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unique, significant predictors of death penalty support among non-students and students.  

However, the third-step interaction was not significant for either the non-student (ΔR2 = 

.000, p = .899, β = .006) or the student sample (ΔR2 = .000, p = .946, β = .003).  This 

indicates that, for both non-students and students, the relationship between religious 

fundamentalism and level of support for the death penalty are consistent across levels of 

revenge.  Therefore, Hypothesis 3B is not supported. 

Table 13 

Summary of Moderated Multiple Regression for Religious Fundamentalism and Revenge 

Predicting Level of Support for the Death Penalty in Non-Student and Student Samples 

 Non-students Students 

Predictor B R2 ΔR2 B R2 ΔR2 

Step 1  .100***   .043**  

Black Race 2.814   -.571   

Other Race 2.359   1.376   

Conservatism 2.894***   1.208***   

Step 2 (First-

Order Effects) 
 .283 .183***  .164 .120*** 

RRF .106***   .071**   

VS  .273***   .169***   

Step 3 

(Interaction) 
 .283 .000  .164 .000 

RRF x VS .000   .000   

 
Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01. ***p < .001.  N = 344 for non-student sample; N = 380 for student sample.  RRF = Revised Religious 

Fundamentalism Scale; VS = Vengeance Scale. 

 

 Stage 6: Supplemental regression analyses.  In order to examine if the constructs 

of forgiveness and revenge predict level of support for the death penalty, two sequential 
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regression analyses were conducted.  It was hypothesized that after accounting for 

covariates, forgiveness would be negatively associated with level of support for the death 

penalty (Hypothesis 4A) and revenge would be positively associated with level of support 

for the death penalty (Hypothesis 4B) in both non-student and student samples.  For both 

analyses, the dependent variable was the level of support for the death penalty, as 

measured by the RATDP total score.  Political conservatism and race were entered into 

the first block of the analyses as control variables.  Race was recoded into two dummy 

variables, including White (Constant) vs. Black and White (Constant) vs. Other Races.  

Dispositional forgiveness, as measured by the HFS total score, and revenge, as measured 

by the VS total score, were entered into the second block as the predictor variables of the 

analyses. 

 The results of these regression analyses can be seen in Table 14.  The assumptions 

for sequential regression analyses were not violated.  Examination of the influence 

statistics revealed 3 outliers in the non-student sample; these were removed from the 

analyses.  No outliers were identified in the student sample.  For the non-student sample 

(N =344), the total model explained 27.4% of the variance in RATDP total scores (R2 = 

.274, F(5, 99) = 12.226, p < .001), with vengeance (β = .430, p < .001) emerging as the 

sole significant, unique predictor of level of support for the death penalty.  Forgiveness 

was not significantly predictive of level of support for the death penalty (β = .058, p = 

.307).   

For the student sample (N = 381), the total model explained 15.7% of the variance 

in RATDP total scores (R2 = .157, F(3, 375) = 26.83, p < .001), with vengeance (β = 

.390, p < .001) emerging as the sole significant, unique predictor of level of support for 
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the death penalty.  Similar to the non-student sample, forgiveness was not significantly 

predictive of level of support for the death penalty (β = .107, p = .054).  The collective 

findings from analyses using both non-student and student samples support Hypothesis 

4B; Hypothesis 4A was not supported. 

Table 14 

Summary of Sequential Regression Analyses for Forgiveness and Revenge Predicting 

Level of Support for the Death Penalty in Non-Student and Student Samples 

 Non-students Students 

Predictor β R2 ΔR2 β R2 ΔR2 

Step 1  .116***   .037**  

Black Race .296   -.024   

Other Race .182   .032   

Conservatism .339***   .181**   

Step 2  .274 .158***  .157 .121*** 

HFS .058   .107   

VS  .430***   .390***   

 

Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01. ***p < .001.  N = 344 for non-student sample; N = 381 for student sample.  HFS = Heartland Forgiveness 

Scale; VS = Vengeance Scale. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Summary of Results 

Measuring Death Penalty Attitudes.  The first purpose of the current study was to 

continue the development of a revised, multi-item measure of death penalty support, the 

Revised Attitudes Towards the Death Penalty Scale (RATDP).  The need for such a 

measure is apparent when considering the lack of a psychometrically-sound way to 

examine one’s level of agreement with pro and anti-death penalty sentiments.  

Examination of the factor structure of a previously-developed measure, the 23-item 

Attitudes Towards the Death Penalty Scale (ATDP; Hingula & Wrightsman, 2002), in an 

earlier study suggested that death penalty attitudes are likely a multi-faceted construct 

(i.e., a 16-item, five-factor model on the ATDP was found after conducting an EFA; 

Whited et al., 2014); however, the limitations of that scale (i.e., low reliability statistics, 

poor fit of the factor structure, non-inclusion of several important death penalty 

rationales) warranted a substantial revision of the ATDP.  An initial step towards revising 

this measure included developing a preliminary 40-item version that was subjected to an 

EFA in the current study.  The findings of the EFA supported an 18-item, 5-factor model 

of the RATDP, a factor structure that was then replicated in separate CFAs utilizing data 

from non-student and student samples.   

Overall, the current investigation of the structure of the RATDP by means of 

factor analyses yielded five factors (i.e., Abolitionist Arguments, Innocence Concerns, 

Life Imprisonment Viability, Support Statements, and Sanction Exceptions) and 

supported the hypothesis that death penalty attitudes are multifaceted in nature 
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(Hypothesis 1A).  The hypotheses that the model of the RATDP found in the EFA would 

demonstrate good fit in CFAs using a non-student (Hypothesis 1B) and student 

(Hypothesis 1C) sample were also supported.  Abolitionist Arguments, the first identified 

factor, consisted of six distinct statements of opposition towards the death penalty, 

including both general statements (e.g., “No civilized society permits capital 

punishment”) as well as specific points of contention with the sentence (e.g., it is morally 

wrong, contributes to brutalization effect, is too easy and quick of a punishment, goes 

against importance of forgiving others).  Because each item in the factor is reverse 

scored, higher scores on Abolitionist Arguments reflect lower levels of support for 

common anti-death penalty sentiments.  The second factor, Innocence Concerns, 

measures one’s attitudes towards the possibility of executing an innocent person.  These 

items are also reverse-scored; therefore, higher scores on this factor reflects a lower level 

of concern about executing an innocent defendant, granting requests for DNA testing, or 

staying an execution if any doubt exists regarding a defendant’s guilt.   

Factor three, Life Imprisonment Viability, was comprised of statements 

measuring the extent to which one believes that a sentence of life imprisonment without 

the possibility of parole is a viable alternative to a death sentence.  Higher scores on this 

factor reflect greater disagreement with the ability of a “life sentence” to completely 

incapacitate an offender for the remainder of his/her life.  Support Statements, the fourth 

factor, consisted of four distinct arguments utilized by proponents of the death penalty 

(e.g., deterrence, maintenance of control, societal retribution); those with higher scores on 

this factor have higher levels of agreement with pro-death penalty rationales.  Finally, 

Sanction Exceptions included types of defendants who may be exempt from receiving the 
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death penalty (e.g., the cognitively impaired, the severely mentally ill, and juveniles).  

Higher scores on this factor indicate higher levels of agreement with the execution of 

defendants with those characteristics.   

Invariance testing results indicated that the five-factor model fits both samples 

well (i.e., support was found for configural invariance); however, there was a significant 

difference in the magnitude of the item factor loadings between both samples (i.e., weak 

metric invariance was not supported).  In other words, the RATDP appears to measure a 

similar construct for both samples, but not the same construct.   Interestingly, both the 

student and non-student samples had similar levels of overall death penalty support, as 

measured by the RATDP total score and the DPS General Support subscale score.  

O’Neil and colleagues (2004) likewise found no significant difference in the DPS 

General Support subscale scores between their non-student and student samples. 

Although the non-student and student samples had similar levels of overall death 

penalty support (i.e., the RATDP total scores were not significantly different), many 

differences were found in the underlying factor scores between both samples.  More 

precisely, compared to the non-student sample, the student sample had significantly 

greater levels of agreement with anti-death penalty viewpoints (i.e., lower Abolitionist 

Arguments score) as well as pro-death penalty viewpoints (i.e., higher Support 

Statements score).  These findings could indicate that students generally tend to have 

extreme levels of agreement with pro and anti-death penalty rationales (resulting in a 

moderate level of support), whereas non-students generally tend to have milder levels of 

agreement with the arguments of both sides (producing a similarly moderate overall 

score).  Alternatively, these findings may suggest that these two samples have opposing 
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death penalty support “profiles;” that is, students may generally tend to agree equally 

with both opposing and favorable arguments about capital punishment, while non-

students may generally tend to disagree equally with the common arguments of both 

sides. Additionally, in the current study the student sample had significantly greater 

levels of disagreement with the innocence argument, the usage of life imprisonment as an 

alternate sentence to the death penalty, and the permitting of sanction exceptions (i.e., 

higher Innocence Concerns, Life Imprisonment Viability, and Sanction Exceptions 

scores, respectively), compared to the non-student sample.  This could indicate that, when 

matched against non-students, students are overall less aware or concerned with the 

nuances of the death penalty that pose problems for its administration.   

The differences in the underlying factors of death penalty attitudes noted between 

non-students and students could be due to differences in their cognitive processing states 

or traits; that is, how capital case decisions are made (e.g., the extent to which rational or 

experiential processes are utilized when considering evidence).  Previous research on 

non-capital legal decision making has shown that non-student samples (e.g., community 

adults, jury panelists) tend to make different sentencing verdicts, favor different forms of 

evidence, and use different decision-making processes when compared to a college 

student sample (Fox, Wingrove, & Pfeifer, 2011; Keller & Wiener, 2011; McCabe & 

Krauss, 2011; McCabe, Krauss, & Lieberman, 2010).  The extent to which these group 

differences apply to capital cases, however, is slightly less clear.  Miller, Wood, and 

Chomos (2014) reported some initial evidence to support differences between the 

cognitive processing states of non-student and student samples when considering general 

death penalty attitudes; however, they unfortunately utilized a single-item to measure 
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death penalty support.  Importantly, regardless of the reason why non-students and 

students may have had similar levels of overall death penalty support (i.e., RATDP total 

score) but significantly different levels of the underlying factors of death penalty attitudes 

(i.e., RATDP factor scores), these findings illustrate the notion that death penalty 

attitudes are multifaceted and are too complex to be accurately examined in a single item. 

Although the five-factor model of the RATDP was replicated in CFAs of both 

non-student and student samples, the initial empirical evidence supporting the 

psychometric properties of the RATDP appears stronger for the non-student sample.  

Specifically, in the non-student sample, all internal consistency coefficients for the 

RATDP total and factors are in an acceptable range (α = .71-.93).  In the student sample, 

the RATDP factor internal consistency values were lower (α = .59-.82), even though the 

RATDP total score value was acceptable (α = .84).  This indicates that the RATDP total 

scores have sufficient levels of reliability to be used in either sample; however, usage of 

RATDP factor scores should be limited to non-students until additional revisions are 

made that enhance the reliability of the factor scores with students.  Examination of the 

relationships between the RATDP total and factor scores and O’Neil et al.’s (2004) DPS 

factor scores in both non-students and students reveals initial evidence to support the 

convergent validity of the RATDP total score (Hypothesis 2).  Additionally, the moderate 

to high correlations found in both samples between theoretically-similar RATDP and 

DPS factors (i.e., Abolitionist Arguments and DPS General Support; Support Statements 

and DPS General Support; Life Imprisonment Viability and DPS LWOP Allows Parole; 

Support Statements and DPS DP is a Deterrent) also lends support for the convergent 
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validity of three RATDP factors: Abolitionist Arguments, Support Statements, and Life 

Imprisonment Viability.  

When comparing the RATDP with its predecessor (i.e., the 16-item ATDP; 

Whited et al., 2014), there are some notable similarities.  Both measures are of similar 

length and both have a five-factor model.  There were five items that remained unaltered 

between the ATDP and RATDP and two items that were only slightly revised.  There are 

also several similarities between the factors of both versions; for example, both the 

ATDP and RATDP have factors reflecting pro-death penalty and anti-death penalty 

arguments and both versions have a “Sanction Exceptions” factor.  Although there is 

some overlap between RATDP and ATDP, there are many indications which suggest that 

the RATDP is an improvement compared to its predecessor.  The RATDP total score as 

well as the majority of the RATDP factor scores for both non-students and students have 

better internal consistency values than the ATDP.  Several ATDP items had low 

communality and/or factor loadings, problems that do not exist with the RATDP for 

either sample.  Unlike the results of the CFA on the five-factor model of the ATDP, the 

RATDP’s five factor model was confirmed in both non-student and student samples.  

Finally, the RATDP’s item content emphasizes several salient death penalty rationales 

that were not part of the ATDP, including societal retribution, the morality of the 

sanction, the potential of executing an innocent person, the sentencing of juveniles and 

defendants with severe mental illnesses, and forgiveness. 

 Religious Fundamentalism, Forgiveness, and Revenge as Predictors of Death 

Penalty Support.  The second purpose of the current study was to further investigate the 

relationship between religious fundamentalism, forgiveness, and revenge.  It was 
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expected that forgiveness and revenge would separately moderate the relationship 

between religious fundamentalism and level of death penalty support (Hypotheses 3A 

and 3B); yet, these hypotheses were not supported for either the non-student or student 

samples.  In other words, the results from the current study suggest that the relationship 

between religious fundamentalism and death penalty support is consistent across levels of 

forgiveness and revenge.  No previous research has examined the ability of forgiveness or 

revenge to moderate the religious fundamentalism-death penalty support relationship.  

However, Unnever and Cullen (2006) found that affiliates of fundamentalist Christian 

denominations are more likely to possess retributive beliefs (e.g., viewing God as a harsh, 

punitive deity) and beliefs about the importance of forgiveness than affiliates of more 

liberal denominations.  They postulated that this conflicting belief system (e.g., 

possessing both retributive and forgiving beliefs) could create ambiguity and 

subsequently weaken fundamentalists’ level of support for the death penalty.   

The current study found no empirical support for Unnever and Cullen’s proposed 

relationship.  First and foremost, the failure to find a moderating effect of either 

forgiveness or revenge could indicate that these variables are not particularly meaningful 

in helping to understand the basis for a religious fundamentalist’s level of death penalty 

support.  It could also be, at least in part, because different strategies were used in the 

current study to measure all of the different variables (i.e., religious fundamentalism, 

forgiveness, retribution, death penalty support) than used by Unnever and Cullen.  Of 

particular note is the difference in how religious fundamentalism was operationalized 

between both studies: Unnever and Cullen used affiliation with a Christian 

fundamentalist denomination, a commonly utilized but problematic proxy for religious 
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fundamentalism, while the current study measured religious fundamentalism directly with 

a psychometrically-sound measure (RRF).  It may be, therefore, that there is greater 

variability of constructs, such as forgiveness or revenge, among fundamentalist 

denominational affiliates such that they are able to serve as moderators in the relationship 

with death penalty support.  Alternatively, those with higher levels of religious 

fundamentalism may have relatively consistent levels of forgiveness and revenge.   

Moreover, it could be that the results of the forgiveness and revenge measures 

were contaminated, at least to some extent, by social desirability (i.e., responding to items 

in the manner that is perceived to be more acceptable to others).  When the HFS (i.e., the 

measure of dispositional forgiveness utilized in the current study) was developed, 

Thompson and colleagues (2005) found that the HFS total score was moderately 

correlated with a measure of social desirability, indicating that responses to forgiveness 

items on that measure may be influenced by an individual’s desire to respond in a 

socially permissible manner.  Other research has similarly found low to moderate 

correlations between social desirability and various types of forgiveness measures (e.g., 

Brose, Rye, Lutz-Zois, & Ross, 2005).   

Although no research has been conducted to determine if religious 

fundamentalists are more likely to use impression management when responding to 

forgiveness measures, several forgiveness scholars have noticed a religion-forgiveness 

discrepancy.  That is, highly religious individuals tend to report that they are highly 

forgiving in general (i.e., have high levels of dispositional forgiveness); however, they 

tend to demonstrate lower levels of the forgiveness towards a specific offense or offender 

(i.e., have low levels of transgression-specific forgiveness; McCullough & Worthington, 
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1999).  Brown and colleagues (2007) found evidence of this discrepancy in religious 

fundamentalists: fundamentalism was predictive of positive attitudes towards forgiveness 

in general but not forgiveness towards specific individuals.  Therefore, it may be that 

some participants with higher levels of religious fundamentalism in the current study 

over-emphasized their levels of dispositional forgiveness due to social desirability.  A 

quick glance at the data for both samples supports this notion: the mean HFS total scores 

in individuals with a high level of religious fundamentalism (i.e., scoring in the highest 

quartile of possible RRF scores) was approximately 11 points higher than those with 

lower levels of religious fundamentalism. 

 Similar to forgiveness measures, several measures of trait anger and revenge have 

also demonstrated susceptibility to social desirability.  The measure of revenge utilized in 

the current study, the VS, has been shown to have a low correlation with social 

desirability in a sample of students (Greer et al., 2005; Stuckless & Goransen, 1992) and 

office workers (Lepofsky, 1993, as cited in Stuckless, Ford, & Vitelli, 1995) as well as 

moderate to high correlations with social desirability in inmate sample (Ford, Vitelli, & 

Stuckless, 1996; Stuckless et al., 1995).  Given the many religious directives against acts 

of revenge or harboring vengeful attitudes towards others, it is reasonable to suggest that 

those with a higher level of religious fundamentalism likely have a vested interest in 

endorsing fewer pro-revenge attitudes.  Therefore, in the current study, those with a 

higher level of religious fundamentalism may have under-reported their levels pro-

revenge attitudes due to social desirability.  The current study’s data also appear to 

support this notion: the mean VS total score of those participants with a high level of 

religious fundamentalism (i.e., scoring in the highest quartile of possible RRF scores) 
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was approximately 16 points lower than those with lower levels of religious 

fundamentalism.   

There are a few studies that have linked religious fundamentalism or 

fundamentalist characteristics to pro-revenge attitudes, vengeful behaviors, or support for 

a vigilante’s revenge act against a criminal (Bensko et al., 1995; Cota-McKinley et al., 

2001; Ellison & Musick, 1991; Greer et al., 2005; Miller, 2013).  Interestingly, in the 

current study, religious fundamentalism (as measured by the RRF) had a low negative 

correlation with revenge (as measured by the VS) for both non-students and students.  

This is a dissimilar result to the aforementioned studies and indicates that as the level of 

religious fundamentalism increases, the level of pro-revenge attitudes decrease.  This 

inconsistency may be another indicator of social desirability contamination or could be 

due to other factors (e.g., differences in how the constructs were measured, sample 

differences). 

As explicated above, there is a possibility that social desirability may have been a 

contributing factor to the current study’s results that those with higher levels of religious 

fundamentalism possessed higher dispositional forgiveness and lower vengeance attitudes 

than their counterparts.  However, the alternate possibility is as equally plausible: 

religious fundamentalists, as a group, may be more forgiving and less vengeful 

individuals.  If that were the case, it may impact the variability needed for forgiveness 

and revenge to serve as moderators in religious fundamentalism and death penalty 

support relationship. 

 Although the results of the moderation analyses indicated that revenge and 

forgiveness are not moderators of the religious fundamentalism-death penalty support 
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relationship, there were significant first-order effects in the analyses for both samples, 

indicating that religious fundamentalism, forgiveness, and revenge are statistical 

predictors of level of support for the death penalty.  Firstly, the current study provides 

convincing empirical evidence to support the previously-proposed theoretical connection 

between religious fundamentalism and death penalty support for both non-student and 

student samples.  All prior studies using a non-student sample that have found a 

significant relationship between fundamentalism and death penalty support did not 

employ a psychometrically sound measure of religious fundamentalism, instead typically 

relying on either fundamentalist denominational affiliation (i.e., FUND; Britt, 1998; 

Grasmick et al., 1993; Unnever et al., 2006; Unnever & Cullen, 2007; Young, 1992) or 

single religious beliefs or practices (Bader et al., 2010; Miller & Hayward, 2008; Stack, 

2004; Unnever & Cullen, 2006; Young, 1992) to operationalize the construct.  However, 

these findings are suspect due to potential measurement error (both denominational 

affiliation and single religious beliefs/practices can, at best, only serve as proxies); 

therefore, the current study provides the strongest empirical evidence to date that 

supports the religious fundamentalism-death penalty support association for non-student 

American adults.  The current study’s finding that religious fundamentalism is a predictor 

of level of death penalty support among students is dissimilar to the results of Whited et 

al. (2014) who found a null relationship between the two constructs.  One possible 

explanation for these differences could be the differences in how death penalty support 

was measured: the current study employed the 18-item RATDP total score, while Whited 

et al. (2014) utilized its less-refined predecessor, the 16-item ATDP total score.   
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 Pro-revenge attitudes were also found to be significant predictors of the levels of 

support for the death penalty for non-students and students, both in the moderation 

analyses and supplemental regression analyses.  More specifically, in the current study, 

revenge was the strongest predictor of level of death penalty support compared to all 

other variables for each model in which it was included.  These results, when considered 

in combination with other prior studies that also demonstrated a connection between pro-

vengeance attitudes and death penalty attitudes (McKee & Feather, 2008; Schadt & 

DeLisi, 2007), indicate that the revenge and death penalty support relationship is robust.   

The construct of revenge is often seen as the darker and more emotionally-laden 

dimension of a retributive justice orientation, especially when considering the tendencies 

of the vengeful to endorse disproportionately harsh punishments (von Hirsch, 1976) 

and/or derive emotional satisfaction from watching an offender suffer (Finckenauer, 

1988).  Retribution has been identified as a rationale underlying death penalty support in 

numerous studies (Baker, Lambert, & Jenkins, 2005; Ellsworth & Gross, 1994; Ellsworth 

& Ross, 1983; Firment & Geiselman, 1997; Lambert, Clarke, & Lambert, 2004; O’Neil et 

al., 2004; Schadt & DeLisi, 2007; Tyler & Weber, 1982), yet it is unclear if retribution is 

primarily motivated by desires of revenge (e.g., make the offender suffer, retaliate against 

the offender) or just deserts (e.g., fair and proportional punishment, providing 

compensation to victim(s) or society) in relation to death penalty support.  In other words, 

do those who endorse the death penalty for reasons of retribution have stronger 

underlying motivations of revenge or just deserts?  Gerber and Jackson (2013) found that 

of the two dimensions, revenge-motivated retribution alone predicted endorsement of 
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harsher punishment for offenders in general, but the extent to which this applies to capital 

punishment support has yet to be determined.   

 Finally, in the current study, dispositional forgiveness among non-student and 

student participants was also a significant predictor of level of support for the death 

penalty, but only in the moderation analyses.  Specifically, forgiveness was not a 

significant predictor of level of death penalty support when placed in the same model as 

revenge, but it was a significant predictor when placed alongside religious 

fundamentalism.  Due to the high negative correlation between revenge and forgiveness 

(i.e., r = -.54 for non-students, r = -.51 for students), it may be that revenge accounted for 

some of the variability that would have otherwise been accounted for by forgiveness.  

Additional research could be conducted in the future to determine if forgiveness is a 

predictor of death penalty support above and beyond the effects of revenge.  The current 

findings, however, suggest that at least in some cases, higher levels of dispositional 

forgiveness are associated with lower levels of death penalty support.  Other studies, 

utilizing shorter measures for both forgiveness and death penalty support, have 

demonstrated similar results (Applegate et al., 2000; Unnever & Cullen, 2006; Unnever 

et al., 2005). 

Research Implications 

Measuring Death Penalty Attitudes.  The current study’s confirmation of the five-

factor model of the RATDP in both non-student and student samples as well as findings 

from other studies (Harvey, 1986; O’Neil et al., 2004; Tyler & Weber, 1982) clearly 

indicates that death penalty attitudes are a multifaceted and complex construct.  More 

specifically, the findings of this study strongly suggest that an individual’s attitudes 



93 

 

 

 

towards the death penalty are not accurately represented by measurement of his/her 

general level of support for the sanction; instead, one’s level of agreement with several 

underlying rationales of the sentence is also necessary.  In other words, the traditionally 

utilized single, binary item (e.g., “Do you favor or oppose the death penalty for persons 

convicted of murder?”) that measures death penalty attitudes as a unitary construct is 

inherently problematic, in a theoretical and empirical sense. 

One major limitation of single item measures is that they fail to differentiate 

between individuals who prefer discretionary or mandatory sentencing procedures for the 

death penalty.  Those who report that they “agree” or “strongly agree” to the traditional 

single-item measure would likely disagree to the mandatory sentencing of the death 

penalty to all convicted murderers.  In fact, prior research suggests that even the 

staunchest of supporters or opponents of capital punishment predominately prefer 

discretionary privileges over mandatory sentencing (Ellsworth & Ross, 1983).  Therefore, 

only a multi-item instrument, such as the RATDP, should be utilized to measure such 

complex attitudes.  Secondly, single-item strategies give no indication of the underlying 

rationales that form one’s stance on capital punishment.  However, examination of the 

RATDP factors scores clearly provides a better understanding of these rationales, thereby 

helping to answer the “why” behind a person’s stance.  A third major limitation of single-

item measures is that it neglects to specify what sorts of defendants “should” or “should 

not” receive the death penalty.  The RATDP addresses this limitation: examination of 

items in the Support Statements and Sanction Exceptions factors clearly helps to begin 

answering the “who” behind a person’s stance.   
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In the present study, there were several differences between the death penalty 

attitudes of the non-student and student samples (e.g., metric invariance of the RATDP 

five-factor structure not supported, significant differences in all RATDP factor scores).  

The model invariance testing revealed that the RATDP was measuring a similar, but not 

the same construct between non-student and student participants.  Therefore, future 

researchers should avoid use of measures of death penalty attitudes that have only been 

developed using college student data on a non-student sample and avoid making 

generalizations about Americans’ death penalty attitudes from student data.   

Finally, because both the DPS and the RATDP focus on level of death penalty 

support, there is some overlap between the two measures.  For instance, several factors of 

both measures (e.g., RATDP Support Statements and DPS General Support) refer to 

similar arguments or have similar item content themes.  The RATDP’s inclusion of the 

arguments commonly cited by opponents of the death penalty, however, sets the RATDP 

apart from the exclusively pro-death penalty themes found in the DPS.  The neglect of 

measuring a participant’s level of agreement to both supportive and oppositional 

statements towards the death penalty can be problematic.  For instance, a person who 

strongly agrees with all supportive statements about the utility of the death penalty (e.g., 

it is necessary, a deterrent, less costly effective than life imprisonment, a way to 

compensate the victim’s family) but is also aware of some of the disadvantages of the 

sanction (e.g., it could lead to the execution of an innocent person, continues a harmful 

cycle of violence, it opposes a belief in forgiveness) may generate high scores on the DPS 

factors (indicating high levels of support for the death penalty), but would likely generate 

moderate scores on the RATDP (indicating only a moderate level of support for the death 
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penalty).  Therefore, predominately focusing on pro-death penalty arguments in a 

measure and thereby ignoring the salient conflicting viewpoints, as seen in the DPS, may 

lead to the over-inflation and/or mischaracterization of a participant’s level of support for 

the death penalty.   

Unlike the DPS, the RATDP was also developed with the intention of having a 

total score (calculated by combining all the factor scores together) to be used to quantify 

one’s overall level of support for the death penalty.  Initial evidence was found in the 

current study in support of the reliability and validity of the RATDP total score.  The 

DPS was not originally developed to have a total score, but some researchers have 

calculated and used a total score in their research regardless (e.g., Kandola & Egan, 

2014).  Instead, for the DPS, one’s general level support for the death penalty appears to 

be measured by the four-item DPS General Support factor score.  This subscale includes 

two general statements of support (e.g., “I think the death penalty is necessary.”) and 

opposition (e.g., “It is immoral for society to take a life regardless of the crime the 

individual has committed.”).  Although a four-item scale is likely a better way to measure 

general level of support for the death penalty than the standard single-item approach, the 

utilization of the RATDP total score, which is based on the sum of 18-items, is a more 

comprehensive measurement approach.  Therefore, researchers searching for a short scale 

with the capability to provide a comprehensive estimation of a participant’s overall level 

of support for the death penalty (based on their agreement with several specific 

arguments from both stances), may find the RATDP better suited for their purpose than 

the DPS. 
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Research on Predictors of Death Penalty Support.  This study provides evidence 

that when religious fundamentalism is measured by a psychometrically sound instrument 

(i.e., by an instrument such as the RRF), it is statistically predictive of level of death 

penalty support for both non-students and students, as measured by the RATDP.  Prior 

inconsistent findings between these two constructs could be due to measurement error, as 

in the case of the numerous aforementioned studies operationalizing religious 

fundamentalism by using denominational affiliation (e.g., FUND) or single religious 

beliefs or practices (e.g., Biblical literalism, harsh view of God), or differences in how 

death penalty support was measured, as in the case of Whited et al.’s (2014) study that 

utilized the ATDP.  Due to the existence of many strategies that can be utilized to 

operationalize religious fundamentalism (some more problematic than others), future 

researchers should clearly discuss how they measured religious fundamentalism and 

specifically describe their rationale for using a proxy measure of fundamentalism, such as 

FUND, when there are better validated operationalization strategies. 

Despite retribution being identified as the “most important contemporary pro-

death argument” (p. 52; Radelet & Borg, 2000), a notion supported by the findings of the 

current study, there have only been a few studies that have empirically examined 

retribution’s utility as a statistical predictor of death penalty support.  One reason why 

this may be the case is that participants previously viewed retribution as a less acceptable 

rationale for their support of the sanction than more instrumental arguments (Thomas & 

Foster, 1975; Vidmar & Ellsworth, 1974), thus participants and researchers alike may 

have neglected its importance.  Perhaps a more likely explanation is that there is no 

common consensus regarding how retribution should be operationalized in the death 



101 

 

 

 

either through direct interviewing or supplemental questionnaires.  Similarly, defense 

attorneys should attempt to select non-fundamentalist venirepersons to serve in the jury.  

However, of even greater importance, defense attorneys may consider examining 

potential jurors’ pro-revenge attitudes as that variable was the strongest predictor of death 

penalty support in the current study’s analyses for both non-students and students.  Doing 

so may help defense attorneys ensure the jury is more balanced, with greater numbers of 

jurors holding ambivalent or oppositional attitudes towards the sanction.  This is 

particularly important considering that the deck may already be stacked against the 

defendant due to death qualification procedures.  Defense attorneys may also advocate 

for jury members to receive comprehensible instruction prior to deliberation on the 

importance of attempting to remain passive, objective decision-makers, thereby placing 

more substantive weight on the aggravating and mitigating factors to determine a death 

sentence, not one’s particular attitudes towards the death penalty.   

Limitations and Future Directions 

One limitation of the current study is the convenience sampling approach utilized 

for collecting non-student data.  Although MTurk data is far more representative of the 

United States population when compared to a college student sample (Paolacci et al., 

2010), there were some slight differences between the non-student sample collected and 

the American population (as counted in the 2010 Census), particularly the over-

representation of female and White participants.  It is likely that a national probability 

sampling method would collect more representative data; however, the data collected in 

the current study is likely more generalizable than studies utilizing a traditional college 

student samples.  A second limitation is related to the characteristics of the student 
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sample: most student participants were religious and reported high levels of religious 

fundamentalism.  Therefore, the student sample utilized in the current study is likely not 

representative of the college student population in the United States; however, it may 

provide a glimpse of the death penalty attitudes and religious beliefs of other college 

students that are either residing in the southern region of the country or have similarly 

strong religious beliefs.   

Thirdly, participants were unfortunately not asked to complete any measure of 

social desirability.  As such, it is difficult to determine if (or the extent to which) 

participants presented themselves in an overly favorable light on the measures of 

forgiveness or revenge and if it impacted the results of the study.  Future researchers 

examining these variables could alleviate this concern by including a measure of social 

desirability as a control variable in their statistical analyses.  Finally, participants were 

not questioned to determine if they were registered voters, jury eligible (e.g., had never 

committed a felony offense), or “death qualified,” so it would go beyond the scope of the 

data to make direct inferences about the level of death penalty support in those adults 

who are eligible to vote on proposed legislative acts regarding the death penalty or serve 

as a capital case juror.   

 Despite these limitations, future investigation into death penalty attitudes (and the 

underlying rationales that inform those attitudes) promises to be informative.  There are 

some additional steps that could be taken to further develop the RATDP.  Additional item 

development, particularly in factors that demonstrated low internal consistency reliability 

in students, could be undertaken to improve the reliability of the RATDP factors for 

students.  Moreover, considering the current study’s findings that pro-revenge attitudes 
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are the strongest predictor of level of support for the death penalty, it is unfortunate that 

the RATDP only has one retribution or revenge-related item (i.e., “‘Eye for an eye’ is the 

only way criminals will know that society is serious about protecting its citizens.”), an 

item that reflects the utility of social retribution for maintenance of law and order, not a 

sense of personal vengeance.  Extra items, or perhaps even another factor, could be 

created to include that salient theme.  Additional support for the construct validity of the 

RATDP could be found by investigating how the total and factor scores correlate with a 

measure of juror decision-making, such as the Pretrial Juror Attitude Questionnaire 

(PJAQ; Lecci & Myers, 2008), a measure of attitudes towards the insanity defense, such 

as the Insanity Defense Attitude Scale-Revised (IDAS-R; Skeem & Golding, 2001; 

Skeem, Louden, & Evans, 2004), and measures of other potentially-related personality 

traits (e.g., authoritarianism, dogmatism).  The predictive validity of the RATDP should 

also be examined, potentially by examining the RATDP’s ability to predict a death 

sentence verdict in a mock capital case study.  In the same vein, an interesting and “real-

world” applicable future direction of the RATDP would be to conduct analyses to 

determine a cutoff score that can predict if a participant or potential juror is death 

qualified.  

 As previously mentioned, one of the areas in which the present study was limited 

was the lack of information to determine if participants are registered voters or death 

qualified.  Future research could be conducted to determine attitudinal differences 

between the “death qualified” and “death excludable” participants in relation to the death 

penalty, as measured by the RATDP.  For example, answers could be found to questions 

like: Do death qualified or death excludable participants have a different factor structure 
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of death penalty attitudes?  Or, what differences exist between qualified and excludable 

participants in terms of the strength of their agreement towards specific arguments in 

support or opposition of the death penalty?  Future researchers could also seek to 

determine if the 5-factor model structure for the RATDP is replicated among a broader 

student sample that would, for instance, include students from several regions of the 

country and/or students from a more diverse religious orientation.    

 Additional research may also serve to continue the clarification of the relationship 

between religious fundamentalism and level of support for the death penalty.  For 

example, researchers could investigate the extent to which religious fundamentalism 

specifically predicts trial verdicts (i.e., the result of the innocence/guilt phase of a capital 

case), death sentence decisions (i.e., the result of the sentencing phase of a capital case), 

and/or the substantive weight those with high levels of religious fundamentalism place on 

either aggravating or mitigating factors in capital cases.  Miller and Hayward (2008) 

previously found that religious fundamentalism predicted death sentences, yet their 

findings should be replicated due to their poor operationalization of fundamentalism.   

Finally, further research can be conducted examining the relationship between 

death penalty support and the two other primary predictors in the current study: revenge 

and forgiveness.  Firstly, additional research could be conducted to determine if the “just 

deserts” dimension of retribution is a similarly significant and/or stronger predictor of 

death penalty support, compared to the “revenge” dimension.  Both dimensions of 

retribution should also be examined as potential predictors of sentencing verdicts in 

capital cases.  Given the above-described religion-forgiveness discrepancy seen in highly 

religious individuals, it would be interesting to determine if one’s level of dispositional 
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forgiveness or level of forgiveness towards a specific defendant in a mock capital case 

were more predictive of sentencing verdict.  Of course, if future researchers are interested 

in examining variables that tend to be viewed in highly positive terms, such as 

compassion or forgiveness, or highly negative terms, such as revenge, they should 

consider accounting for level of social desirability. 

Conclusion 

As Whitehead, Blankenship, and Wright (1999) very accurately state, “Given the 

literal life and death nature of capital punishment, it is important to continue research on 

this topic” (p. 250).  This is a particularly meaningful point considering that there are 

instances in which judges rely on social science research when deliberating about death 

penalty usage or previous sentencing verdicts (see Diamond, 1993; Diamond & Casper, 

1994).  This study, and a growing body of literature, indicates that one’s death penalty 

attitudes are multifaceted and are informed by, or associated with, a variety of rationales 

(e.g., innocence concerns, sanction exceptions, life imprisonment viability), religious 

factors (e.g., religious fundamentalism), traits (e.g., dispositional forgiveness), and 

associated attitudes (e.g., pro-revenge attitudes).  Death sentences, when completed, are 

irrevocable.  Therefore, decisions about the usage of the death penalty, both for capital 

case jurors considering a death sentence as well as legislative bodies considering 

procedural or policy changes, are not simple and should not be made lightly.  When a 

decision-maker (e.g., legislator, judge, attorney, juror, voter) turns to social science 

research to help illuminate areas of concern, it is essential that he/she can gather 

potentially useful information.  As such, it is vital that death penalty researchers avoid 

problematic and overly simplistic measurement strategies to measure death penalty 
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support (e.g., single-item, binary measures) or religious variables (e.g., denominational 

affiliation) and instead rely on valid, psychometrically-sound measurement strategies 

when conducting research.  Findings from quality death penalty research studies could 

challenge previously-held misconceptions about the level of public support for the death 

penalty and potentially serve to inform both prosecutorial and defense lawyers, judges, 

policy makers, and politicians.   
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APPENDIX A 

DEMOGRAPHIC FORM 

 

Demographic Information 

Please check or circle the response or fill in the blank where appropriate 

 

1. How old are you (in years)? ___ 

 

2. What is your gender? (circle one)  M F Other   

 

3. Which racial or ethnic group do you identify with? 

a. _______ African American/Black 

b. _______ American Indian/Native American 

c. _______ Asian/Asian American  

d. _______ Caucasian 

e. _______ Hispanic/Latino(a)  

f. _______ Biracial/Multiracial (Explain) 

_____________________________________ 

g. _______ Other (Explain) 

________________________________________________ 

 

4. How are you currently classified here at the University of Southern Mississippi? 

(student sample only) 

a. _______ Freshman 

b. _______ Sophomore 

c. _______ Junior 

d. _______ Senior 

e. _______ Other (Explain): 

_______________________________________________ 

 

5. What is the total number of years you have been in school (kindergarten through 

present)? _____ 

 

6. Have you ever been charged with a crime? Yes   No 

a. If yes, please list the crime(s) you have been charged with. 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 



108 

 

 

 

7. Have you ever been convicted of a crime? Yes   No 

a. If yes, please list the crime(s) you have been convicted of. 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

8. Have you ever been sentenced to time in jail or prison for a crime? 

a. If yes, please list the type of crime(s) you were incarcerated for. 

b. How long were you incarcerated for (total for all crimes)? 

 

9. Assign a numerical value that you believe best represents your political beliefs. 

 

1               2               3                4                5                6                7                8                9 

Extremely Conservative     Moderate                               Extremely Liberal  

 

10. To the best of your ability, please estimate your total household income (include 

parent’s income if you are still dependent on them for financial support. ________ 

 

Religious Identification Questions 

 

1. What is your spiritual/religious identification or denomination?  Please check one. 

____A) Agnostic   ____M) National Baptist Convention, Incorporated 

____B) Atheist   ____N) National Baptist Convention,  

       Unincorporated 

____C) Buddhist   ____O) Progressive National Baptist Convention 

____D) Catholic   ____P) Church of God in Christ 

____E) Lutheran   ____Q) LDS - Morman 

____F) Methodist  ____R) Hindu 

____G) Southern Baptist  ____S) Muslim/Islam 

____H) Missionary Baptist ____T) African Methodist Episcopal 

____I) Jewish   ____U) African Methodist/Episcopal Zion 

____J) Taoist   ____V) Christian Methodist Episcopal 

       ____K) Presbyterian  ____W) Unitarian-Universalist 

       ____L) Pagan/Wiccan       ____ X) Nondenominational 

       ____ Z) None   ____Y) Other (specify:_____________________) 
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2. Over the past year, about how often have you attended church or a religious meeting? 

a. More than once a week 

b. Once a week 

c. Two or three times per month 

d. Once per month 

e. Once every few months 

f. Very rarely, or only on religious holidays (e.g., Christmas, Easter) 

g. Never attended 

 

3. If applicable, to the best of your ability, please estimate the total amount of time (in 

years) you were or have been a member of a religious body or church.  _____ 

 

Death Penalty Questions 

1. Generally speaking, do you approve or disapprove of the death penalty for persons 

convicted of murder? 

a. Strongly Approve (if so, answer questions 2 & 3) 

b. Approve (if so, answer questions 2 & 3) 

c. Unsure (if so, skip to question 4) 

d. Disapprove (if so, skip to question 5) 

e. Strongly Disapprove (if so, skip to question 5) 

 

2. If you chose “strongly approve” or “approve” for question 1, think about your 

reasoning behind your approval of the death penalty for persons convicted of murder.  

Compare your reasoning with the options from the list below and choose the option 

that best describes your top rationale for your support of the death penalty.  If none of 

the options matches your reasoning, select “other” and give a brief description of your 

rationale. 

a. The death penalty prevents others from committing similar crimes in the 

future. 

b. The death penalty fits the crime (i.e., “eye for an eye”) 

c. The death penalty maintains order in society and prevents chaos 

d. The death penalty permanently prevents the criminal from committing further 

crimes 

e. The death penalty is cheaper than incarcerating a person in prison for life 

f. Other:_________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

3. If researchers found, and were completely certain, that the using the death penalty as 

a punishment for murderers did not deter other criminals from committing similar 

severe crimes, would you still favor using the punishment? 

a. Yes, I would still support the death penalty 

b. No, I would no longer support the death penalty 

 

Skip to question 6 
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4. If you chose “unsure” for question 1, please describe, to the best of your ability, why 

you chose this option.  

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Skip to question 6 

 

5.   If you chose “disapprove” or “strongly disapprove,” think about your reasoning 

behind your opposition of the death penalty for persons convicted of murder.  

Compare your reasoning with the options from the list below and choose the option 

that best describes your top rationale for your opposition of the death penalty.  If 

none of the options matches your reasoning, select “other” and give a brief 

description of your rationale. 

a. The death penalty is immoral and/or goes against my religious convictions 

b. The death penalty does not allow a convicted criminal the chance for 

rehabilitation 

c. The death penalty is irreversible; an innocent person could be executed 

d. The death penalty is unfairly dispensed to minorities and the impoverished 

e. The death penalty continues the cycle of violence 

f. The death penalty is more costly than incarcerating a person in prison for life 

g. Other:_________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

6.   Generally speaking, how committed are you to your stance on the death penalty?  

Assign a numerical value to signify your level of commitment, with lower numbers 

meaning strongly committed and higher numbers meaning strongly uncommitted. 

 

0                100 

Strongly Uncommitted         Strongly Committed 

 

7.   When considering your stance on the death penalty, how much did you think about 

and explore opposing stances on the death penalty before reaching your decision?  

Assign a numerical value to signify the level you thought about, researched, and/or 

explored opposing stances on the death penalty prior to reaching your own decision.  

Lower values signify active exploration of alternative stances and higher values 

signify no exploration of alternative stances. 

 

0                100 

No Exploration            Active  Exploration 
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8.   Generally speaking, do you approve or disapprove of the death penalty for persons 

convicted of serious crimes besides murder (e.g., rape)? 

a. Approve 

b. Disapprove 

c. Unsure 

 

9.   Generally speaking, do you believe that criminals are treated too harshly, not harshly 

enough, or just right in the criminal justice system? 

  A. Not Harshly Enough 

  B. Just Right 

  C. Too Harshly  
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APPENDIX B 

THE REVISED RELIGIOUS FUNDAMENTALISM SCALE 

This survey is part of an investigation of general public opinion concerning a variety of 

social issues.  You will probably find that you agree with some of the statements and 

disagree with others, to varying extents.  Please indicate your reaction to each of the 

statements by marking your opinion to the left of each statement, according to the 

following scale: 

 

Mark a  -4 if you very strongly disagree with the statement 

  -3 if you strongly disagree with the statement 

  -2 if you moderately disagree with the statement 

  -1 if you slightly disagree with the statement 

 

Mark a  +1 if you slightly agree with the statement 

  +2 if you moderately agree with the statement 

  +3 if you strongly agree with the statement 

  +4 if you very strongly disagree with the statement 

 

If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about a statement, mark a “0” next to it. 

 

You may find that you sometimes have different reactions to different parts of a 

statement.  For example, you might very strongly disagree (“-4”) with one idea in a 

statement, but slightly agree (“+1”) with another idea in the same item.  When this 

happens, please combine your reactions, and write down how you feel on balance (a “-3” 

in this case). 

 

1. God has given humanity a complete, unfailing guide to happiness and salvation, 

which must be totally followed. 

2. No single book of religious teachings contains all the intrinsic, fundamental truths 

about life.* 

3. The basic cause of evil in this world is Satan, who is still constantly and 

ferociously fighting against God. 

4. It is more important to be a good person than to believe in God and the right 

religion.* 

5. There is a particular set of religious teachings in this world that are so true, you 

can’t go any “deeper” because they are the basic, bedrock message that God has 

given humanity. 

6. When you get right down to it, there are basically only two kinds of people in the 

world: the Righteous, who will be rewarded by God; and the rest, who will not. 

7. Scriptures may contain general truths, but they should NOT be considered 

completely, literally true from beginning to end.* 
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8. To lead the best, most meaningful life, one must belong to the one, fundamentally 

true religion. 

9. For this item, mark the answer choice “moderately agree.” 

10.  “Satan” is just the name people give to their own bad impulses.  There really is 

no such thing  as a diabolical “Prince of Darkness” who temps us.* 

11. Whenever science and sacred scripture conflict, science is probably right.* 

12. The fundamentals of God’s religion should never be tampered with, or 

compromised with others’ beliefs. 

13. All of the religions in the world have flaws and wrong teachings.  There is no 

perfectly true, right religion.* 

Note: * = con-trait item, for which the -4 to +4 scoring key is reversed. 
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APPENDIX C 

HEARTLAND FORGIVENESS SCALE 

 

Directions: In the course of our lives negative things may occur because of our own 

actions, the actions of others, or circumstances beyond our control. For some time after 

these events, we may have negative thoughts or feelings about ourselves, others, or the 

situation. Think about how you typically respond to such negative events. Next to each 

of the following items write the number (from the 7-point scale below) that best describes 

how you typically respond to the type of negative situation described.  There are no right 

or wrong answers. Please be as open as possible in your answers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Almost 

Always 

False of Me 

 
More Often 

False of Me 
 

More Often 

True of Me 
 

Almost 

Always True 

of Me 

 

___ 1. Although I feel bad at first when I mess up, over time I can give myself some 

 slack. 

___ 2. I hold grudges against myself for negative things I’ve done. 

___ 3. Learning from bad things that I’ve done helps me get over them. 

___ 4. It is really hard for me to accept myself once I’ve messed up. 

___ 5. With time I am understanding of myself for mistakes I’ve made. 

___ 6. I don’t stop criticizing myself for negative things I’ve felt, thought, said, or done. 

___ 7. I continue to punish a person who has done something that I think is wrong. 

___ 8. With time I am understanding of others for the mistakes they’ve made. 

___ 9. I continue to be hard on others who have hurt me. 

___ 10. Although others have hurt me in the past, I have eventually been able to see them 

 as good people. 

___ 11. If others mistreat me, I continue to think badly of them. 

___ 12. When someone disappoints me, I can eventually move past it. 

___ 13. When things go wrong for reasons that can’t be controlled, I get stuck in negative 

 thoughts about it. 

___ 14. With time I can be understanding of bad circumstances in my life. 
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___ 15. If I am disappointed by uncontrollable circumstances in my life, I continue to 

 think negatively about them. 

___ 16. I eventually make peace with bad situations in my life. 

___ 17. It’s really hard for me to accept negative situations that aren’t anybody’s fault. 

___ 18. Eventually I let go of negative thoughts about bad circumstances that are beyond 

 anyone’s control. 

 

Scoring Instructions: 

To calculate the scores for the HFS total and its three subscales, first reverse score items 

2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, and 17. Then, sum the values for the items that compose each 

subscale (with appropriate items being reverse scored): HFS total (items 1–18), HFS Self 

subscale (items 1–6), HFS Other subscale (items 7–12), HFS Situation subscale (items 

13–18). 
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APPENDIX D 

VENGEANCE SCALE 

 

Instructions:  Below there are a number of statements that describe attitudes in different 

people.  There are no right or wrong answers, only opinions.  For every statement, please: 

a. Read the statement 

b. Decide whether you agree or disagree using the following scale: 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disagree 

strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Neither 

disagree 

nor agree 

Agree 

slightly 
Agree 

Agree 

strongly 

 

___ 1. It’s not worth my time or effort to pay back someone who has wronged me. (R) 

___ 2. It is important to me to get back at people who have hurt me. 

___ 3. I try to even the score with anyone who hurts me. 

___ 4. It is always better not to seek vengeance. (R) 

___ 5. I live by the motto “Let bygones be bygones.” (R) 

___ 6. There is nothing wrong in getting back at someone who has hurt you. 

___ 7. I don’t just get mad, I get even. 

___ 8. I find it easy to forgive those who have hurt me. (R) 

___ 9. I am not a vengeful person. (R) 

___ 10. I believe in the motto “An eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth.” 

___ 11. Revenge is morally wrong. (R) 

___ 12. If someone causes me trouble, I’ll find a way to make them regret it. 

___ 13. People who insist on getting revenge are disgusting. (R) 

___ 14. If I am wronged, I can’t live with myself unless I get revenge. 

___ 15. Honor requires that you get back at someone who has hurt you. 

___ 16. It is usually better to show mercy than to take revenge. (R) 

___ 17. Anyone who provokes me deserves the punishment that I give them. 

___ 18. It is always better to “turn the other cheek.” (R) 
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___ 19. To have the desire for vengeance would make me feel ashamed. (R) 

___ 20. Revenge is sweet. 
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APPENDIX E 

DEATH PENALTY SCALE 

 

Directions:  Please respond whether you agree or disagree with the following statements 

on a scale from 1 to 9, where 1 represents that you "strongly disagree" with the statement 

and 9 represents that you "strongly agree" with the statement. 

  Strongly 

Disagree 

 Strongly  

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. It is immoral for society to take a life 

regardless of the crime the individual has 

committed. 

         

2. Executing a person for premeditated murder 

discourages others from committing that crime 

in the future. 

         

3. The death penalty is the just way to 

compensate the victim’s family for some 

murders. 

         

4. It is more cost efficient to sentence a murderer 

to death rather than to life imprisonment. 

         

5. The death penalty should be used more often 

than it is. 

 

         

6. There are some murderers whose death would 

give me a sense of personal satisfaction. 

         

7. There is no such thing as a sentence that truly 

means "life without parole." 

         

8. The desire for revenge is a legitimate reason 

for favoring the death penalty. 

         

9. Executing a murderer is less expensive than 

keeping him in jail for the rest of his life. 

         

10. The death penalty does not deter other 

murderers. 

 

         

11. No matter what crime a person has 

committed executing them is a cruel punishment. 

         

12. Even when a murderer gets a sentence of life 

without parole, he usually gets out on parole. 
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13. I think the death penalty is necessary. 

 

         

14. The death penalty makes criminals think 

twice before committing murder. 

         

15. Society has a right to get revenge when 

murder has been committed. 
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APPENDIX F 

REVISED ATTITUDES TOWARD THE DEATH PENALTY SCALE 

Scale Items and Directions:  This questionnaire contains a set of attitude statements.  

There are no right or wrong answers: we are interested in your opinions.  Please read 

each statement carefully and then circle the response that reflects your reaction. 

 

SA = strongly agree, A = agree, U = undecided, D = disagree, SD = strongly disagree  

 

1. If there is any doubt about a defendant’s guilt, he or she should not be executed.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

2. “Eye for an eye” is the only way criminals will know that society is serious about 

protecting its citizens. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

3. The death penalty is given too often to convicted defendants from a racial minority.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

4. People remain on death row too long before their execution is carried out. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

5. Being sentenced to death for a horrific crime is too easy and quick of a punishment; a 

person who committed murder should be made to spend the rest of their life behind 

bars.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

6. Giving the death penalty to serial killers or murderers of horrific crimes is one 

method that the state can use to discourage future heinous murders. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

7. The only way to control some potential crime is to enforce the death penalty. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

8. I am against the execution of a defendant who committed a crime when they were 

suffering from a severe mental illness, such as schizophrenia.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

9. Those sentenced to life imprisonment usually get out on parole. 
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SA  A  U  D  SD 

10. No civilized society permits capital punishment.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

11. Human beings and/or the government/society shouldn’t have the power to put a 

person to death, no matter what crime they committed.**   

SA  A  U  D  SD 

12. It is wrong that the death penalty is given to more poor defendants than those with 

financial resources.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

13. No matter the severity of the crime, any offender under the age of 18 should not 

receive the death penalty.**  

SA  A  U  D  SD 

14. If a woman committed a crime along with a man, and he is sentenced to death, she 

should be too. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

15. There is no sentence that truly means “life without parole;” unless an offender is put 

to death, they could always get out of prison one day. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

16. Since the person receiving the death penalty did not respect the victim’s life then they 

deserve to die. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

17. I am opposed to the execution of mothers who have young children.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

18. It is necessary to permit the death penalty in order to reduce the murder rate. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

19. I believe that it is morally wrong to have the power to take anyone’s life, regardless 

of the reasoning or the suspected crime.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

20. Any person convicted of premeditated murder, no matter their race, gender, age, or 

level of income should be considered to receive the death penalty. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 
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21. If a defendant on death row wants a DNA test of evidence, the state should 

automatically grant it.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

22. One major disadvantage/con of the death penalty is the possibility that an innocent 

person may be executed.**   

SA  A  U  D  SD 

23. Giving someone the death penalty does not allow them to experience enough 

punishment; having them live out the rest of their days behind bars is a more suitable 

penalty.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

24. The possibility of being executed serves as a deterrent against committing violent 

crimes. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

25. The death penalty goes against my moral and/or religious convictions.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

26. A murderer may “deserve” to die, but humans cannot objectively determine who 

should die because of our biases.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

27. Laws that permit the death penalty devalue the worth of every human life.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

28. It is wrong to sentence a person diagnosed with mental retardation to death.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

29. Men and women should be treated equally when the death sentence is considered. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

30. A judge should have the right to sentence a defendant to death, even if the jury has 

recommended life in prison. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

31. It is better that one murderer die than many people die at the hands of that one 

murderer.   

SA  A  U  D  SD 
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32. Laws permitting the death penalty continue a harmful cycle by using violence to 

punish violence.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

33. The death penalty gives the victim’s family security in knowing that they don’t have 

to fear future harm from the perpetrator. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

34. It is immoral for society to take a human life, no matter the circumstances.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

35. Carrying out an execution of a convicted murderer is far more costly than keeping 

them in prison for the rest of their lives.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

36. Executing a murderer is the only way to be certain they will never hurt others again. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

37. People on death row are permitted to appeal their sentence too often. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

38. Executing a convicted murderer can help give the victim’s family a sense of closure 

and peace. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

39. The death penalty goes against my beliefs about the importance of forgiving others 

for their wrongdoings.** 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

40. The appeal processes and procedures for convicted inmates on death row allow 

defendants ample opportunity to provide evidence that they are innocent of their 

charges. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 
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APPENDIX G 

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE DEATH PENALTY SCALE (16-ITEM) 

 

Scale Items and Directions:  This questionnaire contains a set of attitude statements.  

There are no right or wrong answers: we are interested in your opinions.  Please read 

each statement carefully and then circle the response that reflects your reaction. 

 

SA = strongly agree, A = agree, U = undecided, D = disagree, SD = strongly 

disagree  

 

1. A judge should have the right to sentence a defendant to death, even if the jury 

has recommended life in prison. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

2. People on death row are permitted to appeal their sentence too often. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

3. If there is any doubt about a defendant’s guilt, he or she should not be executed.* 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

4. If a defendant on death row wants a DNA test of evidence, the state should 

automatically grant it.* 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

5. People remain on death row too long. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

6. It is wrong to sentence a mentally retarded person to death.* 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

7. Those sentenced to life imprisonment often get out on parole. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

8. Men and women should be treated equally when the death sentence is considered. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

9. I am opposed to the execution of women who are pregnant.* 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

10. No civilized society permits capital punishment.* 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

11. It is necessary to permit the death penalty in order to reduce the murder rate. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

12. The possibility of being executed serves as a deterrent against committing violent 

crimes. 
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SA  A  U  D  SD 

13. Laws that permit the death penalty devalue the worth of every human life.* 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

14. Laws permitting the death penalty use violence to punish violence.* 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

15. The only way to control some potential crime is to enforce the death penalty. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

16. If a woman committed a crime along with a man, and he is sentenced to death, she 

should be too. 

SA  A  U  D  SD 

 

 

 

 

*Indicates a reverse-coded item 

 

Factor 1 (Sentencing Disputes):  Items 1, 2, 5, & 7 

Factor 2 (Sanction Exceptions):  Items 3, 4, 6, & 9 

Factor 3 (Crime Control):  Items 11, 12, & 15 

Factor 4 (Opposition Concerns):  Items 10, 13, & 14 

Factor 5 (Gender Equality):  Items 8 & 16 
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD NOTICE OF COMMITTEE ACTION 
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APPENDIX I 

INFORMED CONSENT FORMS 

Attitudes Towards Social Issues Study Consent Form (M-Turk) 

 

You are being asked to participate in a study about your attitudes towards social issues.  

The researchers of this study are Will Whited, M.A. and Jon Mandracchia, Ph.D. at the 

University of Southern Mississippi, Department of Psychology. 

 

Background Information: 

The purpose of this study is to gather information to better understand your attitudes 

towards social issues and your social experiences in several domains.  

 

Procedures: 

If you agree to participate in this study, the following will be asked of you. You will be 

asked to complete several questionnaires and a demographic sheet online. The amount of 

time expected for participation is this study is 20-30 minutes. 

 

Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 

The risks associated with your participation are minimal. You may find that you may 

become bored or tired when completing questions. Additionally, you will be asked some 

sensitive questions, such as your personal beliefs and stances on social issues.  Some 

individuals may feel slight psychological discomfort when answering these questions.  

Some people report having higher self-awareness of their own attitudes by responding to 

questions.   

 

Confidentiality 

The records of this study will be kept private.  You will not be asked to provide your 

name. In any sort of report that might be published from this data, no identifiable 

material for any participant will be included. By consenting to participate in this 

study, each participant’s MTurk worker identification number will be collected for the 

sole purpose of screening to prevent any participant from completing the survey more 

than one time.  All MTurk worker ID numbers will be deleted from all datasets after data 

collection is completed.  Research records will be stored securely and only the 

researchers involved in this study will have access to the research records.  

 

Compensation 

Upon successful completion of the survey, you will be paid 15 to 50 cents into your 

MTurk account.  There will be several questions throughout the survey designed to 

determine if you are attending to item content.  If correct answers are not given for these 

questions, then you will not be compensated.  Additionally, each participant will only be 
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compensated once for completing the survey.  Participants that attempt to complete the 

survey more than one time will only be compensated once, after their first completed 

survey. 

 

Voluntary Nature of the Study 

Participation in this study is completely up to you. Whether you decide to participate or 

not will not affect your current or future relations with the University of Southern 

Mississippi.  If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or 

withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.  

 

Contacts and Questions 

Again, the researchers conducting this study are Will Whited and Dr. Jon Mandracchia.  

If you have questions later, you may contact Will Whited at 

William.Whited@eagles.usm.edu or Dr. Mandracchia at Jon.Mandracchia@usm.edu. 

This project has been reviewed by the Human Subjects Protection Review Committee, 

which ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations.  

Any questions or concerns about rights as a research subject should be directed to the 

chair of the Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi, 118 

College Drive #5147, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, (601) 266-6820.  

 

I have read and understand the above information.  By clicking below, I am indicating 

that I am at least 18 years of age and that I consent to participate in this study. 
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Attitudes Towards Social Issues Consent Form (SONA) 

 

You are being asked to participate in a study about your attitudes towards social issues.  

The researchers of this study are Will Whited, M.A. and Jon Mandracchia, Ph.D. at the 

University of Southern Mississippi, Department of Psychology. 

 

Background Information: 

The purpose of this study is to gather information to better understand your attitudes 

towards social issues and your social experiences in several domains.  

 

Procedures: 

If you agree to participate in this study, the following will be asked of you. You will be 

asked to complete several questionnaires and a demographic sheet online. The amount of 

time expected for participation is this study is 20-30 minutes. 

 

Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 

The risks associated with your participation are minimal. You may find that you may 

become bored or tired when completing questions. Additionally, you will be asked some 

sensitive questions, such as your personal beliefs and stances on social issues.  Some 

individuals may feel slight psychological discomfort when answering these questions.  

Some people report having higher self-awareness of their own attitudes by responding to 

questions.   

 

Compensation 

You must get to the end of the survey to be awarded your SONA credit for participating. 

Upon successful completion of the survey, you will receive .5 SONA credit.  There will 

be several questions throughout the survey designed to determine if you are attending to 

item content.  If correct answers are not given for these questions, then you will receive 

no SONA credit. 

 

Confidentiality 

The records of this study will be kept private.  You will not be asked to provide your 

name. In any sort of report that might be published from this data, no identifiable 

material for any participant will be included. Research records will be stored securely 

and only the researchers involved in this study will have access to the research records. 

No information that you provide for this study will be disclosed to your employer(s) or 

course instructor(s). 

 

Voluntary Nature of the Study 

Participation in this study is completely up to you. Whether you decide to participate or 

not will not affect your current or future relations with the University of Southern 
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Mississippi.  If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or 

withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.  

 

Contacts and Questions 

Again, the researchers conducting this study are Will Whited and Dr. Jon Mandracchia.  

If you have questions later, you may contact Will Whited at 

William.Whited@eagles.usm.edu or Dr. Mandracchia at Jon.Mandracchia@usm.edu. 

This project has been reviewed by the Human Subjects Protection Review Committee, 

which ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations.  

Any questions or concerns about rights as a research subject should be directed to the 

chair of the Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi, 118 

College Drive #5147, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, (601) 266-6820.  

 

I have read and understand the above information.  By clicking below, I am indicating 

that I am at least 18 years of age and that I consent to participate in this study. 
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