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Abstract
The support for the death penalty among the Americans has been on the rise since 1996 when the anti-death penalty people were more than supporters for capital punishment. Research conducted over 20 years has appeared to ascertain that notion that many Americans’ death penalty prop or con are based on the emotions instead of information or rational concepts. People who have strong feelings about the death penalty have little information and have no urge for knowing anything about the practice. Consequentially, support the death penalty due to committing major crimes has increased. However, many Americans are against the death penalty to people who are mentally retarded. Therefore, the paper mainly focuses on justifying the imposition of capital punishment by demonstrating that every current justification is otiose by sympathetically elaborating the moral soundness of the death penalty. So, the paper determines if capital punishment can ever be morally sound. 
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Death Penalty
While much of this paper explores the basic rationales for the death penalty, the main purpose of this research paper is to determine justification as well as ethical aspects of the death penalty in a limited field of cases. Various theorists have posited that different citizens constantly signify their contentment with every conventional rationale that tends to point in the direction that favors their position concerning the death penalty (Steiker, 2012). Whatever the veracity contained in such strong assertion when it is solely applied to non-academics or non-philosophers, it is an extensive mark in the utilization of philosophical discussions about capital punishment and especially to this research paper. On the other hand, the account of this paper will be to evaluate standard rationales for the death penalty will endeavor to assess the elements that have capital punishment attractive to ordinary citizens and philosophers. Therefore, the paper mainly focuses on justifying the imposition of capital punishment. By demonstrating that every current justification is otiose by sympathetically elaborating moral soundness of the death penalty, paper determines if capital punishment can ever be morally sound. 
[bookmark: _Toc12746777]Historical Background
Debates about death penalty are believed to play to the emotions usually. The contemporary western societies are saturated with reasons demanding for the abolition of capital punishment. These demands and arguments take different modes- for instance the proposed immunity of the Eighth Amendment, excessive power of the government, the inadequacy of vengeance as a motive, a proposed unavailability of verifiable deterrence, the abolition of Mosaic law especially among some Christians, racial imbalance during executions, as well as executing an innocent person can easily happen. 
There is no observable statistical correlation between the presence of death penalty and rate of willful homicide. Countries that have annulled the death penalty have failed to demonstrate a figurative significance growth in the rate of their homicide. Moreover, nations that once scrapped the death penalty and later reinstated it indicates no statistical importance of decrease in their willful homicide rates. 
Various public views have given varied insights into the degree of support individuals have had for the death penalty, as from 1970s. The attention of the research changed, and focus was being directed to attempt to personal characteristics of people who strongly support and those who have contradicting insights in different circumstances concerning the death penalty. According to National Research Council (2012), among the most common and potential personal-level features associated with support for death penalty has been gender and race. Scholars have indicated that white people support death more than non-whites.
Deterrent impacts are difficult to evaluate the surety of execution, apprehension, conviction, and prosecution are socially designed, and practically, they have had insignificant probabilities. Several pieces of research show that an extra execution yearly may have led to a minimum of 7 or 8 fewer cases of murder. Therefore, it means that death penalty does not deter murder. The critics of death penalty hold that the practice is built on the foundation that people executed are those that have been found guilty of murder that is premeditated. However, for several reasons, innocent individuals can as well as end up being subjected to death row. Moreover, false testimony, identification of faulty eyewitness often provided by "jailhouse snitches" who want their sentences cut short can lead to the execution of innocent individuals (Manski & Pepper, 2013). Moreover, inept representation of legal practices and wrongly handled evidence can cause wrongful death penalty. 
In a case involving police officers that have elicited false confession by creating deceptive interrogation, the innocent can wrongly be victimized. Such investigative tricks may be considered as legal act since it may enable the police officers to apprehend wily criminals. However, in a murder case, an innocent individual that has trusted the police can end up being accused of murder. From the insights given by opponents of the death penalty, the people who are wrongly convicted in murder cases are usually outsiders- individuals with mild mental slowness, nonconformists, or the mentally disadvantaged individuals. For many years, the death penalty has been denounced among the unfairly handled minorities. Manski & Pepper (2013) posit that in an endeavor to keep prisoners who are condemned against using recurrent appeals as a mechanism to postpone executions facing them, in 1996, Congress passed an act that limits convicts to only have one appeal in various cases. 
According to legal experts, the law creates avenues for execution of innocent people since it reduces chances of exonerating evidence that may arise. Opposers of capital punishment, hold that the arbitrary and unfair approach that is applied when executing death penalty warrants the abolition of the practice. On the other hand, those who support the death penalty usually doubt the innocence of inmates facing death row whose convictions have been reversed. The supporters of the death penalty are more involved in exonerations of the people who are wrongly convicted may be formed based on ambiguous legal practices instead of focusing on the substantial evidence that certifies innocence. 
Some other defenders of death penalty hold that improved mechanism of investigative bodies like the use of DNA testing has improved efficiency when determining death penalty cases, therefore almost zero incidences of wrong execution. For example, former inmates Dennis Williams and Verneal Jimerson who were facing death row, after being convicted for the murder of Illinois couple, were cleared after DNA tests indicated that none of them took part in the crime. Some advocates of the death penalty maintain that in the case involving Jimerson and Williams and any other case of the same magnitude demonstrates that exonerations in the modern criminal justice system work efficiently (Cunningham & Goldstein, 2012). Furthermore, other advocates hold that the lives of murderers are often spared when it is found that they have mental incompetence. For example, Susan Smith, who got convicted in 1994 for drowning her two kids, was doomed to life imprisonment. 
Most advocates supporting capital punishment believe that the fact that innocent people can be executed should not justify the reason for abolishing the death penalty. The advocates argue that even if a few innocent lives are executed, the rate of deterrence of penalty death equals the worth. Stephen Markman, a lawyer from Detroit in his support for death penalty argues that death penalty is applied to save a large number of people who are innocent compared to the number of lives that can be lost through the erroneous implementation of the death penalty. The lawyer further holds that society would feel immense guilty accompanied by the suicidal decline of nerve were it to forego the need to apply deserved and precise punishment on the basis that it is humanly impossible to eradicate the risk of a mistake completely. Cunningham & Goldstein (2012) assert that public opinion mirror Markman’s assertion as evident in a survey conducted in 1995 by the Gallup poll indicated that about 58% of Americans favored the application of death penalty even if it was found that 50 of those people executed were undeniably not guilty. 
While there is strong support by the public for capital punishment, the chances of wrong executions are mirrored in several writings presented by criminologists’ theologians and lawmakers. Therefore, capital punishment analyses this topic and arguments regarding the deterrent effects, fairness, and ethics of death penalty. 
[bookmark: _Toc12746778]Is the Death Penalty Ethical
Many societies of the world at one point have endorsed application of death penalty. During time of ancient Judaic and Roman cultures, retributive justice was the rule of day, dictating to the command that an eye for an eye.” Consequentially, US adopted the use of the death penalty from European settlers during 17th century, promoting the understanding heinous crimes were worth death penalty or severe punishment. However, in the 18th century, philosophers began to raise concerns about ethics of the death penalty. Cesare Beccaria, an Italian criminologist, condemned the death penalty and described it as an unnecessary and grossly barbarous deterrent to crime (Unnever & Cullen, 2012). Contrary, Immanuel Kant a German philosopher argued that the death penalty was the fairest of all punishments for murder, holding that even killers who are found guilty should die as well to earn release from their torment. Such arguments, among others about ethics of the death penalty, continuously spark ambiguity to the modern societies. 
[bookmark: _Hlk12745826]Contemporary advocators of capital punishment hold that execution is the most appropriate for the convicts who have intentionally committed murder. They argue that according to the principles of criminal justice in the modern legal systems, require a murderer convict to undergo a punishment that is of the equal magnitude with the problem caused by his crime. Furthermore, supporters assert that the death penalty makes the society to uphold the principles and worth of innocent human life as well as expressing the justified moral indignation at the crime of murder. Canes-Wrone et al. (2014) writes that by using the words of Robert James, a criminal justice author, “America’s founding fathers built it on the ground that each American is an end in him. Therefore, premeditated murder in such as a society is a felony defined by its own class. The murderer takes away the irreplaceable life of human being, and therefore, it should be treated as the highest end or morals in the civil society. So, what punishment could suit such a crime other than the forfeiture of life of the murderer”.
Critics of the modern society against the application of death penalty, on the other hand, maintain that murder, whether committed by the state or by an individual can never be justified and it is morally wrong (Derrida, 2013). For one basic knowledge, many assert that the mental torment experienced by individuals who convicted to face the death penalty is a mode of torture and act of torture to humanity has been discouraged by the universal declaration of human rights. Moreover, death penalty critics hold that when the government executes murderers in an endeavor to certify that the killer is wrong; the state sabotages its moral authority and denies the dignity of one’s life. As presented by Helen Prejean, an anti-death penalty activist, “The capital punishment is painful. Allowing the US government to murder citizens undermines the deepest moral ethics upon which America was born: the dignity of human life is inviolable.” 
The critics of capital punishment further argue that in action, however, cruel and heinous one commits murder, it is not relevant to the amount of punishment the convict may receive. Wellman (2012) alludes that the convict need not get a punishment which is proportional to crime he had committed to an innocent life; he should not get “vengeance or an eye for an eye or just desserts”; he should not face justice, but instead he should receive mercy.
The argument presented by typical opponents of the death penalty is based on various unstated as well as unchallenged, moral foundations such as justice is inferior to mercy ethically, which the anti-death penalty refer to as revenge. Furthermore, they believe that every human life, even that of a murderer contains “intrinsic value” therefore, it is greatly immoral to deny someone a chance of living whatsoever the circumstance. Another belief held by anti-death advocates is that the response of a society to crime should not be to execute a punishment that is equal to the harm caused by the offender but governed by other fundamental factors (Flanders, 2013). 
 However, the supporters of capital punishment respond to the principles raised by the anti-death penalty by ignoring or evading the moral questions at the center of the debate. Instead, they apply utilitarian arguments for the death penalty (Canes-Wrone et al., 2014). For instance, they basically base their arguments on the principles that the death penalty is the essential approach for controlling crime. The advocators of capital punishment further go on to assert that death penalty incapacitates the murderer from redoing his felony and that the presence of the death penalty discourages future murders by instilling fear to other would be murderers. It’s surely obvious that killing a convicted murderer will ultimately prevent him from ever repeating the murder. Moreover, it also turns out clear that any potential killer that is unknown will be deterred due to fear for undergoing execution by themselves. 
Unfortunately, this line of thinking has two main issues. First, it persuades the question about morality; it fails to address the moral claims in the arguments of death penalty opposers. Second, as a fundamental aim of the law, incapacitation and deterrence do not necessarily focus on punishing a past crime, but instead to avoid the occurrence of the same crimes in the future. Consequentially, such an approach can encourage gross injustices in society. As a reaction to crime, punishment concentrates on the backward of the past by specializing in the past atrocities committed by the offender as well as the victims affected. Therefore, you are punishing an individual for mistakes he already committed. In contrary, the so-called measures to curb crime “look forward” into the coming life of the offender, by trying to minimize the rate at which the future crimes can happen. They do not openly attend to what someone already committed: instead they indirectly transform what he might do. They try to forget past crimes and victims of the offender. 
But is it not true that the victims of the past killings are present in the modern system of justice? If the main objective of the criminal law is to prevent future crimes, then it implies that it is possible to reduce the cases about future murders by the imposition of brutal penalties on all convicted murderers (Flander, 2013). This involves penalties that the society would find heartening, disproportionate as well as grossly unfair. 
In summation, having looked at the arguments presented and the fact that Americans are people who are fair-minded, it is true they hold on a principle that a criminal need to be punished blindly to the degree of the harm the criminal has caused to the society, but not more or less. Therefore, America believes in the principle of proportionality, and as a result, all Americans believe that at the heart of justice exists proportionality. So more than anything else that is all the Americans want, anticipate, and call for from the criminal justice system. Therefore, looking at the necessity of life, the death penalty is a moral necessity. According to Cunningham & Goldstein (2012), capital punishment applied where there is a proven premeditated killing are therefore not immoral and it is not necessarily evil. It is a moral requirement addressed by justice. Those opposing death penalty always disown punitively as originating from vengeance, implying a vindictive principle of an eye for an eye. However, justice is not built on revenge it is built on retribution and the two concepts are undeniably different.
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