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Abstract

This author discusses the public opinion related death penalty by

reviewing the relevant international studies and pinpoints the key

controversies. Then, the survey data from Taiwan Image Survey 2006 are

analyzed to find out people’s complicated attitudes regarding death penalty.

The major findings of the survey analyses show that the public opinions

regarding abolishment of death penalty are very complicated. Although 76%

of the respondents disagree to abolish the death penalty, 21% of them agree

which showing very significant increase in recent years. At the same time,

53% of respondents agree to substitute death penalty by lifelong

imprisonment without parole. More than 60% of the respondents approve to

postpone execution for reviewing case, but only 24% agree the administration

to stop execution temporarily. Further analyses demonstrates the attitudes

toward deterrence of death penalty and dignity of life affect people’s opinion

regarding abolishing or maintaining death penalty significantly. However,

education, religion, age, and gender reveal no influence.
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1 1990-2006

1990 83 6 730

1990 9 75 1459
1991 13 69 1623
1993 13 63 631
1994 72 2173
1994 16 69 1437
2000 13 75 887
2001 12 71 1213
2002 10 77 1109

2002 12 79 2052
2006 21 76 1223

2000 49 41 887
2001 52 38 1213
2002 47 43 1109
2006 51 44 1223

1990 1991
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2002 10

2002 2006

2006
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2001 2002

2002

2002 77% 79%

10% 12%

2006 2002 77%

76% 10% 21%

20

2001 52%

37% 2001

2002
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43% 47% 2006

53% 44%

2002 2006

6% 1%

10

48%
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40% 54%

2

1. 50% 0. 50%

1. 72% 2. 12% 3. 1% 4. 14%

1. 2% 2. 8% 3. 10% 4. 33%
5. 19% 6. 24% 7. 5%

1. 9% 2. 24% 3. 14% 4. 19%
5. 1% 6. 1% 7. 5% 8. 1%
9. 27%

1. 13% 2. 38% 3. 2% 4. 2%
5. 3% 6. 1% 7. 16% 8. 2%
9. 22%

1.0~4 6% 2.5~9 14% 3.10~19 26% 4.20~49 31%
5.50~99 11% 6. 100 11%

1. 35% 2. 34% 3. 23% 4. 9%

1. 33% 2. 38% 3. 22% 4. 5%
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22/75
* 71/12

67/28

48%
29%
22%

27%
55%
14%

23/64
34/62
21/76
53/44
56/41

/ 30/66
69/28
40/54
62/35
8/88

13/85
24/73
49/45
49/47
23/73

25

197.42 p<.001
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65.64***a 28.11*** 39.90*** 197.42***
76.26b 23.74 57.08 42.92 80.47 19.53 56.73 43.27
47.76 52.24 38.04 61.96 58.95 41.05 14.05 85.95
54.00 46.00 42.10 57.90 63.72 36.28 23.15 76.85

53.95*** 63.61*** 95.54***
52.11 47.89 74.29 25.71 34.99 65.01
30.52 69.48 51.80 48.20 10.49 89.51
42.22 57.78 64.10 35.90 23.68 76.32

26.52*** 59.06***
72.27 27.73 35.12 64.88
57.32 42.68 15.34 84.66
63.64 36.36 23.59 76.41

69.09***
31.73 68.27
10.02 89.98
23.80 76.20

a ***P<.001
b .

57%

86%

88%

8%

147



0.263 p>.05

80%

78%

69%

56%

30%

148



13

85%

13%

deterrence

Hood 2002; Radelet and Borg 2000 1994

91%

65%

75% 34%

24% 73%

149



21 76

87%

37%

49% 45%

46%

43%

49% 47%

5

32.32 10.49 14.84 37.93
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0.074a -0.003 0.196* 0.059
0.046b 0.061 0.085 0.075
0.068 -0.055 -0.099 -0.282*
0.069 0.092 0.128 0.113

-0.044 -0.028 -0.385 -0.702*
0.207 0.275 0.385 0.339

-0.250 -0.433 0.492 0.861*
0.240 0.320 0.447 0.394

-0.196 -0.356 0.535 0.956*
0.241 0.321 0.448 0.395

-0.206 -0.399 0.499 0.904*
0.255 0.340 0.475 0.419
0.077** 0.225*** -0.076 -0.096*
0.023 0.031 0.043 0.038
0.038 0.062* 0.077 0.093*
0.023 0.030 0.043 0.038
0.120 0.209* 0.125 0.039
0.062 0.082 0.115 0.101

-0.082 0.183 -0.370* 0.003
0.076 0.102 0.143 0.126
0.091 0.257** -0.499*** -0.287*
0.069 0.092 0.129 0.113
0.045* 0.040 0.014 -0.012
0.018 0.024 0.033 0.029

-0.080** -0.091* -0.097* -0.058
0.026 0.035 0.049 0.043
0.041 0.107** -0.101 -0.153***
0.026 0.034 0.048 0.042
2.462*** 1.901*** 3.037*** 2.770***
0.318 0.423 0.591 0.521
982 979 979 979

RSQ 0.068*** 0.116*** 0.029** 0.050***
a b

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
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1 2
-0.390**a -0.411*** -0.213 -0.274 -0.031 0.056 -0.172
0.148b 0.144 0.197 0.182 0.171 0.131 0.104
0.081 0.116 0.361*** 0.140 -0.013 0.082 0.137***
0.063 0.062 0.084 0.078 0.073 0.056 0.045
0.102 0.054 -0.086 -0.019 0.323*** 0.037 0.082
0.065 0.064 0.087 0.081 0.076 0.058 0.046
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0.043 0.042 0.058 0.054 0.050 0.039 0.031
0.202*** 0.172*** 0.053 0.110* -0.021 0.169*** 0.137***
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0.033 0.032 0.044 0.041 0.038 0.029 0.023
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0.032 0.029 0.043 0.040 0.038 0.029 0.023
0.020 -0.006 0.158*** 0.039 0.212*** 0.067*** 0.108***
0.030 0.029 0.040 0.037 0.035 0.027 0.021

-0.004 -0.024 -0.022 0.024 0.130*** -0.045 0.008
0.033 0.032 0.044 0.041 0.038 0.029 0.023
1.624*** 2.540*** 0.597 1.921*** 1.395*** 1.414*** -1.792***
0.451 0.439 0.599 0.571 0.522 0.412 0.318
921 912 921 911 915 912 924

RSQ 0.299*** 0.337*** 0.150*** 0.070*** 0.221*** 0.338*** 0.464***
a b

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
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