Reduction from 

cons tan t  t e r m  14.0 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  

F i n a l  Nodel 

Time : d = -.I78 , =.019 

New : d = -104 (T = .013 
Young : d = O  
Old : d = 0 

Republican: d = -.I13 0 = .011 
1ndependent:d = -.043: cr = .011 



TABLE 14 

DECOMPOSITION OF CHANGE I N  CAPITAL PUNISHMENT 
FROM FIGURE 10 

2 r Source Change 

Direc t  from Cohort: 
? 

f 
New - Opposition .248 * . lo4  .0258 

Cohort v i a  Par ty :  

I New - Republican - Opposition .248 * - .I60 * - . I13 

New - Independent - Opposition 

Young - Republican - Opposition 

Young - Independent - Opposition 

Old - Republican - Opposition 

Old - Independent - Opposi t ion 

Par ty  Net of Cohort: 

Independent - Opposi t ion 

Time Net of Cohort and Par ty :  

1965 - 1974 - Opposition 

T o t a l  Modeled Change 

(Raw Data -. 163) 



From 1965 t o  1974 t h e  d i r e c t  impact of t he  emergence of t h e  new cohort  

was t o  i nc rease  oppos i t i on  by .0258; t h e  impact of cohor t  through p a r t y  

was .0054; and the  r e s u l t  of t h e  growth of t h e  Independents n e t  of  

cohor t  was -.0020. Together,  t h e s e  account f o r  a  n e t  change of .0294. 

When t h i s  i s  combined wi th  t h e  unexplained time change of  -.178, t he  - 
t o t a l  modeled change becomes -0149. This i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a l though co- 

h o r t  succession cont inues  t o  i n c r e a s e  oppos i t ion  t o  t h e  dea th  penal ty ,  

t h e r e  has  been a  l a r g e  decrease  i n  oppos i t ion  ac ros s  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s  of 

cohor t  and par ty .  Thus, t h e  cohor t  flow i s  being washed ou t  by a  counter  

c u r r e n t  from t i m e .  

To examine change i n  c a p i t a l  punishment f u r t h e r ,  a  second model 

was t e s t e d  w i th  t ime a s  t h e  p r i o r  va r i ab l e ,  cohor t  a s  t h e  f i r s t  i n t e r -  

vening v a r i a b l e  and educa t ion  a s  t h e  second, and c a p i t a l  punishment a s  .- 

t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e .  The 1953 t o  1974 a n a l y s i s  showed much t h e  same 

r e s u l t s  a s  t h e  p a r t y  model d i d  ( s e e  Figure 11 and Tables  15-A and 16).  

The emergence of  t h e  p r o - a b o l i t i o n i s t  new cohor t  accounts  f o r  an i nc rease  

i n  oppos i t i on  of .0403. The sum e f f e c t  of cohor t  on educa t ion  i s  a  

v i r t u a l l y  n i l  -.0024 ( i t  would be p o s i t i v e  i f  income was c o n t r o l l e d  f o r ) ,  

and a  growth i n  t h e  co l lege-educa ted  unaccounted f o r  by cohor t  accounts 

f o r  a  .0046 i n c r e a s e  i n  oppos i t ion .  When t h e  1965 t o  1974 model was 

t e s t e d ,  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  of  r e s u l t s  was again apparent .  The new cohort  

accounts  f o r  a  .0288 i n c r e a s e ;  t h e  impact of t h e  new c o h o r t  v i a  educa t ion  

was .0024; and t h e  independent impact of t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  c o l l e g e  

group was .0038--for a  n e t  change of .0350. Th i s  ga in  i n  oppos i t ion  

was once aga in  overwhelmed by a  - .I81 change from t i m e  n e t  of cohor t  and 

education, g iv ing  a  t o t a l  modeled change of -.1460. 

To review, t h e  small i n c r e a s e  i n  o p p o s i t i o n  from 1953 t o  1974 

can  be w e l l  expla ined  by e i t h e r  of  t h e  models, bu t  n e i t h e r  model can 

account f o r , t h e  l a r g e  inverted-V change t h a t  occur red  between these  end 

p o i n t s .  It i s  probable  t h a t  by cons ider ing  cohor t ,  educat ion,  income, 

and p a r t y  t oge the r  a s  i n t e r v e n i n g  v a r i a b l e s  t h e  expla ined  propor t ion  

would r i s e ,  bu t  t h e  n e t  g a i n  would probably be marginal .  I n s t ead  of 

pursuing t h i s  course,  we decided t o  examine t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  model t h a t  

c a p i t a l  punishment i s  r e l a t e d  t o  concern about crime i n  gene ra l  and 
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F i g .  11--Flow Graph Model f o r  Change i n  Cohor t ,  Educa t ion ,  
and C a p i t a l  Punishment,  1953-1974 



TABLE 15-B 

COHORT BY EDUCATION DIFFERENCES 

Data 

Per Cent No: I I 

Survey AIP05 22 

Date 11/53 

>H.S. H.S. H.S.+ 

AIP0625 . -- 
3/60 

>H.S. H.S. H.S.+ 

New - - - 

Young 32.0 23.9 23.3 
(100) (134) (60) 

Middle 27.5 28.4 23.4 
(233) (183) (107) 

- - - 

42.0 - 26.5 56.4 
(295) (362) (195) 

Old , . 30.1 31.8 26.5 
(346) (85) (68) 

>H.S. H.S. H.S.+ 

Per Cent No: 

New 44.8 39.2 56.2 
(29) (97) (73) 

Young 40.8 33.7 43.2 
(130) (196) (139) 

Middle45.3 38.5 32.6 
(192) (143) (89) 

Old 40.4 31.8 31.2 
(171) (66) (48) 

58.3 51.4 57.1 
(36) (70) (49) 

48.4 42.7 54.5 
(161) (227) (143) 

38.6 43.3 43.6 
(477) (307) (140) 

I t 

>H.S. H.S. H.S.S 

46.9 46.6 46.0 
(213) (148) (87) 

40.9 42.6 51.5 
(631) (130) (68) 

Survey : AIP0746 

Date 6/67 

>H.S. H.S. H.S.+ 

55.6 41.2 56.1 
(232) (68) (41) 

>H.S. H.S. H,S.+ 

AIP0774 

1/69 

Date 3/72 I 3/73 I 3/74 

AIP0839 

10171 

I I I 

>H.S. H.S. I H.S. H.S.+ 1 >H.S; H.S. H.S.4- 

AIP0846 

2/72 

Survey GSS72 . GSS73 I GS S74 

Per Cent No: 

New 52.0 45.9 56.8 
(100) (181) (192) 

Young 42.7 36.3 35.3 33.1 38.1 28.8 
(143) (146) (116) / (130) (139) (139) 

40.8 41.1 54.5 
(103) (175) (187) 

34.8 24.7 41.0 
(112) (146) (122 

Middle 43.9 33.9 26.4 
(196) (115) (91) 

Old 41.0 41.7 33.3 
(139) (24) (33) 

35.9 32.9 44.7 
(92) (207) (206) 

34.9 28.0 32.1 
(172) (118) (84) 

27.2 22.2 28.1 
(103) (27) (33) 

29.5 26.5 28.4 
(149) (98) (88) 

30.0 23.5 36.8 
(120) (17) (38) 



TABLE 15-A--Continued - 
- 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis  

Differences on 
. Hypothesis Model 

Capi tal  Punishment 
X 

2 
d f P Decision 

Time : - 
1974 vs .  1953 1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 9.4 1 2  >.05 Accept 

Cohort : 

New vs. 
Middle 

1) No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 
2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c  

Young vs.  1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 
- Middle 2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 

98.3 24 <.05 Rejec t  

28.5 23 >. 05 Accept 

Old vs. 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 28.3 30 >.05 
Middle 

Education: 

Less than 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 
High School 2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 
Reduction from 

cons t an t  term 

67.9 3 8 * 
45.7 37 >.05 Accept 

22.2 1 >.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  

College 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 111.8 38 <.05 Reject  
2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c  84.4 3 7 j; 



TABLE 16 
-- 

DECOMPOSITION OF CHANGE IN CAPITAL PUNISHMENT 
FROM FIGURE 

Source Change 

Direct from Cohort: 

New - Opposition 
Cohort via Education: 

New - 0-11 - Opposition 
New - College - Opposition 
Young - 0-11 - Opposition 
Young - College - Opposition 
Old - 0-11 - Opposition 
Old - College - Opposition 

Education Net of Cohort: 

College - Opposition 
Time Net of Cohort and Education: 

1953 - 1974 - Opposition 
Total Modeled Change .0425 

(Raw Data .056) 



Opposition 

Old 

Fig. 12--Flow Graph Model f o r  Change i n  Cohort,  Education 
and C a p i t a l  Punishment, 1965-1974 



TABLE 15-B 
-- 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis  

D i f f e rences  on 
Hypothesis Model C a p i t a l  Punishment X 

2 
d f P Decis ion 

Time : - 
1974 vs .  1965 1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 96.8 12 <.05 Rejec t  

2) Constant 
d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 4.0 11 >.05 Accept 

Cohort : 

New vs. , 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 98.3 24 <.05 Rejec t  
Middle 2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 28.4 23 >.05 Accept 

Young vs. 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 21.5 24 >.05 Accept 
Middle . 

Old vs.  1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 24.3 23 >.05 Accept 
Middle 

Education: 

0-11 vs. 1)  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 41.6 32 B.05 Accept 
High School 

College vs .  1 )  No d i f f e r e n c e  d = 0 59.2 32 * 
High School 2) Constant 

d i f f e r e n c e  d = c 39.4 31  >.05 Accept 
Reduction from 

cons t an t  term 19.8 1 <.05 S i g n i f i c a n t  

F i n a l  Model 

New: d = +. 112 a = .013 
Young : d = 0 
Old : d = 0 

0-11: d = 0 

College: d = .052 a = .012 



TABLE 17 

DECOMPOSITION OF CHANGE I N  CAPITAL PUNLSHMm 
FROM FIGURE 

Change Source 

Direc t  from Cohort: 

New - Opposition 
. . 

Cohort v i a  Education: 

New - College 

Young - College 

Old - College 

Education Net of Cohort: 

College - Opposition 

Time Net of Cohort and Education: 

1965 - 1974 - Opposition 

T o t a l  Modeled Change - .I460 

(Raw Data - .154) 



murder i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  and t h a t  concern about crime i s  i n  t u r n  r e l a t e d  

t o  t h e  crime r a t e .  Although . . the  propos i t ions  seem eminently l o g i c a l ,  

t h e r e  i s  un fo r tuna te ly  l i t t l e  d i r e c t  evidence. Since t h i s  i s  t h e  

case, i t  was necessary t o  t e s t  the  model by cons ider ing  such i n d i r e c t  

evidence a s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between cr imina l  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and c a p i t a l  

punishment and between methods of c r imina l  c o n t r o l  and c a p i t a l  punish- 
-. 

ment . 
The f i r s t  a s s o c i a t i o n  explored was t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

cr imina l  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and c a p i t a l  punishment. I n  t h e  General S o c i a l  

Surveys f o r  1973 and 1974, t h r e e  ques t ions  r e l a t i n g  t o  c r imina l  exper i -  

ences were asked ("During t h e  l a s t  year - - tha t  i s ,  between March and 

now--did anyone break i n t o  o r  somehow i l l e g a l l y  g e t  i n t o  your apartment/  

home?", "During t h e  l a s t  year,  did anyone t ake  something d i r e c t l y  from 

you by using force--such a s  a s t ickup,  mugging, o r  th rea t?" ,  and " ~ a v e  

you ever been threa tened  with a gun o r  shot  a t ? " - - th i s  l a s t  ques t ion  asked 

i n  1973 only) ,  and a f o u r t h  ques t ion  appeared on t h e  expec ta t ion  o r  f e a r  

of crime ("Is t h e r e  any a r e a  r i g h t  around here- - tha t  i s ,  w i t h i n  a mile-- 

where you would be a f r a i d - t o  walk a lone  a t  night?").  When these  ques t ions  

were c ros s t abu la t ed  wi th  c a p i t a l  punishment, having been robbed o r  t h r e a t -  

ened wi th  a gun and f e a r  of t h e  neighborhood were revea led  t o  be un re l a t ed  

t o  c a p i t a l  punishment,and having been bu rg la r i zed  was a s soc i a t ed  wi th  

opposing c a p i t a l  punishment ( s ee  Table 18) .  This  f i nd ing  i s  no t  sur-  

p r i s i n g  cons ider ing  t h a t  c r imina l  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  i s  h ighes t  among groups 

t h a t  tend t o  oppose c a p i t a l  punishment--blacks, t h e  young, and low-income 

ea rne r s  (Executive Of f i ce  of t h e  P re s iden t ,  OMB, 1967; U. S. Department 

of J u s t i c e ,  1974). 

Next, t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  between methods of crime c o n t r o l  and 

c a p i t a l  punishment was examined. The General S o c i a l  Surveys inc lude  
. - 

t h r e e  ques t ions  r e l a t i n g  t o  crime c o n t r o l .  I n  1972, 1973, and 1974, the 

General S o c i a l  Survey asked, "In g e n e r a l ,  do you t h i n k  t h e  cou r t s  i n  t h i s  

a r ea  dea l  too  h a r s h l y  o r  n o t  ha r sh ly  enough wi th  c r imina l s?"  I n  1973 only ,  

i t  asked, " A r e  t h e r e  any s i t u a t i o n s  you can imagine i n  which you would 

approve of a policeman s t r i k i n g  an a d u l t  male c i t i z e n ? "  J f  ves  o r  no t  s u r e :  

Would you approve i f  t h e  c i t i z e n : .  . . . Was being quest ioned as a 



TABLE 18 

ASSOCIATION OF CRIME RELATED ITEMS 
TO CAPITAL PUNISHMENT 

a Final Model b 
Source Variable 

A. Criminal Victimization 

Threatened with gun 

GSS73, GSS74 Robbed d  = 0  

GSS73, GSS74 Fear to walk alone d = 0  

GSS73, GSS74 Home burglarized d = .I15 0 = .035 

B. Crime Control 

GSS72, GSS73, GSS74 Courts 

Too easy vs. about right d  = -.243 . = .016 

Too harsh vs. about right d = .I01 0 = .010 

GSS73 Police Hit Citizen d = -.I25 . a = .025 

(Base = Disapprove of hitting) 

GSS73 Police Hit Murder Suspect d = - . 0 9 3  . = . 0 4 8  

(Base = Disapprove of hitting) 

a 
GSS = General Social Survey conducted by National Opinion Research Center. 

b 
Analysis was conducted in same manner as in previous tables. 



suspec t  i n  a  murder case?" Here, r a t i n g  cour t s  a s  too  l e n i e n t  was 

s t rong ly  assoc ia ted  wi th  support ing c a p i t a l  punishment, and both 

approving of a  policeman s t r i k i n g  an a d u l t  male i n  general  and of a  

murder suspec t  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  was a l s o  assoc ia ted  wi.th suppor t ing  

c a p i t a l  punishment ( s ee  Table 18) .  

The a s s o c i a t i o n  between both d i s s a f l s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  c o u r t s  

and t h e  g r e a t e r  approval of phys ica l  coerc ion  by p o l i c e  can  be seen  

i n  p a r t  a s  evidence of g r e a t e r  concern over crime c o n t r o l  by those  who 

favor  c a p i t a l  punishment. O r ,  t o  pu t  i t  another  way, tougher cour t s ,  

more persuas ive  policemen, and c a p i t a l  punishment a r e  a l l  seen  a s  means 

of dea l ing  with t h e  crime explosion.  Th i s  f i nd ing  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  

the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  repor ted  e a r l i e r  between p o l i t i c a l  ideology and c a p i t a l  

punishment. L ibe ra l s  a r e  concerned about s o c i a l  j u s t i c e  and conserva t ives  

about s o c i a l  con t ro l .  To d e a l  wi th  s o c i a l  problems i n  genera l  ( t h e  "roots" 

o f  crime),  l i b e r a l s  favor  programs of s o c i a l  ameliorat ion.  To conserva- 

t i v e s ,  crime i s  caused by c r imina l s  whose punishment should be swi f t ,  

sure,  and s t e r n .  I n  sum, al though t h e r e  i s  no evidence of a  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  between c r imina l  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and c a p i t a l  punishment, t h e r e  i s  

s t r o n g  support  f o r  t h e  p ropos i t i on  t h a t  support  f o r  c a p i t a l  punishment 

i s  a s soc i a t ed  w i t h  a  concern about crime con t ro l .  

The second propos i t ion ,  t h a t  concern about crime i s  r e l a t e d  t o  

t h e  l e v e l  of crime, might we l l  be accepted a s  axiomatic, but  a s  one b i t  

o f  proof it i s  worth not ing  t h a t  wh i l e  t h e  crime r a t e  r o s e  from 2,423 i n  

1965 t o  4,775 dur ing  t h e  f i r s t  s i x  months of 1974, t h e  p ropor t ion  con- 

s i d e r i n g  t h e  c o u r t s  t o o  l e n i e n t  climbed from .575 t o  .842. 
10 

Accepting t h e  model a s  subs t an t i a t ed ,  we can now cons ider  what 

i s  probably t h e  major determinant  of t h e  change i n  a t t i t u d e s  on c a p i t a l  

punishment--the r a t e  d f  change i n  t h e  murder r a t e .  The homicide r a t e  

pe r  100,000 popula t ion  f e l l  from 7.1 i n  1936 t o  4.5 i n  1963 and r o s e  t o  

'O~he crime s t a t i s t i c s  a r e  from t h e  Uniform Crime Reports of 
t h e  Federa l  Bureau of I n v e s t i g a t i o n .  The f i g u r e s  on c r imina l  j u s t i c e  
a r e  from Adam (1975). 



9.8 i n  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  of 1974;" -- The l e v e l  of oppos i t ion  t o  c a p i t a l  

pn i shmen t  r o s e  from .36 i n  1936 t o  .53 i n  1966 and then f e l l  t o  .34 

i n  1974, a d i r e c t l y  i nve r se  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  The change i n  t h e  murder 

r a t e  does n o t  account f o r  such f l u c t u a t i o n s  a s  t h e  drop i n  oppos i t i on  

i n  1953 o r  t h e  zig-zag from 1966 t o  1971, bu t  i t  does exp la in  n i c e l y  

the  "long swings" from 1936 t o  1966 and from 1966 Eo 1974. I n  l i g h t  

of  t h i s ,  t h e  change i n  t h e  murder r a t e  should be considered a s  a b a s i c  

determinant  of t h e  change i n  pub l i c  op in ion  on c a p i t a l  punishment 

s i n c e  1936. 

' l ~ a t e s  from 1936 t o  1972 a r e  i n  Execut ive O f f i c e  of t h e  
Pres ident ,  O f f i c e  of  Management and Budget, 1973. Rates  f o r  1973 and 
1974 a r e  from t h e  Uniform C r i m e  Reports.  



APPENDIX 1 

Wordings Surveys 
b 

Dates - 
A. Are you i n  favor  of  t he  death penal ty  f o r  

murder? AIPO 4/36 
AIP05 9 11/36 
AIP0105 11/37 

B. I n  some c o u n t r i e s ,  a person found g u i l t y  o f  
m x d e r  i s  never sentenced t o  death but  i s  
given a long p r i s o n  term. In  most s t a t e s  
i n  t h i s  count ry ,  a murderer i s  given t h e  
death sen tence ,  Which do you th ink  i s  t h e  
b e t t e r  sen tence  f o r  a person found g u i l t y  of 
murder i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  - a long 
pr i son  term o r  dea th?  AIP0397 

a 
The l i s t  h e r e  inc ludes  only ques t ions  a sk ing  genera l  approval 

o r  disapproval  o f  t h e  dea th  penal ty  f o r  murder o r  unspec i f ied  se r ious  
crimes. Other ques t ions  dea l ing  with t h e  dea th  pena l ty  a r e  l i s t e d  i n  
Erskine,  "The P o l l s :  C a p i t a l  Punishment ," pp. 290-307. I n  add i t i on  t o  
t he  Erskine a r t i c l e  t h e  fo l lowing  sources were used t o  compile t h i s  
appendix: Survey Data Trend Analysis :  An index t o  Repeated Questions i n  
U.S. Nat ional  Surveys Held by the  Roper Pub l i c  Opinion Research Center - 
(Williamstown, Ma.: Roper Pub l i c  Opinion Research, 1975);  Hugo Adam Bedau, 
ed . ,  The Death Penal ty  i n  America: An Anthology (Chicago: Aldine, 1964),  
pp. 231-257; Louis  H a r r i s ,  "Majority of  Americans Now Favor Cap i t a l  
Punishment," The H a r r i s  Survey, June 11, 1973, p. 1-2;XINDEX, the  da t a  
a r c h i v a l  program of  t h e  S o c i a l  Change P r o j e c t ,  Nat iona l  Opinion Research 
Center ;  and Gallup Opinion Index, (November, 1974) pp. 3 ,5 .  

-.... . 
b~~~~ = American I n s t i t u t e  of  Publ ic  Opinion (Gallup) ; Roper = The 

Roper Organizat ion,  I n c . ;  SRS = Survey Research Ser.vice, Nat ional  Opinion 
Research Center ;  HARRIS = Louis Har r i s  and Assoc ia t e s ,  Inc . ;  GSS'= General 
Soc ia l  Survey, Nat ional  Opinion Research Center ;  SRC = Survey Research . . 
Center ,  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  S o c i a l  ~ e s e a r c h .  



Wordinps 

C. Are you i n  favor of the  death penalty fo r  
persons convicted of murder? 

D. Do you th ink  people who a r e  convicted of 
the  worst crimes, l i k e  m r d e r ,  should be 
executed, o r  do you th ink the  heavies t  
penalty given anyone should be l i f e  
imprisonment? 

E. Do you th ink  t h a t  having a death penalty 
f o r  the  worst crimes i s  a good idea o r  
a r e  you aga ins t  the  death  penalty? 

Surveys Dates 

ROPER 

F. Some s t a t e s  have abolished c a p i t a l  puni- 
shment - executing persons who commit a 
murder - and have s u b s t i t u t e d  l i f e  imprison- 
ment ins tead .  Do you favor o r  oppose 
c a p i t a l  punishment? Harr is  

G. Do you be l i eve  i n  c a p i t a l  punishment 
(death penal ty)  o r  a r e  you opposed t o  i t ?  Harr is  

Harr is  
Harr is  

H. The death  penal ty  f o r  se r ious  crimes should 
be abolished e n t i r e l y ?  
1. Strongly Agree 2. Mildly Agree 
3. Mildly Disagree 4. Strongly Disagree ~ ~ ~ 2 3 3 '  1/73 

I. Do you favor o r  oppose t h e  death penalty 
f o r  persons convicted of murder? GS S 74 3/74 

C 
A l l  surveys have the  adu l t  populat ion a s  t h e i r  base except fo r  

SRC233 which covers employed persons only. 



Wordings 

J. Suppose t h a t  on e l e c t i o n  day, November 5 ,  
you could vo t e  on key i s s u e s  a s  w e l l  a s  
candida tes .  P l ea se  t e l l  me how you would 
v o t e  on each o f  t he se  14 p ropos i t i ons .  

P ropos i t i on  2: -- 
I favor  t h e  dea th  pena l ty  f o r  persons 

convicted of murder. 
I oppose t h e  dea th  pena l ty  f o r  persons 

convicted of murder. 

Surveys 

Gallup 

Dates - 



APPENDIX 2 

QUESTIONS RELATING TO THE REASONS AND CONDITIONS 

FOR SUPPORTING OR OPPOSING CAPITAL  PUNISHMENT^ 
b 

Date Survey Ques t ions  - 
.-- 

Responses 

2/68 AIPO A. Now, on another  subject. . .  
Do you have any consc ien t ious  o r  
r e l i g i o u s  scrupples  a g a i n s t  t h e  
dea th  pena l ty?  

Yes ............. 34% ........... No.. .65% ....  on' t Know.. 1% 

I F  YES, ASK: 
Here a r e  t h r e e  s ta tements .  P l ease  
read  them and t e l l  m e  which comes 
c l o s e s t  t o  your ,views on t h e  dea th  
pena l ty  . 
1. I f  I were a ju ro r  on a murder 

case,  I would never under any 
circumstances v o t e  f o r  t h e  dea th  
penal ty,  no ma t t e r  how h o r r i b l e  
t he  crime ...........................18% 

2. . I f  I were a j u ro r  on a murder 
- case,  I would v o t e  f o r .  t h e  dea th  

pena l ty  only  i f  i t  were a hor- 
r i b l e  murder and a most t e r r i b l e  
murderer o.o..........................7% 

3. I f  I were a j u ro r  on a murder 
case,  I would v o t e  f o r  t h e  dea th  
pena l ty  only v e r y  r e l u c t a n t l y ,  i f  
t h e r e  were no m i t i g a t i n g  
circumstances ........................6% 

.............................. Don't  Know & 
34% 

a 
The sources a r e  Hans Z ie se l ,  Some Data on Ju ro r  A t t i t udes  Toward 

Cap i t a l  Punishment (Chicago: Center f o r  S tud ie s  i n  Criminal Jus t i ce ,  
Un ive r s i t y  of Chicago Law School, 1968)) pp. 7-9, Louis Harr is ,  "Majority 
of Americans Now Favor Cap i t a l  Punishment," The H a r r i s  Survey, (June 11, 
1973)) pp. 1-3, and Louis H a r r i s  "Through Pub l i c  Favors Death Penal ty,  
Most Wsuld Use i t  Sparingly,"  The H a r r i s  Survey, (June 14, 1973)) pp. 1-2. 

b ~ l ~ ~  = American I n s t i t u t e  of  P u b l i c  Opinion, Har r i s  = Louis Har r i s  
and Assoc ia tes ,  Inc.  



Date - 
6/73 

Survey Questions . . Responses 

Harris B. Do you believe in capital punish- 
ment (death penalty) or are you 

. opposed to it? 

Believe in..........,...............59% 
Opposed ...0......0......,...0..00...31% 
Not Sure............................lO% 

(1537) 
C. Do you feel-that the death penalty 

is more effective (a better deterant) 
or not more effective than (READ LIST) 
in keeping other people from commit- 
ting such crimes as murder? 

Life sentences with possible parole 
More effective..,............,..56% 
Not more effective..............32% 
.Not S~re...~..............~~..~.12% 

Life sentences without parole 
More effective.............,...57% 
Not more effective..............29% 
Not S~re......~.......~... .... 3 4 %  

D. Now, I'd like to read you some state- 
ments other people have made about 
why they support capital punishment. 
For each one would you tell me if it 
represents your own view completely, 
fairly well, only slightly, or not 
at all? 

Capital punishment is more effective 
than other penalties in keeping 
people from comitting crimes. 

Reflects own view.........,.....61% 
Does not........,...............33% 
Not Sure........*...... ......... 6% 

A government which cannot execute 
criminals is going to 'become weak 
and lose the respect of the people. 

Reflects own view...............49% 
Does not........................42% 
Not S~re...~...... .......,.,.... 9% 



Date Survey gues t ions  -. - 
D. Continued 

Responses 

The Bible  i s  r i g h t  when it 
preaches "an eye for  an eye 
and a tooth  f o r  a tooth." -- 

Ref lec t s  own view ............o..40% 
Does not. ....................... 49% ........................ Not Sure 11% 

Someone who has committed a 
t e r r i b l e  crime such as  murder i s  
an  animal and deserves t o  be 
executed. ............... Ref lec t s  own view 41% ........................ Does not  51% 

Not S~re..~~~.~.......~......... 8% 

E. Suppose i t  could be proven t h a t  your 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  t h a t  the  death penalty 
was no more e f f e c t i v e  than long pr ison 
sentences i n  keeping o ther  people from 
committing crimes such a s  m r d e r ,  would 
you be i n  favor of the  death penalty o r  
would you be opposed t o  i t ?  

Favor ...............................35% 
Oppose ............................,.48% ............................ Not Sure 17% 

\ F. Do y ~ d  f e e l  t h a t  all persons convicted 
of ('&ID LIST) should ge t  the  death 
penalty, t h a t  no one convicted of 
(ITEM ON LIST) should g e t  the  death 
penalty, o r  do you f e e l  t h a t  whether 
o r  not  some convicted of (ITEM ON 
LIST) g e t s  the  death penalty should 
depend on t h e  circumstances of the  
case and the  charac ter  of the  person? 

F i r s t  degree murder .......................... All . .*  .28% ........................ NO one.. 16% ......................... Depends 53% 
Not Sure........................ 4% 



Date Survey Ques t ions  Responses 

G. Suppose you were being considered 
a s  a  poss ib l e  j u ro r  f o r  a  t r i a l  
where i f  t h e  person were convicted 
of t he  crime he would au toma t i ca l ly  
g e t  t h e  dea th  penal ty.  - I f  t h e  job 
of t he  jury  were j u s t  t o  dec ide  
whether o r  n o t  t h e  person was g u i l t y ,  
which s tatement  'on t h i s  card  b e s t  
desc r ibes  how you would f e e l  i n  
advance of t r i a l ?  

I f  g u i l t  were proven, I could 
always vo te  g u i l t y  even though 

. . t h e  defendant would au toma t i ca l ly  ........ r ece ive  t h e  dea th  penalty. . ,  39% 

I could not s a y  i n  a l l  cases ,  
even i f  g u i l t  were proven, t h a t  
I would vo te  g u i l t y ,  knowing t h e  
defendant would au toma t i ca l ly  ........... . r e c e i v e  t h e ' d e a t h  p e n a l t y  33% 

I could never vo te  g u i l t y ,  even 
i f  g u i l t  were proven, knowing t h e  
defendant would au toma t i ca l ly  ........... . r ece ive  t h e  dea th  p e n a l t y  16% 

Not S~re........~..~.~..~.~~,....~..12% 
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