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Death penalty:
The political foundations of the global trend toward abolition

The death penalty is like no other punishmentcdistinued existence in many countries of the
world creates political tensions within these coig®t and between governments of retentionist
and abolitionist countries. After the Second WaNdr, more and more countries have abolished
the death penalty. This article argues that the anajeterminants of this global trend toward
abolition are political, a claim which receives ggut in a quantitative cross-national analysis
from 1950 to 2002. Democracy, democratization,rivegonal political pressure on retentionist
countries and peer group effects in relatively @bmiist regions all raise the likelihood of
abolition. There is also a partisan effect as atimti becomes more likely if the chief executive’s
party is left-wing oriented. Cultural, social ancamomic determinants receive only limited
support. The global trend toward abolition will gm if democracy continues to spread around
the world and abolitionist countries stand by theammitment to press for abolition all over the

world.



Until rather recently, almost all countries applidte death penalty as a punishment for
criminals, traitors, political prisoners and othgeople, sometimes entirely innocent of the
charges against them. In the latd" #hd early 20 century a few countries abolished the death
penalty, but most of the countries that have resdod@pital punishment have done so after the
Second World War (Schabas 1997; Hood 2001). Simee, tthere has been an increasing trend
toward abolition of the death penalty — a trendiclwlgained particular momentum in the 1990s.
But can we expect this global abolitionist trencctmtinue or is it likely to stop soon? Schabas
(1997) and Fijalkowski (2001) are optimistic, buad?inowicz (1999: 293) does ‘not expect any
substantial further decrease in the appointmentusedof capital punishment in the near future’
since ‘most of the countries likely to embrace #imlitionist cause have by now done so’
(similarly Dunér and Geurtsen 2002: 19). This &tiargues that the global trend toward
abolition is mainly politically determined rathdran by cultural, social and economic factors.
More specifically, it argues that the continuatiohthe abolitionist trend is contingent on a
further spread of democracy around the world, olitipal pressure imposed on retentionist
countries, on regional peer group effects and enptblitical balance between conservative and
left-wing parties within countries.

The death penalty is like no other punishments Ithie ultimate, most consequential and
totally irreversible penalty. Not surprisingly,i# also the politically most controversial form of
punishment. Its continued existence in many coestof the world is contested by human rights
groups, criminologists, some political parties atkers sometimes within and often outside the
country applying the death penalty. The executibforeigners who are citizens of abolitionist
countries commonly creates political tensions betwgovernments. Members of the European

Union (EU), but also other countries routinely mene if one of their nationals is facing the



threat of death penalty in another country. Abotitst countries from Western Europe and other
regions typically do not extradite prisoners, owtizens or not, to countries like the United
States (US), unless it is guaranteed that they mall be executed. This is true even if the
prisoners are suspected or convicted terrorists ZBQPR). Political conflict is particularly severe
where nations otherwise share similar cultural poldical values. Zimring (2003, p. 181) argues
that the US and European countries ‘are now fartieided on the question of capital
punishment than on any other morally significanégiion of government policy’. This was of
course written before the Iraq war, but it poirteard how capital punishment divides countries
that are otherwise close allies.

The continued existence of the death penalty inyn@untries is therefore an immensely
political and controversial issue. Surprisinglyhslars and political scientists in particular have
not paid much attention to explaining the determisaof death penalty abolition across the
world. Like Jacobs and Carmichael (2002) we find tiearth of systematic research into the
determinants of death penalty abolition most astong. It stands in contrast to the importance
attached to the justification for punishment (Matng 1999) and the political controversies
generated by the existence of capital punishmerdlsb stands in stark contrast to the many
empirical studies, which have demonstrated howataid social discrimination influences the
imposition of the death sentence particularly ie thS, and the many studies addressing the
alleged deterrent effect of capital punishment,($@eexample, Keil and Vito (1989), Peterson
and Bailey (1991), Beiley (1998) and the many @isideviewed in Hood (1998; 2002)). At the
cross-national level, there exist only very few lgses by criminologists (Killias 1986;
Wiechman, Kendall and Bae 1990) and sociologistsafidlitan 2001; Greenberg and West

2003). None of these studies employs multivariggression analysis, with the exception of



Greenberg and West (2003) and even this studyreypaross-sectional. It thus cannot analyze
the determinants of death penalty abolition sin@oes not use information on the explanatory
variables at the time of abolition. At the sub-oatl level, Jacobs and Carmichael (2002), two
sociologists, examine the determinants of whetherdeath penalty is legally existent in the 50
states of the United States (US) in the years 19981 and 1991, while Jacobs and Carmichael
(2004) additionally address the number of execstioom around the same time period.

In the next section we demonstrate the global ttemgrds abolition of the death penalty.
We then analyze the political foundations behing thend. To demonstrate empirically the
relevance of these foundations we need to contolother determinants of death penalty
abolition and therefore discuss cultural, sociatl @atonomic factors. A description of the
research design is followed by the presentatioresilts, which are then subjected to sensitivity
analysis. The concluding section answers the curestinether the worldwide trend towards

abolition can be expected to continue with a castiges.

THE GLOBAL TREND TOWARDS ABOLITION OF THE DEATH PEALTY

Complete abolition of the death penalty is not aststent country practice (Short 1999). The
majority of countries have not abolished the pgrat all crimes. Some more have abolished it
for ordinary crimes only. The latter typically exde crimes of treason and other crimes
committed during wartime. A few might be consideestle factoabolitionist since they have
not executed anyone for some time, whilst many nemetentionist.

Venezuela in 1863 was the first country in the @wdd abolish the death penalty for all
crimes (Hood 2001). Several South American and ¥vesEuropean countries were similarly

frontrunners in abolishing the death penalty, astidor ordinary crimes. Once the death penalty



becomes abolished by law or constitutional chahgeunlikely to come back. Italy is one of the
few exceptions, where the death penalty becamesaied early on in 1889, honoring Cesare
Beccaria’s (1995 [1764]) path-breaking call for ttheenalty abolition, but was re-instated under
Mussolini rule in 1926 and became applicable af@irordinary crimes in 1930. Some states of
the US have also abolished capital punishmentdorestime, only to re-introduce it later.

Tables 1 and 2 show in chronological order, whigtrtries abandoned in which period the
death penalty for all crimes and for ordinary crim@ne might think that the distinction between
the two types of abolition does not make much diffiee in reality. However, Schabas (1997:
300) warns against such complacency in stating‘ithiatin time of war when the greatest abuse
of the death penalty occurs, criteria of expedieaecyl State terror stampeding panicked
governments towards inhumane excesses unthinkaliene of peace’. Similarly, the risk of
judicial error and therefore of killing innocentggde is much higher in times of war (Marchesi
1996). Given the declaration of a “war on terrofisafter 9/11 there is also the possibility that
capital punishment might be increasingly appliedooftically motivated offenders in countries
that have abolished the death penalty for ordinauynot for all crimes.

< Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here >

The tables show that abolition has been mainlyenpimenon of the second half of the last
century with an increasing trend towards the end. gthe 1990s in particular have been a truly
abolitionist decade with a diverse range of coestfrom all over the world revoking capital
punishment. Of course, the increase is partly duehe increasing number of sovereign
countries. The tables therefore also show the ptage of state members of the interstate
system, as listed in Singer (2003), that have abetl the death penalty. The 1960s was a decade

in which the retentionist countries could incrediseir relative share despite some countries



joining the abolitionist camp. This is because maamyntries became independent without
simultaneous abolition of the death penalty. Atteait, however, an increasing trend towards
abolition is clearly discernible also in relativsrms. Another interesting fact is that even though
many countries have totally abolished the deathalperior all crimes in one go, quite a few

countries have been much more hesitant to abdtishdeath penalty for all crimes than for

ordinary crimes only. For example, Portugal andNle¢herlands abolished the death penalty for
ordinary crimes in 1867 and 1870, but for all crsnoaly in 1976 and 1982, respectively.

The most problematic and vague category is thabahtries considered to have abolished
the death penaltgle factorather tharde jure This means that whilst capital punishment ig stil
contained within the country’s legal system, nosparhas been executed for some period of
time. However, because no explicit and legally mgdend has been set to capital punishment,
some of these countries revert again to applyiegiéath penalty. Hood (2001: 335) reports that
after 1994 eight countries previously considededactoabolitionist resumed executing people.
Table 3 provides a list of countries consideredAlnynesty International (2006) to lake facto
abolitionist in September 2006. The criterion engpbby Amnesty International (2006) is that a
country has ‘not executed anyone during the pasteHds’ and is believed to ‘have a policy or
established practice of not carrying out executions

The remaining countries are called retentionisbl@& also provides a list of countries thus
considered by Amnesty International (2006) in Seyiier 2006. There are large differences in
the application and administration of the deathaftgnamong retentionist countries (UN-
ECOSOC 2001). In some countries people can onlgeo¢enced to death for the most serious
crimes, typically murder, whereas in other coustrigug producers and traffickers and those

committing sexual and even economic crimes canebéenced to death. Some countries go as



far as using the death penalty as a threat againat the law regards socially or religiously
undesirable behavior. For example, in Iran adulteoglomy, homosexuality and sexual relations
between a Muslim woman and a non-Muslim man coelll Ito capital punishment (Hood
2002). In some countries, the convicted can benjie® or insane, the death penalty can be
mandatory for various types of crimes and the legdguards can differ dramatically across
countries (ibid.).
< Insert Table 3 about here >

A few countries execute a great many people, wisenaast retentionist countries execute
only few. According to cases known to Amnesty In&ional (2006), during 2005 by far the
greatest number of executions took place in Chithtagether with Iran, Saudi Arabia and the
United States, the four countries accounted fop&4cent of all known executions in that year.
In per capita terms, however, Turkmenistan, Singap®audi Arabia and Belarus have been the
major executing countries in the period 1994 to8@9ood 2001: 336).During 2005, at the
same time as at least 2148 people were execut@@ icountries, at least 5186 people were
sentenced to death in 53 countries (Amnesty Intemmal 2006). This shows another typical
feature of retentionist countries: many more pe@piesentenced to death than are executed. In
the United States, for example, the number of pas® on death row has increased from 691 in
1980 to 3373 in 2005 (Death Penalty Information t€er2006). Hood (1998) estimates that
about three times more people would have to beudgdcthan actually are to prevent the number

of prisoners on death row growing furtffer.

! Since then, however, Turkmenistan has abolisheddath penalty for all crimes in 1999.

260 people were executed in the United States® 28mnesty International 2006).



THE POLITICAL FOUNDATIONS OF DEATH PENALTY ABOLITION

What drives the global trend toward death penaliglison? This section will discuss its
political foundations. These cover democracy, deataration, the political balance within
countries between left-wing and right-wing partibstorical experience of armed conflict and
the political pressure imposed by abolitionist etentionist countries as well as regional peer
group effects.

Many abolitionists argue that the institution oftkleath penalty violates fundamental
human rights. For example, the EU regards the deatlalty nowadays as a ‘denial of human
dignity’ and holds ‘that the abolition of the degiknalty contributes to (...) the progressive
development of human rights’ (EU 2000a). From phesspective, abolition of the death penalty
is the logical result of a process of humanizing prenal system — either in its benign version
forming part of a process of civilization and madeation analyzed by Elias (1982) or in its less
benign Foucaultian (1997) version contributinghie sophistication of power and control as the
penal system moves from violent punishment in tphenoto penitentiary correction behind
closed prison doors.

If the severity of punishment is a human rightauéssnd the death penalty really is a
barbaric punishment and the ‘archetypal form ofte&staithorized premeditated homicide’, as
Schabas (1997: 295) argues, then democracies sabalexpected to be more willing to abolish
the death penalty than autocracies. This is becdeis®cracies, almost by definition, are more
willing to accept constitutional limits on governntal power and one would at least expect them
to respect better the human rights of their citzedong the same line of reasoning, it is not
surprising that, with the exception of the Unitedt8s, the countries making the most vigorous

use of the death penalty are dictatorships. Bl@941 90) provides a different argument on the



link between democracy and abolition when he maiatdhat the ‘democratic principle, properly

understood, is inherently inconsistent with thecpca’ of capital punishment since the death
penalty rejects the democratic principle of equatenship and the (theoretical) possibility of

reconciliation among adversaries. Brettschneid802® similarly argues that the death penalty
violates human dignity derived from free and equitikenship in a democratic regime. Another
reason why democracy might have a positive impponuabolition is that the alleged deterrent
effect of the death penalty is arguably strongesta penalty is mandatory and applied without
exception for certain types of crimes. Hood (19983) argues that this ‘is not an option for

democratic states bound by the rule of law and @endéor humanity and respect for human

rights’. Sarat (2001) pushes this argument furthexxpressing his concern that the practice of
capital punishment undermines the legal values taadinstitutions constituent of democracy

(see also Garland 2002).

As a corollary, democratization, that is a reginmarge towards democracy, is often an
important factor advancing the abolition of the tegaenalty. Germany, for example, took this
step when it became democratic again in 1949. SBastern European countries such as
Romania and the Czech and Slovak Republics abdlishe death penalty soon after their
democratic transition in the late 1980s. South cafrabolished the death penalty during its
transition from the Apartheid to a democratic regiim the 1990s despite a high and rising rate
of violent crime. In such regime transitions, aboti of the death penalty often serves as a
conscious act of distancing the new democracy fteenold regime. Human rights assume a
focal point in such transitions, which provides ideal environment for abolition. A positive
effect of democracy and democratization on abolibbthe death penalty would fit well into the

hypothesis of a domestic democratic peace, i.e,pitoposition that democracies are more



respectful of human rights than non-democraciesddfice suggests that democracy has a
negative impact on repression of human rights tsg®l integrity (Poe, Tate and Keith 1999),
if perhaps only after a certain threshold of deraogrhas been reached (Davenport and
Armstrong 2004).

A caveat to keep in mind concerning the positivieatfof democracy on abolition is that
leadership by the political elite is important @rio many countries abolition has been achieved
against the majority opinion of the people (Zimriswgd Hawkins 1986; Hood 2001; Dunér and
Geurtsen 2002). This also suggests that any peditilk between democracy and abolition is not
caused by the fact that democracies are more atadwario the will of the people. Rather, what
matters is that in most (full) democracies thetpl elite is willing to grant inviolable right®t
all individuals, even if they are criminals, andigmore public opinion, which might at times
remain in favor of the death penalty (Marshall 200the EU (2000b) contends that even the
worst criminal offenders ‘also enjoy an inherent amalienable dignity’ that is violated if they
are put to death. American politicians are no Bsuntable to their voters than their European
counterparts. The unique character of state-detexincriminal law and substantial laymen
participation and influence on the extent of pweitiess of the criminal sanction system might
provide hints why many states in the US maintagndbath penalty and execute a great number
of people (Zimring, Hawkins and Kamin 2001). And,yéwe follow Foucault (1977) and take
the employed penal technology itself seriously,ntitee trend towards more “humane”,
“civilized” and physically painless executions hetUS and other retentionist democracies might
signal that in these countries even advocateseofléiath penalty somehow understand that there
is a fundamental conflict between capital punishinagrd the human rights and dignity typically

afforded to citizens in democracies.
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Countries governed by right-wing governments carexgected to be less pro-abolitionist
than countries governed by left-wing governmentsgervative versus liberal in the American
usage of terms). This is because right-wing p@tis and right-wing oriented voters are more
likely to believe in the social usefulness of hapsimishment, regarding offenders as individuals
fully responsible for their crimes (Lakoff 1996; &ad 2001). Pennington (2000) argues that
left-wing political parties in English-speaking cdties outside the US have often established a
moratorium on the death penalty and have afterwabd$ructed attempts by right-wing parties
to bring the death penalty back in use. Anotheicettbn of the importance of partisanship on
penal policy is that Sutton (2000) found that righmg political party strength is positively
associated with growth of imprisonment in five coomylaw democracies over the period 1955
to 1985. The same is true within the United StébeRepublican party strength, as shown by
Jacobs and Helms (1997) and Jacobs and Carmi@@®l); Indeed, for this sub-national level
Jacobs and Carmichael (2002) demonstrate a poditikebetween Republican party strength
and the legal existence of the death penalty.

A further political dimension is suggested by tlaetfpointed out in the last section that
many countries maintain, for some time at least,dbath penalty for offences committed during
wartime even if they have abolished the death peif@ ordinary crimes. Countries, which have
experienced a longer history of warfare are likelybe more reluctant to abolish the death
penalty for all crimes (Dunér and Geurtsen 2009nv@rsely, in countries, which have a long
history of peace and are not likely to face wathia future, it makes less sense to retain the death

penalty for treason and similar offences.

% Note, however, that in some cases the excessppkcaion of the death penalty during war time @@ompt a
country to abolish totally the death penalty atieregime transition. This is what happened to Gaynadter the

Second World War when abolition formed an integiaat of the new democratic constitution.
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In addition to these domestic political determigantetentionist countries came under
increasing international pressure from the lateO$9hwards when abolitionist countries started
to argue more vigorously than before that the dgathalty amounts to a violation of
fundamental and universally accepted human rightsshould therefore be abandoned all over
the world. Non-state actors and trans-national ealey groups likeamnesty internationabr
Human Rights Watclhave played a very important role not only in thevelopment of the
international human rights regime in general (RisBRepp and Sikkink 1999), but more
specifically also in defining the death penaltyaakuman rights issue and in lobbying for its
abolition worldwide. Once the death penalty is lelsthed as a violation of universal human
rights, truly committed abolitionist countries willo longer be content with abolition in their
own country only. The EU (2000a), for example, dees$ that it is ‘opposed to the death penalty
in all cases and accordingly aims at its univeadadlition’. Its 1998Guidelines to EU Policy
Towards Third Countries on the Death Penagplicitly states that it ‘has now moved beyond’
abolition within its own political jurisdiction an@spouses abolition for itself and others’ (EU,
1998). This represents the final stage of a deveérp that took EU countries over time from
purely domestic abolition in the beginning to irag@gly more active and universalist
abolitionist policies in the 1990s.

Before the 1970s retentionist countries were maoeessful in their claim that the death
penalty had nothing at all to do with universallgcepted human rights and was entirely an

internal domestic affair of penal poliéyn 1977, a United Nations General Assembly regmhut

* Still today, as Wyman (1997) and Dunér and Genr(@902) point out, cultural relativists and with
them many non-Western governments like to arguetti®aabolition of the death penalty is a Western

concept alien to other cultures.
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called for a restriction of the number of offen¢kat could lead to capital punishment ‘with a
view to the desirability of abolishing the punishtigquoted in Hood 1998: 743) confirming a
similar earlier resolution passed in 1971 (Wyma@7t%48)° Since then, important milestones
for the international abolitionist movement haveemehe Second Optional Protocol to the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rightadopted by the United Nations General
Assembly in 1989, the Protocol to the American Gortion on Human Rights, adopted by the
General Assembly of the Organization of Americaaté& in 1990 and the Protocols No. 6 and
No. 13 to the European Convention on Human Rigldspted by the Council of Europe in 1982
and 2002, respectively. Of these internationaltigea the Protocol No. 13 to the European
Convention on Human Rights is the only one thataleas abolition of the death penalty for all
crimes, whereas the others allow parties to rethen penalty in time of war. The totally
abolitionist countries have typically accepted ldiger in order to induce more countries to join
these treaties with the hope that all treaty membauld eventually abolish the death penalty
for all crimes as well.

Accession to these international treaties is vealnnt but abolitionist countries try to
persuade others to join. Western European counised political pressure more than persuasion
to bring retentionist Eastern European countrigh@1990s over into the abolitionist camp. The
leverage Western European countries used to protneitepolitical goal of advancing abolition
of the death panelty was the desire of Easterng&ao country governments to join, for both
economic and political reasons, the Council of fpero~or many, accession to the Council of

Europe was also seen as boosting their chancevémtual EU membership or accession to the

® Similar points are regularly raised in reports a@sblutions of the UN Commission on Human Rights.

Within the Commission abolitionist and
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North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) (Bantekanid Hodgkinson 2000; Fawn 2001;
Fijalkowski 2001). From the early 1990s onwards @weincil stated that abolition of the death
penalty is, in the words of its then President Bhifiarschys, one of the ‘top priorities’ of the
organization (cited in Fawn 2001: 69). In 1996 @wuncil of Europe proclaimed formally that a
death penalty moratorium is an essential condittwraccession to the Council of Europe with
complete abolition to be followed within three ygébid.).

More generally, countries are likely to be influeddy the decisions of their regional peers
with respect to death penalty abolition. If manymwies within a region have abolished the
death penalty, pressure mounts on the remainimgtienist ones. Conversely, if few countries
within a region have abolished the penalty, opptsieh abolition will find it easier to defend
their position and to reject criticism from domestnd foreign abolitionists. Such regional
policy contagion dynamics working via communicatiolearning, imitation and altered
reputational payoffs are well established in therditure on the diffusion of economic policies
(Simmons and Elkins 2004). They are likely to exastother policies as well, including penal
ones, which will be tested in this study. Withingimns there is also greater cross-border
temporary and permanent migration, which raises phessure on remaining retentionist
countries to abolish the death penalty in ordeavioid potential political conflicts between the
governments of regional neighbors over such seesisisues as the execution of one’s national
citizens abroad or the extradition of foreigneng#tened with the death penalty in the country

requesting extradition.
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OTHER DETERMINANTS OF DEATH PENALTY ABOLITION

Of course, political factors are not the only deti@ants of death penalty abolition. Some stress
the cultural character of punishment in general ahthe death penalty in particular (Garland
1990; Sarat and Boulanger 2005). Culture is a rattague concept, but certain legal and
religious traditions can influence whether the Hegagnalty is considered a culturally accepted
part of the penal system. The United Kingdom argiotountries, whose legal system is based
on English common law, have been late in abolishing death penalty or still remain
retentionist. This is not merely coincidental. e 19" century the death penalty was a common
form of punishment in England with an executioneratell above that of other European
countries (Bailey 2000). With the spread of the EmpEnglish common law and with it the
death penalty also spread to other countries. Radzt¢z (1999: 284) points out that English
liberals of the 18 century, including John Stuart Mill, have been muwore reluctant to support
abolition or even restrictions on the use of thatklgenalty than their continental European
counterparts. Abolitionists during that time dencesh England as ‘the most merciless of
Christian countries’ claiming that ‘in no other oty in the civilized world were the laws
relating to capital punishment so backward and seatisfactory as our own’ (cited in
Radzinowicz and Hood 1986: 672). In common law ‘tustoms of the people provide the
original source of law’ (Newman 1999: 67) ratheartithe decisions of rulers and legislators.
This together with the popularity of the death ggnamong the general populace might partly
explain why the death penalty remains an accepad bf punishment in many common law
countries.

Whether Islamic law represents a distinct categdiggal system is contested (see Newman

1999), but undoubtedly religion has an enormoukiémice on the penal law in predominantly
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Islamic societies, even in those who do not syriegbply Sharia. The rulers in some Islamic
countries are outspoken in their conviction tha teath penalty is in accordance with their
country’s cultural tradition and religion. The Sudsae representative to the UN in 1994 is
guoted by Hood (1996: 26) as stating: ‘Capital phnient is a divine right of some religions. It
is embodied in Islam and these views must be résgeSimilarly, the Omani representative is
guoted by Dunér and Geurtsen (2002: 14) as maintpthat the abolition of the death penalty is
‘inconsistent with the legal system of the Islam@untries’. We would therefore expect that
predominantly Islamic societies are not very likedyhave abolished the death penalty. No other
religion than Islam has a similarly clear messageapital punishment or a comparably strong
influence on politics and the penal system in memyntries of the world (Greenberg and West
2003)° For this reason, we only include a variable ftarfsic strength in the estimations below.
Besides cultural factors, sociologists have lomgeiargued that social divisions can also be
expected to affect the penal system. Some arguetimshment is mainly about social control
by the elites over the lower classes (Chambliss S&idman 1971; Garland 1990). The death
penalty is the ultimate demonstration of the sgabtdaim to the power over the life of its citizens
(Wyman 1997; Sarat 2001: 154). Where the socitdfeel under threat from the lower social
classes, the death penalty can be a powerful mstmtiwithin a broader policy of social control
and exploitation (Chambliss 1999). Early socialiatel Marxist scholars regarded the death
penalty as an instrument of the ruling bourgeoisiesuppress the proletariat (Rusche and
Kirchheimer 1939; Radzinowicz 1999: 286). The sameasoning can be extended to the

relationship between an ethnic majority and mimesit The death penalty might therefore be

® Religious arguments have of course been employefinior of the death penalty by representative thieo

denominations as well.
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more likely to exist in economically more unequabaethnically, racially or culturally more
diverse countries (Linebaugh 1995; Ruddell and n&ki2004). A tough stance on combating
crime with the ultimate punishment available canused to divert attention from these social
and ethnic divisions (Garland 2001). Ruddell andikl (2004) provide some tentative evidence
suggesting that more diverse countries have higloarceration rates and are less likely to have
abolished the death penalty.

In a similar vein, where violent crime and homicrdées are very high, the perceived threat
might be more likely to be answered by the ultimaiaishment (Otterbein 1986). This might be
for reasons of either retribution or deterrenceicvtare the two major justifications employed
by defenders of the death penalty besides expgesaoral indignation about the punishable
offence (Ehrlich 1977; Hood 1998; Wynarczyk 199@jlGer and Galliher 2002). The latter, i.e.
punishment understood as society’s collective mexairession of condemnation can be traced
back to Durkheim (1947 [1893]). In economically ethnically divided societies, the lack of
social trust might provide particularly fertile gnod for public calls for severe punishment of
criminals (Whitman 2003).

Economic theory would predict that economic develept renders death penalty abolition
more likely if one assumes that abolition is whatcalled a normal good, that is, a good for
which demand increases with rising income. Palmdridenderson (1998: 242) find it ‘plausible
that as both individuals and societies on averag®ine wealthier, they are unwilling explicitly
to impose some of the more cruel and unusual faihminishment on criminals’ to which the
death penalty might belong. However, studies of dieéerminants of support for the death

penalty in the US generally show that individualthvinigher income are more likely to support
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capital punishment (Soss, Langbein and Metelko R0l impact of economic development as

measured by an increase in average income leviisrisfore ambiguous.

RESEARCH DESIGN

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

We analyze the determinants of death penalty atolitn principle, one could also analyze the
number of executions as well as other aspectseohfiplication of the death penalty, but data
limitations mean that this can hardly be done iacpce for a global sample. For the same
reason, our analysis cannot distinguish among tietest countries even though, as mentioned
above, there are substantial differences in thengéxdf which and in the way of which the death
penalty is applied in actual reality. We analyze tleterminants of death penalty abolition, not
the determinants of variation in death penalty i@pfibn among retentionist countries.

It is not entirely clear how the United States dtdwoe coded. This is because it is only
partly retentionist since states are by and large i their decision to adopt the death penalty or
not and there is no death penalty in 13 statestfDieanalty Information Center 2006). To my
knowledge, no other country in the world is in migr situation. | decided to code the US as
retentionist given that the vast majority of staéee retentionist. Dropping the US from the
sample instead hardly affects the results repdseddw, which is not surprising given that the
US is of course only one out of a great many ceesin the world.

The period of study starts in 1950 and ends in 2802nost explanatory variables are not
available before or after. We distinguish betweleoliion of the death penalty for all crimes and
for ordinary crimes only. We do not analyde factoabolition for two reasons. First, as

mentioned above it is a somewhat vague categorytasdinclear from when onwards exactly a
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country can be callede factoabolitionist. Second, whilst we have informatiamn@untries that
are currently considerede facto abolitionist, we have no complete information omick
countries were temporarily regardeel factoabolitionist during our period of study.

Our dependent variables measure the duration ef ¢liepsed from 1950 or, if later, the year
the country became independent to the year aholdczurs, if it occurs at all. Time is measured
in discrete rather than continuous form since tRplamatory variables are only available
annually. The data are taken from Amnesty Inteomai (2006) and complemented by
information provided by Hood (2001). Note that aicivy that has abolished the death penalty
for all crimes is also counted as having abolisiieddeath penalty for ordinary crimes since one

encompasses the other.

THE EXPLANATORY VARIABLES

Democracy and democratization have been suggestedagr political factors driving death
penalty abolition. Data from the Polity IV projeate taken as our measure Démocracy
(Marshall, Jaggers and Gurr 2003). This index isedaon expert judgment on aspects of
institutionalized democracy and autocracy withinoantry, both measured on an additive 0 to
10 scale. The autocracy score is deducted frondéhgcracy score to create a variable that runs
from —10 to 10. The same source also provides ditdtor of Democratic transitionfor the
entire period of transition, which can be longearitone year. This indicator ranges from 3 (a
major democratic transition) to —2 (adverse redirapsition toward autocracy).

To see whether left-wing political orientation hegositive effect on abolition, a dummy
variable was set to one if the chief executive'stypavas considered left-wing by the World

Banks’ (2002) Database of Political Institutions afjmly communist, socialist and social
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democratic parties). Unfortunately, data for theriable calledLeft-wing executivas only
available between 1975 and 2000. To measure thadirgd historical experience with armed
political conflict on death penalty abolition folt arimes we use data from the Uppsala Project
(Gleditsch et al. 2002). Our variable measuresitiaber of years that have passed since the last
incident of an armed political conflict with at &a25 casualtiespéace yeans The longer a
country has enjoyed peace, the more likely we edipéx be willing to abolish the death penalty
for all crimes.

To test the impact that Western European pressugbthave had on the abolition of the
death penalty in Eastern European countries, a duwamable is set to 1 for the years in which
these countries have been members oCihiencil of Europgdata taken from Council of Europe
2003)/ The share of abolitionist countries within theioegdivided by the share of abolitionist
countries worldwide is our measure of regional pgeup effects Regional abolitiofh The
reason for dividing (normalizing) by the share bblionist countries worldwide is to ensure
that this variable does not spuriously pick up &me trend following the general global trend
toward abolition. The variable thus measures homrodted to abolition a region is relative to
the world total. Countries are grouped into regifmi®wing World Bank classification: Western
Europe, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, NorthdritaAand the Middle East, Sub-Saharan
Africa, South Asia, East Asia and the Pacific, Herh America, Central America and the
Caribbean, and South America.

In order to ensure that any effect these politiaators have on death penalty abolition are

not merely spurious, we need to control for otlatdrs suggested above. A dummy was set to

" No other regional or supra-national institutiors tiaken a similarly firm view on abolition or hasem willing to

exert its political leverage to a similar extent.
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one if a country’s legal system is based on Englismmon lavwwith data taken from La Porta et
al. (1999). To test for the influence Islam, our variable measures the percentage of Muslims
among the total population, as provided by Park887). To control for lack of social cohesion
and the perceived threat from violence we use asumeaf ethnic fractionalization, a measure of
income inequality and the lagged homicide rateragndicator of the extent of violent crime.
Vanhanen (1999) bases his measuremerttbhic fractionalizationon three types of ethnic
groups, namely groups based on, first, racial difiees, second, linguistic, national or tribal
differences and, third, religious differences. Vamén takes 100 minus the percentage of the
largest group in each type of ethnic group as aypfor fractionalization in each group and then
sums the resulting percentages across all thregpgrto arrive at the aggregate measure of
fractionalization. Note that this variable is tinmxariant and refers to information from the
1990s. Unfortunately, no time-series informationaisilable, but this variable is unlikely to
change much over tinfeThe availability of data on income inequality sngrally poor and their
validity in cross-country and cross-time comparigencontested (Atkinson and Brandolini
2001). We use th@&ini coefficient measuring the concentration of incotnetsveen the extremes
of 0 (absolute equality) and 1 (maximum inequaliata are taken from Galbraith and Kum
(2003) and UN-WIDER (2000). To increase availapiliefore 1963, when data is especially
patchy, we take three year averages of the anmaalinl that period.

Extremely poor is the availability of homicide dagtéken from Interpol (various years). The

data were converted intdomicide ratesper million people with population data from World

8 Krain (1997) has calculated a measure of ethrictifsnalization over time, albeit for only 70 coti@s. The
measures at ten-year intervals between 1948 an@l d&@7all correlated at 0.98 or higher, which destiates that

this variable hardly changes over time.
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Bank (2003). To increase availability we take thyear averages of the annual data. Of all the
explanatory variables, the homicide rate is the omest clearly susceptible to potential
endogeneity bias even if a deterrent effect ofetkistence of the death penalty on violent crime
is far from proven (Hood 1998; 2002). The homicidee is therefore lagged by five years to
mitigate any such potential problems. The res@forted below are hardly affected if it is not
lagged. Following Neapolitan’s (1997) judgment thiaterpol homicide data are extremely
unreliable before the 1970s, this variable is ideliin estimations only together witleft-wing
executive which is only available from 1975 onwards. Thestricts the sample to the period
1975 onwards, such that no homicide data from kef870 are used.

The level of economic development is measured byndttural log of a country’s average
per capita incomeGDP p.c). We use data in real prices of 1996 and purclgagower parity
from Heston, Summers and Aten (2002) and extefrdnt 1998 to 2001 with growth rates data
from World Bank (2003). It is common practice teeyser capita income in logged form in
regression analysis, but our results reported éurtielow are practically identical if the income
variable is not logged.

Table 4 reports descriptive statistics of the \@aa included in the regressions.

< Insert Table 4 about here >

ESTIMATION TECHNIQUE
One possible estimation technique for our dependangbles is the popular Cox (1972)
proportional hazards model. It assumes that ther® time-variant underlying base hazard of
abolition at any point of time that depends, pdgsditoa complex way, on unobserved variables

(such as, for example, the influence of trans-mafiduman rights advocacy networks). One of
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the great advantages of the Cox model is thatidseline hazard does not need to be estimated.
The hazard rate in a given year is the probabilftabolition of the death penalty in that year,
contingent on the country not having abolishedhim pprevious year. Observed control variables
increase or lower this base hazard by a constapioptional amount. More formally, le(t) be

the probability of abolition at timg this is thehazardof abolition. Denoting(t) the exogenous
baseline hazardwhich reflects those time-dependent factors &ffgp(t) that are common to

all countries, the Cox proportional hazard modslLages that

p(t) = po®)exp@'x(1)), 1)

wherex(t) is a vector of covariates shifting the baselingard, an@’ is a vector of parameters
to be estimated. A Maximum Likelihood estimatiorcésried out, where the likelihood function
is constructed using the observation that the fritibathat countryi achieves abolition at tinte

equals

o) — eXp@TXi(ti)) _
2.0i) Y expBTx; ()

it >t

o) =

(@)

The likelihood function to be maximized with respéo the vectorf’ is then simply

.5

Countries become “at risk” of abolition at the stafrour period or the year of their national
independence, if later. As a semi-parametric mdtelCox proportional hazards model depends
on less restrictive assumptions than the fully pestaic competing exponential, Weibull,

Gamma, Gompertz or other models, which lead to mozeise estimates only if the underlying

23



probability distribution assumes a particular cep@nding form (Collett 1999). The Cox model
encounters problems if many countries abolish teatld penalty at the same time (Box-
Steffensmeier and Jones 1997). Fortunately, irdata set there are not a great many ties in any
year. Another potential problem is that the undegyproportionality assumption might not hold
for the data at hand (Box-Steffensmeier and Zor®120 For that reason, we test the
proportionality assumption and, fortunately, failreject it.

Robust variance estimations are used and obsemngatiee assumed to be clustered, that is,
are assumed to be independent only across coyniésare allowed to be correlated within
countries over time, which leads to less efficidmni, more robust estimation. Since the same set
of countries appear repeatedly over time in thepéanand are therefore not likely to be
independent, a failure to take clustering into anta@an under-estimate standard errors. Results
reported below are practically identical if we awohtfor potential dependence of observations
with the help of a shared frailty model insteadjaliiis the event history analysis equivalent of a

random-effects panel data model.

RESULTS

Table 5 reports estimation results for the abolitmf the death penalty for all crimes. The
reported coefficients are hazard ratios, whererabh@r above one means that the variable raises
the hazard of abolition, whereas the opposite eéscidise for a number below one. Tests for the
underlying proportional hazards assumption basedScmoenfeld residuals fail to reject the
assumption at the 0.05 level for all regressiorsatrthe 0.1 level in all regressions but model 3
of table 5. This suggests that the Cox estimatapopriate to use for the data at hand. Model 1

reports results from a regression, in which demmgreegime transition, peace years, the dummy
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for membership in the Council of Europe, the reglabolition share relative to the world mean,
the common law dummy, the Muslim population shanmed ahe measure of ethnic
fractionalization are included. This model has Magest sample size since all other variables
have lower availability and are therefore addedhte model only in further regressions. With
the exception oPeace yearandlIslam, which are statistically insignificant, all otheariables
are significant and in line with expectation. A gier extent of democracy, a regime transition
toward democracy, membership in the Council of Barand a higher share of abolitionist
countries within the region relative to the workeeage all increase the likelihood of abolition,
whereas the opposite is true for a legal systenecbas English common law, and a higher
extent of ethnic fractionalization.
< Insert Table 5 about here >

In model 2 we add the (logged) per capita incomeslléo the model. It is far from
significant, however, and therefore not includedfiumther model estimations. Despite the
reduction in sample size, the other variables arell affected. The Muslim population share
almost becomes significant (p-value of 0.106). lodel 3 we further add income inequality.
Note that due to the poor availability of this #dnle the sample size drops substantially. We find
that higher income inequality has the expected thegaffect on the likelihood of death penalty
abolition, leaving all other variables mainly ureaffed, with the exception of ethnic diversity,
which becomes insignificant. Finally, in model 4 wdd the homicide rate and the political
orientation of governments. Note that the periogtafly now becomes restricted to after 1975,
resulting in a further substantial loss of obseoret. Democracy is no longer significant, but a
regime transition toward democracy still raisesltkelihood of death penalty abolition as does

membership in the Council of Europe and a higherestof abolitionist countries within the
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region. A left-wing orientation of the chief exemgfs party raises, whereas a higher homicide
rate lowers the likelihood of abolition. None oétbther variables is statistically significant.

Table 6 reports estimation results for abolitiortred death penalty for ordinary crimes. The
results are rather similar to those reported imet&bfor the abolition of the death penalty for all
crimes. The major differences are twofold. Firseager ethnic fractionalization no longer lowers
the likelihood of death penalty abolition. Secoti lagged homicide rate and the Gini measure
of income inequality are statistically insignifitai®©therwise the determinants of abolition are
similar. Specifically, democracy, a regime tramsititoward democracy, membership in the
Council of Europe, a higher share of abolitionistimtries within the region as well as the left-
wing orientation of the chief executive’s party i@ise the likelihood of abolition. A legal system
built on English common law and a predominantly Magopulation have the opposite effect in
some regressions with relatively large sample sizes

< Insert Table 6 about here >

Many talk about American exceptionalism (e.g., Zigrand Hawkins 1986; Pennington
2000; Zimring 2003) since with Japan it is the odsmocratic and developed country still
holding on to the death penalty. Discussing possibasons for this exceptionalism is beyond
the scope of this paper (see Steiker (2004) foreacellent overview). Unfortunately, for
statistical reasons it is not possible to includduenmy variable for the US into the estimations
to see whether the retentionist status of the USheaexplained sufficiently by the explanatory
variables, in which case the dummy variable woudl ibsignificant, or whether there is
something truly exceptional about the US, in whicdkse the dummy variable would be
statistically significant. Loosely speaking thisbiscause with the US being retentionist over the

entire period, such a dummy variable would prefiidtire to abolish perfectly and therefore be
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dropped from the model. If we exclude the US, oe thS and Japan together, from the
estimations, then results are not much affecteds T not very surprising given that these
represent just two out of a great many countriesel include dummy variables for the regions
of Western Europe as well as South America to adctar the fact that countries from these
regions were often frontrunners of abolition, tlagain our results are hardly affected. It is not
simple regionalism that drives abolition.

In other sensitivity analysis, we tried replacirite tpeace year variable with variables
measuring the intensity of armed conflict. Howeuwbere was still hardly any evidence that
actual experience of armed conflict matters fordbelition of the death penalty for all crimes.
We replaced Vanhanen’s (1999) measure of ethnatidr@alization with two competing ones
created by Alesina et al. (2003) and Fearon (2@03ee whether there is a more consistent
effect apparent also on abolition of the death [pgrfar ordinary crimes. However, quite the
opposite since these alternative measures nevamasstatistical significance in any of the
estimations. One could argue that the monopolestding parties in a communist country are
not really left-wing in the traditional Western sen If we restrict thd eft-wing executive
variable to non-communist countries, then not ssimyly its coefficient size increases and its
standard error decreases.

How strong are the substantive effects of the ergitary variables on the hazard of death
penalty abolition? Since variables are held inedéht units, it is not particularly enlightening to
compare the estimated hazard ratios directly. Ta@bleports the percentage changes in the
hazard for those explanatory variables that argsstally significant at least at the 10 per cent
level. For the continuous variables the changeslaegto a one standard deviation increase in the

variable, whereas for the dummy variables the ceamrge due to a move from zero to one.
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< Insert Table 7 about here >

From table 7, it is clear that the major politicakplanatory variables are not only
statistically significant, but also substantiallyosg predictors of the hazard of death penalty
abolition. The left-wing orientation of the chiebljgical executive and the Council of Europe
dummy proxy variable for Western European pressureEastern European countries have
particularly strong substantive effects for abofitiof both all and ordinary crimes only. The
percentage change in hazards following one standwation increases in democracy,
democratic transition and the share of abolitienistthe region are not quite so dramatic, but
still large. Strikingly, political factors are muahore important substantively than social or
cultural factors, with the economic factor (per itmgncome) never even being statistically
significant. The only exception is perhaps the hude rate, for which the estimated reduction in
the hazard of death penalty abolition for all crénfiellowing a one standard deviation increase is

quite strong.

CONCLUSION

This article has demonstrated that political faxtare major drivers of the apparent global trend
toward abolition of the death penalty. Democracg e transition to democracy are important.
This suggests that in democracies in general, mme\wly established democracies in particular,
there is a growing acceptance to regard the deathlty as a violation of human rights, which

renders abolition more likely. This result, whictrides from estimation of the process of death
penalty abolition over the time period 1950 to 20681n accordance with results from the purely
cross-sectional discriminant analysis of Neapolif@901) and the regression analysis of

Greenberg and West (2003). In addition to democeaclydemocratization, political pressure on
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retentionist countries has a positive impact on ltkelihood of abolition. Another result is
particularly interesting: Even after controllingrfdomestic determinants, a higher share of
abolitionist countries within the region raises likelihood of abolition in remaining retentionist
countries suggesting that regional contagion dyoarplay a role. This suggests that the global
trend toward abolition might partly feed itself as increasing share of countries become
abolitionist. We also find evidence for a partisfect with abolition being more likely if the
chief executive’s party is left-wing oriented. Theonfirms studies of the existence and
application of the death penalty in US states, Wwlatso demonstrate partisan effects together
with the important role of public ideologies (Jas@nd Carmichael 2002, 2004). In comparison,
no evidence is found that historical experiencaroied conflicts has an effect on the abolition
of the death penalty for all crimes. This resultirisline with Dunér and Geurtsen’s (2002)
gualitative observation that war experience has potvented countries from joining
international treaties outlawing the death pendlhey fear, however, that war experience might
still be relevant and might represent an obstaxlkfe global abolition of the death penalty. Our
multivariate quantitative analysis suggests thahsexperience is not likely to impose a barrier
on abolition.

In terms of future research, it would be worthwhstedying in more detail why countries
sometimes choose to abolish the death penaltyrfinary crimes, but not for all crimes. Our
results suggest that the major determinants ateraimilar across the two types of death
penalty abolition. However, more research is neddeexplain why a greater extent of ethnic
fractionalization lowers the likelihood of abolitidfor all crimes, but not for ordinary crimes.
Similarly, it is rather surprising that a highegéed homicide rate lowers the likelihood of

abolition for all crimes, but not for ordinary crés, given that homicide is an ordinary crime.

29



We would like to tackle these and related questiorthe future. This article has explored new
ground, but much still needs to be studied in naw®il. Our quantitative cross-national time-
series study can also not explain why the UniteteStand Japan remain the only retentionist
developed country democracies. Only a detailedyaisabf the social and political histories of
both countries can provide such an explanationgchviiould be beyond the scope of this article,
however. More generally, only qualitative studiean cexplore in detail the processes and
mechanisms leading to abolition and their relatimportance in different country contexts.

Can the worldwide trend towards abolition of theatthepenalty be expected to continue?
Our results suggest that if democracy spreadsdugtound the world then indeed the trend can
continue. Democratization thus represents one efgtkatest promises to the abolitionist camp.
If the spread of democracy around the world becostaled, then the trend towards death
penalty abolition is likely to slow down or evencbene itself stalled as well. Furthermore,
abolitionist countries can exert pressure on reiargt countries to change camps if they have
something interesting and valuable to offer in metuThis follows from the effect that
membership in the Council of Europe exerts on dgsghalty abolition. Western European
countries might have applied the pressure on pobisieeEastern European members to comply
with the requirement of abolition rather uneverdyg, Fawn (2001) argues. Also, the application
and accession to the Council of Europe went harttaind with the democratization of Eastern
European countries. But the incentive to join tloeiil of Europe, often regarded as a first step
towards eventual membership of the European Urseems to have been an additional and
important determinant for the abolition of the deepenalty. This follows from the fact that our
dummy variable for Council of Europe membershipnitedly a crude measure for the political

pressure exerted by Western European countriessigsificant throughout even though
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democracy and democratic transition are also chedrdor. It remains to be seen whether
Europe can exert similar pressure on Sub-Sahardoaffor Asian countries with aid or trade
incentives. It is highly unlikely that it will mage to pressure the US into abolition, but personal
links between the political, economic and socideslon both sides of the Atlantic might have a
greater effect (Zimring 2003). One thing is cleltany retentionists around the world point
toward the US in defending their position againstnan rights campaigners and the US retains
strong influence on many countries. If the most @dw Western country converted into the
abolitionist camp this would put a whole new moroeminto the global abolitionist campaign.

Noteworthy, no evidence is found that the leveleobnomic development impacts upon
death penalty abolition. Controlling for the vale®in our model, death penalty abolition does
not seem to be a normal good. This confirms moseazaevidence that the death penalty is also
present in rich countries such as the US, JapaigaSore and some of the Gulf countries and is
absent in many poor countries. Abolitionists casréfore not hope that as per capita incomes
grow the death penalty will go. On the other hamdpuntry’s poverty clearly is no obstacle to
death penalty abolition.

Some other factors could impose some barrier tosvird eventual abolition of the death
penalty in all countries since they are not likédy change much over time. Common law
countries are less likely to abolish the death [tgma some regressions. The same is true in a
few regressions for ethnically more fractionalizew countries with a high degree of inequality
and a high rate of violent crime in the case ofliiba for all crimes (results again consistent
with some of the evidence reported by Jacobs anthiClaael (2002, 2004) on the use and
application of the death penalty in US states). ™ane applies to countries with a

predominantly Muslim population in the case of @bl for ordinary crimes only. Overall,
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however, whether or not the trend toward globalliibo of the death penalty will continue is
mainly determined by political factors that canibuenced. A good case in point is that whilst
the vast majority of Muslim countries are retentsbnthe Islam variable is rarely significant in
our regressions conditional on the other varialiieluded. What this suggests is that the lack of
democracy, the lack of political incentives and fidet that most Muslim countries are located in
regions with very few abolitionist countries are rmamportant explanations than Islam itself.
Interestingly, Turkey, one of the few Muslim coue$rto have abolished the death penalty, did
so in order to boost its chances for EU membersimg@ during a period of more general
democratization. Abolitionists must therefore ermrege democratization, political pressure on
retentionist countries, cross-country spillovereet§ rendering entire regions increasingly
abolitionist as well as political leadership by gawvments, of which those with a left-wing
orientation seem to be more inclined towards achgeabolition. They must not be discouraged
by seemingly unchangeable cultural and social factbhese do play a role, but abolition is

foremost determined by political factors.
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TABLE 1. ABOLITION OF DEATH PENALTY FOR ALL CRIMES

Before 1900 1900-19 1920-39 1940-49  1950-59 1960-69 1970-79 1980-89 1990-99 2000 onwards
(9.5%) (16.3%) (13.8%) (13.3%) (12.4%) (10.5%) (15.4%) (23.6%) (38.5%) (40.9%)
Costa Rica Colombia Iceland Germany  Honduras Austria Denmark Australia Andorra Bosnia-Herz.
San Marino Ecuador (West) Dominican Rep. Finland Cambodia Angola Bhutan
Venezuela Panama* Monaco Kiribati Cape Verde rbaigan Cote d'lvoire
Uruguay Vatican State Luxembourg France Belgium Cyprus
Nicaragua Germany Bolivia Liberia
Norway (East) Bulgaria Malta
Portugal Haiti Canada Mexico
Solomon Liechtenstein Croatia Philippines
Islands Marshall Czech Republic Samoa
Sweden Islands Djibouti Yugoslavia
Tuvalu Micronesia East Timor
Netherlands Estonia
New Zealand Georgia
Romania Greece
Slovenia Guinea-Bissau
Vanuatu Hungary
Ireland
Italy**
Lithuania
Macedonia
Mauritius
Moldova
Mozambique
Namibia
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TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

Before 1900 1900-19 1920-39 1940-1949  1950-59 1960-69 1970-79 1980-89 1990-99 2000 onwards
Nepal
Palau
Paraguay
Poland

Sao Tome
and Principe
Seychelles

Slovak Republic
South Africa
Spain
Switzerland
Turkmenistan
Ukraine
United Kingdom

Number in brackets below time period representpdreentage of state members of the interstatersyftat have abolished the death penalty
during that period or before. * Last known execatin 1903. ** Italy was abolitionist for all crimdsetween 1889 and 1926 (UN-ECOSOC

1998).

Sources: Amnesty International (2006) and Hood {200
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Before 1900

TABLE 2. ABOLITION OF DEATH PENALTY FOR ORDINARY CRMES

1900-19 1920-39 1940-1949 1950-59 1960-69 1970-79 1980-89 1990-99 2000 onwards
(16.7%) (20.4%) (21.5%) (24%) (23.6%) (19.5%) (23.1%) (31.7%) (44%) (47.2%)
Costa Rica Colombia Denmark Finland Austria Donani®kep. Brazil*** Argentina Andorra Albania
Netherlands Ecuador Iceland Germany HondurasMonaco Canada Australia Angola Armenia
Norway Panama* Mexico (West) Israel New Zealand i Fij Cambodia Azerbaijan Bhutan
Portugal Uruguay Sweden Italy** Solomon Islands  Kiribati Cape Verde Belgium Chile
San Marino Switzerland United Kingdom Luxembourg Cyprus Bolivia Cote d'lvoire
Venezuela Vatican State Malta El Salvador Bmsterzegovina Liberia
Nicaragua France Bulgaria Philippines
Peru Germany Croatia Samoa
Spain (East) Czech Republic Turkey
Tuvalu Haiti Djibouti Yugoslavia
United Kingdom Liechtenstein  East Timor
(Northern Ireland) Marshall Estonia
Islands Georgia
Micronesia Greece
Romania Guinea-Bissau
Slovenia Hungary
Vanuatu Ireland
Latvia
Lithuania
Macedonia
Mauritius
Moldova
Mozambique
Namibia
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)

Before 1900  1900-19 1920-39 1940-1949 1950-59 1960-69 1970-79 1980-89 1990-99 2000 onwards
Nepal
Palau
Paraguay
Poland

Sao Tome
and Principe
Seychelles

Slovak Republic
South Africa
Turkmenistan

Ukraine

Number in brackets below time period representpdreentage of state members of the interstatersyftat have abolished the death penalty
during that period or before. * Last known execatio 1903. ** Italy was abolitionist for ordinaryrimes between 1889 and 1930 (UN-
ECOSOC 1998). *** Brazil was abolitionist for ordiry crimes since 1882, but re-instated the deatialpefor political crimes from 1969 to
1979 under the military dictatorship (UN-ECOSOC 8p9

Sources: Amnesty International (2006) and Hood {200

45



TABLE 3. DE FACTO ABOLITIONIST & RETENTIONIST COUNRIES (APRIL 2004)

De factoabolitionist:

Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Central Africanpi®dic, Congo (Rep.), Gambia,
Grenada, Madagascar, Maldives, Mali, Nauru, Nigapua New Guinea, Russian Federation,

Senegal, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Togo, Tonga.

Retentionist:

Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, BahamBahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados,
Belarus, Belize, Benin, Botswana, Burundi, Cameyd&aimad, China, Comoros, Congo (Dem.
Rep.), Cuba, Dominica, Egypt, Equatorial Guineajtr&éa, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, India, Indonesia, Irag, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan,
Kenya, Korea (Dem. Rep.), Korea (Rep.), Kuwait, d¢§sastan, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Libya, Malawi, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mongolia, Marco, Myanmar, Nigeria, Oman,
Pakistan, Palestinian Authority, Qatar, Rwanda, Gitristopher & Nevis, St. Lucia, St.
Vincent & the Grenadines, Saudi Arabia, Sierra legoisingapore, Somalia, Sudan,
Swaziland, Syria, Taiwan, Tajikistan, Tanzania, ilHmal, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, Unites States, Uzbekj Vietnam, Yemen, Zambia,

Zimbabwe.

Source: Amnesty International (2006)
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TABLE 4. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF VARIABLES INCLUBD IN REGRESSIONS

Variable N Mean SD Min. Max.
Abolition (all crimes) 5458 0.01 0.10 0 1
Abolition (ordinary crimes) 54580.12 0.33 0 1
Democracy 5458-1.33 7.30 -10 10
Democratic transition 54580.05 0.57 -2 3
Left-wing executive 3002 0.33 0.47 0

Peace years 54589.45 11.18 0 52
Council of Europe 5458 0.01 0.10 0 1
Regional abolition 5458 0.87 1.16 0 6.07
Common law 5458 0.32 0.47 0 1
Islam 5458 27.73 37.73 0 99.80
Ethnic fractionalization 545847.08 34.33 0 149
INnGDP p.c. 4162 8.01 0.99 564 1041
Gini 3507 41.16 8.08 21.79 65.66
Homicide rate 132146.89 75.05 0.36 710.71
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TABLE 5. ABOLITION OF DEATH PENALTY FOR ALL CRIMES

Independent variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Motlel
Democracy 1.079 1.066 1.072 1.062
(3.09)*** (2.32)** (2.20)** (0.65)
Democratic transition 1.682 1.661 1.542 1.861
(3.45)*** (3.06)*** (2.40)** (2.07)**
Left-wing executive 7.415
(4.24)***
Peace years 0.991 0.995 0.994 0.994
(0.86) (0.45) (0.56) (0.38)
Council of Europe 2.744 2.767 2.516 7.420
(2.55)** (2.56)** (1.80)* (2.86)***
Regional abolition 1.885 1.708 1.753 1.811
(5.02)*** (4.26)*** (3.87)*** (2.10)**
Common law 0.468 0.452 0.466 0.703
(2.32)** (2.15)** (2.17)** (0.51)
Islam 0.992 0.984 0.992 1.012
(1.23) (1.61) (0.97) (0.95)
Ethnic fractionalization 0.988 0.987 0.987 0.982
(2.11)* (2.01)** (1.51) (1.06)
GDP p.c. 1.061
(0.26)
Gini 0.957 0.985
(1.98)** (0.26)
Homicide rate 0.976
(2.40)**
Observations 5458 4162 3507 768
Period covered 1950-2002 1950-2002 1950-2002 1908-2
# of countries 151 137 135 62
# of abolitions in period 52 46 40 24
Log-likelihood -193.2 -161.8 -132.6 -53.4
Wald y? 93.0 73.8 73.8 78.0
(p-value) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
Global y* of proportional hazard 11.34 14.11 16.07 9.09
assumption (p-value) (0.1831) (0.1185) (0.0655) (0.6138)

Analysis is by Cox proportional hazard estimatidDbservations are assumed to be
independent across, but not necessarily within s (clustering). Absolute z-values in

parentheses. *** ** and * indicate significancethe .01, .05, and .10 levels, respectively.
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TABLE 6. ABOLITION OF DEATH PENALTY FOR ORDINARY CRMES ONLY

Independent variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Modlel
Democracy 1.080 1.069 1.085 1.102
(3.01)*** (2.36)** (2.59)*** (1.32)
Democratic transition 1.769 1.794 1.751 2.098
(4.34)*** (4.35)*** (3.82)*** (2.21)*
Left-wing executive 5.664
(2.74)***
Council of Europe 3.919 3.464 4.622 6.301
(3.95)*** (3.34)*** (3.27)*** (2.37)*
Regional abolition 1.702 1.428 1.815 2.786
(3.98)*** (2.55)** (3.66)*** (2.96)***
Common law 0.451 0.427 0.676 0.565
(2.53)** (2.56)** (1.05) (0.82)
Islam 0.990 0.984 0.987 1.015
(1.73)* (2.16)** (1.46) (1.21)
Ethnic fractionalization 0.997 0.997 1.000 0.991
(0.69) (0.68) (0.09) (0.74)
GDP p.c. 1.126
(0.57)
Gini 1.004 0.989
(0.18) (0.20)
Homicide rate 0.999
(0.28)
Observations 4837 3547 3015 543
Period covered 1950-2002 1950-2002 1950-2002 1908-2
# of countries 150 135 129 50
# of abolitions in period 62 56 44 19
Log-likelihood -218.4 -184.8 -131.2 -38.9
Wald 5 145.2 120.4 90.72 43.16
(p-value) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
Global y* of proportional hazard 9.39 9.73 8.83 10.24
assumption (p-value) (0.2259) (0.2845) (0.3571) (0.4193)

Analysis is by Cox proportional hazard estimatidDbservations are assumed to be
independent across, but not necessarily within @ (clustering). Absolute z-values in
parentheses. *** ** and * indicate significancethe .01, .05, and .10 levels, respectively.
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TABLE 7. SUBSTANTIVE EFFECTS

Abolition of death penalty for all crimes Model 1 odlel 2 Model 3 Model 4
Democracy 74.16 59.55 66.70 n.s.
Democratic transition 34.50 33.58 27.99 42.47
Left-wing executive 156.48
Peace years n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Council of Europe 174.29 176.77 151.68 641.87
Regional abolition 108.64 86.00 91.92 99.18
Common law -54.80 -54.75 -54.75 n.s.
Islam n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Ethnic fractionalization -33.76  -36.00 n.s. n.s.
GDP p.c. n.s.

Gini -29.92 n.s.
Homicide rate -83.49

Abolition of death penalty for ordinary crimes onlyjlodel 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Democracy 75.44 61.90 80.63 n.s.
Democratic transition 38.39 39.50 37.60 52.56
Left-wing executive 125.91
Council of Europe 291.96 246.25 362.28 530.28
Regional abolition 85.36 51.13 99.64 228.38
Common law -54.89 -57.30 n.s. n.s.
Islam -31.43  -47.35 n.s. n.s.
Ethnic fractionalization n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
GDP p.c. n.s.

Gini n.s. n.s.
Homicide rate n.s.

Results show percentage change in hazard of deatitp abolition following a one standard
deviation increase in continuous explanatory vadgiednd a change from zero to one for

dummy variables.
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