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Adaptation of the Penal Attitudes Scale for use in Turkey

Selen Goksal, Demet Vural Yuzbasi and Filiz Kunuroglu

Psychology, Izmir Katip Celebi University, Izmir, Turkiye

Penal attitudes represent how people justify punishment assigned to offenders or what
they perceive punishment’s function to be. The purpose of this study is to adapt the
Penal Attitudes Scale (PENAS) for use in Turkey in Turkish and to test the resultant
psychometric properties of the translated scale. For adaptation, a translation/back-
translation method was applied. Respondents (N¼ 389) voluntarily participated in this
study and completed the PENAS, Moral Foundations Questionnaire and Perceptions
Toward Criminals Scale. The results of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses
showed that the six-structure PENAS is reliable and valid in the Turkish sample.
Finally, the penal attitudes scale demonstrated good construct validity, showing
statistically significant correlations with moral foundations and perceptions about the
morality and social networks of criminals. Ultimately, the PENAS is a reliable, valid
and highly useful instrument for the Turkish population.
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Punishment is undoubtedly an indispensable
tool for dealing with crime in societies.
Punishment is defined as ‘a negative sanction
intentionally applied to someone perceived to
have violated a law, rule, norm, or expect-
ation’ (Vidmar & Miller, 1980). Throughout
evolutionary history, punishment has served to
prevent group members from deviating from
social norms or rules or re-offending by ostra-
cizing or incarcerating them (Gollwitzer &
van Prooijen, 2016; Wenzel & Okimoto,
2016). Since laypeople’s beliefs and percep-
tions of punishment have the potential to influ-
ence policymakers in societies, it is crucial to
understand why ordinary people call for harsh
punishment or what the rationale behind the
punishment is. Although punitive reactions to
lawbreakers (e.g. recommended years in jail,

angry feelings toward them, perceived intent,
responsibility and foreseeability) and social
psychological mechanisms underlying public
support for the death penalty have been scruti-
nized empirically in an array of disciplines
(e.g. sociology, criminology and psychology)
since the 1950s (see Carroll et al., 1987; Tyler
& Weber, 1982), less attention has been
devoted to exploring penal attitudes underlying
desires to penalise wrongdoers in the social
psychology literature until the 2000s.

Penal attitudes, also called punishment
motivations, goals, or functions, are justifica-
tions of why and how transgressors should be
penalised. With different justice concepts,
punishment officially assigned to offenders
might be perceived as just or legitimate
(Col�emont et al., 2011; Keijser et al., 2002).
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Penal attitudes have been classified in differ-
ent ways so far (Carlsmith et al., 2002;
Darley, 2009; Gollwitzer & van Prooijen,
2016). In the past, utilitarian (behavioural
control, prospective, instrumental, or conse-
quentialist perspective) and retributive (retro-
spective or just deserts perspective)
approaches were distinguished (Carroll et al.,
1987; Vidmar, 2000; Vidmar & Miller,
1980). The main difference between them is
whether the motivation for administering pun-
ishment is future-oriented or past-oriented.

The utilitarian approach focuses on calcu-
lations of benefits over costs of punishment
for the future, such as decreasing crime rates,
by discouraging potential harm-doers (general
or specific deterrence), incapacitating past
offenders to prevent re-offending (incapacita-
tion), or rehabilitating past offenders (rehabili-
tation) (Carlsmith et al., 2002; Carlsmith &
Darley, 2008; Keijser et al., 2002). Although
theoretically distinguished, specific and gen-
eral deterrence approaches are quite different
(Keijser et al., 2002). According to the general
and specific deterrence notions, punishment
acts as a deterrent to all members of a commu-
nity and to a specific person, respectively.
Specific deterrence, in general, overlaps with
the incapacitation approach, since the primary
goal of both is to prevent specific wrongdoers
from recidivism by either discouraging or
incarcerating them (Carlsmith & Darley,
2008). The rehabilitative approach focuses on
past offenders’ reintegration into society,
regaining moral identity and improving their
behavioural repertoires by changing their mal-
adaptive thoughts (Wenzel & Okimoto, 2016).
Past research suggests that rehabilitation is
negatively associated with incapacitation, retri-
bution, deterrence and support for capital pun-
ishment (Feather & Souter, 2002).

The retributive approach is typically
described as an ‘eye for an eye’ or a ‘tit-for-
tat’ perspective and represents the most
common and traditional justification for
punishment (Darley & Pittman, 2003). More
specifically, according to the retributive

justice notion, offenders deserve punish-
ment in proportion to the damage inflicted
by the crime committed (Carlsmith et al.,
2002; Carlsmith & Darley, 2008; Darley &
Pittman, 2003; Keijser et al., 2002; Vidmar,
2000). That is, rather than being justified by
future-forward and behavioural control pur-
poses, punishment is considered important
in itself as a reaction to past law violations.
Previous research has demonstrated that the
primary punishment motive is retribution
(Carlsmith et al., 2002; Darley & Pittman,
2003; Keller et al., 2010). Subsequently, the
retribution approach was divided into two
categories: just deserts and moral balance
(Keijser et al., 2002). The just deserts, also
called the ‘get even’ perspective, focuses on
the desire for retribution, revenge, ven-
geance and retaliation for offenses, while
the main emphasis of the moral balance per-
spective is the restoration of moral balance
in a society disrupted by crime (Gerber &
Jackson, 2013; Keijser et al., 2002).

Finally, restorative justice (compensatory
justice) has been gaining increasing accept-
ance in modern democracies. It is considered
an alternative to the traditional criminal just-
ice system (Gollwitzer & van Prooijen,
2016). The central focus of this approach is
restitution and compensation for damage
caused by criminal acts instead of punishment
(Carlsmith & Darley, 2008; Darley &
Pittman, 2003; Keijser et al., 2002). In
restorative justice interventions, affected par-
ties, both victims and offenders, take part in
discussions so that offenders can express their
remorse and apologize to victims. This pro-
cess also enables both parties to express their
feelings and discuss compensation
(Gollwitzer & van Prooijen, 2016).

It is worth noting that none of punishment
orientations is mutually exclusive: penalties or
fines might be justified with more than one
justice concept. Although deterrence, incapaci-
tation and rehabilitation are theoretically cate-
gorized in the utilitarian perspective,
rehabilitation differs greatly from the two
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(Keijser et al., 2002), and they are even
reported to be negatively related (Feather &
Souter, 2002). Hence, scholars developed sev-
eral multidimensional penal attitudes scales to
examine the motivations driving people to call
for strict or lenient punishment for offenders
(see Carroll et al., 1987; Gerber & Jackson,
2013; McKee & Feather, 2008; Okimoto &
Wenzel, 2011; Yamamoto & Maeder, 2019).
Some focused on satisfactory performance of
criminal justice system, punishment and
rehabilitation with the three-dimensional sen-
tencing goal scale (Carroll et al., 1987). A
multidimensional scale was developed by
Keijser et al. (2002) to investigate Dutch
judges’ and law students’ attitudes to punish-
ment, with more precise conceptualization and
operationalization of punishment approaches
derived from moral theories. Following this,
the 20-item sentencing goals scale was devel-
oped to assess people’s deterrence, retribution,
incapacitation and rehabilitation-oriented atti-
tudes (McKee & Feather, 2008). In addition,
some focused on symbolic motives of punish-
ment (value and status/power concerns)
(Okimoto & Wenzel, 2011; Wenzel et al.,
2012). By reviewing items in the current
scales, Gerber and Jackson (2013) developed
the retribution scale comprised of two sub-
scales (retribution as just deserts and retribu-
tion as revenge) to provide more nuanced
understanding of retributivism.

The measurement tools to investigate per-
ceptions and attitudes about crime and punish-
ment are scant in Turkish literature. There are
a few developed and adapted scales in
Turkish. For example, Gonultas et al. (2019)
developed the Perceptions toward Criminals
Scale to investigate perceptions about moral
identity and social networks of criminals.
Also, the Scale of Altruistic Fear of Crime was
developed by Talu and Avci (2019) to exam-
ine perceived fear of crime of mothers about
their children. The Scale of Attitudes on
Violence developed by Velicer et al. (1989)
and revised by Anderson et al. (2006) was
adapted to Turkish (Ozkan et al., 2018), but it

measures various types of violence (war-
coded, intimate, physical, criminal-coded vio-
lence) and only the criminal coded subscale is
related to perceptions and attitudes about
crime or punishment. None have measured the
rationale behind punishment from the perspec-
tive of ordinary people, to our knowledge.

There is a need for adaptation or develop-
ment of scales or questionnaires in Turkey to
achieve far-reaching understanding of penal
attitudes, in particular moral justifications for
punishment. Literature on penal attitudes is
derived mainly from the European context
(see Rade et al., 2016). Although Turkey is
tied to Europe at cultural, economic and histor-
ical levels and embraces European legal and
democratic principles, Turkish culture is very
different from the individualistic culture in
Western countries. Compared to Europe,
Turkey has collectivistic values, where mem-
bers are likely to display strong loyalty to
familial and social groups, as well as to author-
ity and, more broadly, the nation (Ka�gıtçıbaşı,
1997; Oyserman et al., 2002). Therefore, to
achieve a far-reaching understanding of penal
attitudes, in particular moral justifications for
punishment, there is a need to adapt the scales
in culturally, linguistically and religiously dis-
tant non-Western cultures.

The present study aimed to adapt the Penal
Attitudes Scale (PENAS) for use in Turkey in
Turkish and to test the resultant psychometric
properties of the translated scale. To this end,
we ran exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses of the version of the PENAS trans-
lated into Turkish on the Turkish population,
to examine whether the six-factor model is
validated. The lack of a reliable and valid
penal attitudes scale in Turkish limits the
evaluation of concurrent validity in this study.
Therefore, the associations between the
PENAS subscales and justice-related concepts
are examined to assess criterion validity. Since
moral justifications for punishment and justice
attitudes are related to moral values (Silver,
2017), the psychological underpinnings behind
penal attitudes might be related to moral
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foundations. Previous research has shown that
utilitarian motivations for punishment are
related more closely to the binding foundations
(purity, authority and ingroup) than to the indi-
vidualizing foundations (harm and fairness)
(Giacomantonio et al., 2017). Furthermore,
perceptions about the morality and social net-
works of criminals may insidiously reflect lay-
people’s attitudes toward criminal justice.
Because intentionality and impulsivity of
wrongdoers are, respectively, taken into con-
sideration in the retributive and utilitarian
approaches (Carlsmith et al., 2002; Carlsmith
& Darley, 2008; Keller et al., 2010), we expect
that as morality is perceived more negatively,
people endorse more moral balance, just
deserts, deterrence and incapacitation. We did
not draw specific hypotheses regarding the
perceived social networks of criminals.

Method

Participants

Data were collected via a convenience sam-
pling method. A total of 424 participants from
Turkey took part in this study voluntarily.
Since the data of 35 respondents who failed
attention-check or left more than 5% of scale
items missing were excluded from analyses,
the final sample consisted of 389 participants.
Of these, 279 (71.7%) were women, 108
(27.8%) were men, and one (0.3%) was other.
The age range of participants was 18–66, and
the mean age was 24.22 (SD¼ 7.5).
Participants in the 18–25 age range, emerging
adults, were prevalent, at 81.7%. They were
followed by the 26–39 age range, young adults
(10.8%), and those over 40 (7.5%), adults. The
majority of the sample consisted of university
students (81.7%); others held high school
(8.7%), post-graduate (6.2%), secondary
school (2.3%) and elementary school (0.8%)
qualifications, and one (0.3%) is missing.

Materials

Penal Attitudes Scale (PENAS)

The 26-item PENAS was developed by
Keijser et al. (2002). It consists of six

dimensions: deterrence (4 items), just deserts
(5 items), moral balance (3 items), incapacita-
tion (6 items), rehabilitation (4 items) and
restorative justice (4 items). The items are
answered on a five-point anchored disagree/
agree response set. The Cronbach’s a values
in the original scale are .81 for deterrence, .82
for just deserts, .68 for restorative justice, .70
for moral balance, .68 for rehabilitation and
.79 for incapacitation (Keijser et al., 2002).

Moral foundations questionnaire (MFQ)

The Turkish version (Yilmaz et al., 2016) of
the Moral Foundations Questionnaire
(Graham et al., 2011) was used to assess
five moral dimensions (harm/care, fairness/
reciprocity, authority/respect, purity/sanc-
tity and loyalty/ingroup), each measured by
six items. This scale is comprised of two
sections: relevance and judgments. In the
relevance section, participants were asked to
indicate to what degree they agreed with a
presented item (e.g. ‘whether or not some-
one did something to betray his or her
group’) while making moral judgments. The
responses were placed on a 6-point scale,
with anchors from not at all relevant to
extremely relevant. In the judgment section,
participants were asked to what extent they
agree with given sentences (e.g. ‘It can
never be right to kill a human being.’) on a
6-point scale, anchored at 0¼ strongly dis-
agree to 5¼ strongly agree. The harm/care
and fairness foundations reflect individual-
izing foundations, whereas the authority,
purity and ingroup foundations reflect bind-
ing foundations. It has been previously dem-
onstrated that it is a reliable and valid
instrument in Turkey to examine five moral
foundations (Yilmaz et al., 2016). The
Cronbach’s as for the sub-dimensions in
this study were as follows: .74 for purity,
.70 for authority, .63 for ingroup, .63 for
fairness and .60 for harm.

Perceptions toward criminals scale (PCS)

The PCS was developed by Gonultas et al.
(2019). It comprises two sub-dimensions:
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perceptions about personality traits and moral-
ity of criminals (8 items, ‘Criminals are dan-
gerous people.’) and perceptions about social
networks of criminals (4 items, ‘Criminals
come from families involved in crime.’).
Respondents rated on a 7-point scale, ranging
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. It
yielded satisfactory internal consistency in our
sample, a ¼ .88 and .87, respectively, for per-
ceived social networks and morality of
criminals.

Procedure

Initially, the translation, synthesis and back-
translation steps were conducted. In the first
stage, 26 items from the original scale were
translated into Turkish by researchers. The
translated version was checked by a linguist,
and the items were back-translated. In the
final step, the items translated back to
English were compared with the items in
the original scale.

This study was approved by the
Research Ethics Committee of the university
of researchers in December 2021 (Approval
No: 9EA47HC). The participants were
approached through personal networks, con-
venience sampling and social media. Only
adult Turkish native speakers were able to
participate in the study. The participants
completed the questionnaires either online
via Google Forms or paper-based. All par-
ticipants were informed of the purpose of
the study. After obtaining consent, the data
were collected anonymously on a voluntary
basis. Respondents completed the demo-
graphic questions, PENAS, PCS and MFQ,
respectively. One attention check was
embedded in the survey to ensure that they
completed the survey by reading each item.
In the attention-check question, participants
were asked to circle point 4 to indicate they
read the questions carefully. Participants
were fully debriefed and thanked for their
participation at the end of the study.

Analysis

Data entry and preliminary analysis of the
study were conducted via the IBM Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) soft-
ware version 24. In the case of the presence of
missing items of less than 5% of the total in
data, subjects’ intra-subscale mean replaced
missing values. EFA and CFA were conducted
consecutively to examine and confirm the fac-
torial structure of the scale. Cronbach’s alpha
values were calculated to examine the internal
consistency of each dimension. Finally, for the
criterion validity of the PENAS, its subscales’
correlations with those of both the MFQ and
PCS were checked.

Results

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

To examine construct validity, a preliminary
principal component analysis with oblique
rotation technique was performed on 26 items.
Factor loadings varied from .325 to .926. The
acceptable factor loading is expected to be
higher than .40 (Stevens, 2009). One item (‘It
is not the function of the criminal justice sys-
tem to reform criminals’) did not meet this
standard. Therefore, the single item was
removed from the scale.

Exploratory factor analysis with the extrac-
tion of six factors on the remaining 25 items
was performed and re-analysed. A principal
component analysis with oblique rotation tech-
nique was used. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO), the measure of sample adequacy, was
.889, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was sig-
nificant, v2(300) ¼ 4677.072, p < .001. The
results of EFA revealed six factors with eigen-
values higher than one: incapacitation (Items
1–5), just deserts (Items 6–10), deterrence
(Items 11–14), moral balance (Items 15–18),
rehabilitation (Items 19–21) and restorative
justice (Items 22–25). The first factor
explained 30.64% of the variance (eigenvalue
¼ 7.66), the second factor 10.75% of the vari-
ance (eigenvalue ¼ 2.69), the third factor
9.99% of the variance (eigenvalue ¼ 2.5), the
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fourth factor 5.07% of the variance (eigen-
value ¼ 1.27), the fifth factor 4.82% of the
variance (eigenvalue ¼ 1.21) and the sixth fac-
tor 4.14% of the variance (eigenvalue ¼ 1.04).
Factor loads of All items were higher than .40,
varying from .426 (Item 15) to .929 (Item 9)
(Table 1).

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

A confirmatory factor analysis with the final
25 items retained in EFA was conducted in
IBM AMOS in order to ascertain whether the
six-factor structure was the best fit for the
data. The CFA analysis yielded adequate fit
for the data (v2/SD¼ 2.48 p < .001). The fit
indices are as follows: root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA) ¼ 0.062, normed
fit index (NFI) ¼ .866, comparative fit index
(CFI) ¼ .915, incremental fit index (IFI) ¼
.915, root-mean-square residual (RMR) ¼
.085 and goodness-of-fit index (GFI) ¼ 0.879.
Figure 1 illustrates the six-factor confirmatory
analysis model.

Reliabilities

To examine internal consistency, Cronbach’s
alpha values were calculated for each dimen-
sion. The internal consistency coefficient was
.89 for incapacitation, .88 for just deserts, .87
for deterrence, .77 for moral balance, .68 for
rehabilitation and .61 for restorative justice.
The alpha coefficient for the complete 25-item
scale was .88. This scale displayed satisfactory
internal consistencies in the Turkish sample.
These reliabilities were comparable to those
reported in the original scale (from a ¼ .68 to
.82) (Keijser et al., 2002).

Criterion validity

For the criterion validity of the PENAS, we
examined its subscales’ correlations with those
of both the MFQ and the PCS. Results yielded
significant correlations between the subscales
of the PENAS. The correlation matrix in Table
2 demonstrated that deterrence was positively
correlated with other dimensions (r ¼ .61 for

incapacitation, r ¼ .52 for moral balance and
for r ¼. 49 for just deserts, for all p < .01),
except restorative justice and rehabilitation (p
> .05). Just deserts was positively associated
with other subscales (r ¼ .39 for incapacita-
tion, r ¼ .38 for moral balance and r ¼ .23 for
restorative justice, for all p < .01), except
rehabilitation (p > .05). Incapacitation
showed a positive correlation with moral bal-
ance (r ¼ .54, p < .01) and a weak positive
correlation with rehabilitation (r ¼ .11, p
< .05). Restorative justice was significantly
correlated with both moral balance (r ¼ .19, p
< .01) and rehabilitation (r ¼ .31, p < .01).
Also, there was a positive association between
moral balance and rehabilitation (r ¼ .27,
p < .01).

We obtained significant positive correla-
tions between perceived morality of offenders
and deterrence (r ¼ .37, p < .01).
Furthermore, perceived morality showed a
positive relationship with just deserts (r ¼ .34,
p < .05), incapacitation (r ¼ .36, p <. 05) and
moral balance (r ¼ .39, p <.05). Perceived
social networks of offenders were significantly
correlated with deterrence (r ¼ .18, p < .01),
just deserts (r ¼ .15, p < .01) and moral bal-
ance (r ¼ .22, p < .01). They were also posi-
tively correlated with perceived morality (r ¼
.38, p < .01).

With regard to moral foundations, harm
showed a weak but positive correlation with
deterrence (r ¼ .23), incapacitation (r ¼ .26),
moral balance (r ¼ .20), rehabilitation (r ¼
.22), perceived morality (r ¼ .15) and social
networks (r ¼ .12), all p <.01. Similarly, fair-
ness was positively correlated with deterrence
(r ¼ .16), incapacitation (r ¼ .26), moral bal-
ance (r ¼ .11) and rehabilitation (r ¼ .26), all
p < .05. It was positively related to perceived
social networks (r ¼ .11, p < .05), yet did not
show a positive correlation with perceived
morality (p > .05). Ingroup was positively
related to all penal attitudes (r values varied
from .13 to .36), perceived morality (r ¼ .26,
p < .05) and social networks (r ¼ .21, p <
.05). Both authority and purity showed
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positive correlation with all penal attitudes (r
values varied from .13 to .32, for all p < .05),
except rehabilitation (p > .05), as well as both
perceived criminals’ morality and social net-
works (r values varied from .14 to .39, for all
p < .01).

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the
psychometric properties of the PENAS in the
Turkish sample. Despite the considerable
interest in moral judgments, the in-depth
understanding of the nature of punishment
motivations has been relatively neglected in
literature. Therefore, there was a need for a
scale in order to examine a broad array of
penal attitudes. It is the first penal attitude
scale in Turkish, to our knowledge.

We first ran exploratory factor analysis on
the 26 items. Of the 26 items, 25 had values

higher than .40, which showed the strong rep-
resentativeness of the items. However, one
item (‘It is not the function of the criminal
justice system to reform criminals.’) with a
low factor loading was excluded from the
adapted scale. Since it is a reverse-scored
item, the reason why it is not a function of
criminal justice system might be attributed to
other concepts of justice. That is, because it
might be perceived that the primary function
of criminal justice is deterrence or retribution,
reforming criminals might be perceived as
nonessential. This might result in loading posi-
tively on other factors to some extent, which
in turn decreases the distinctiveness of the
item, although it was expected to load nega-
tively on the rehabilitation factor.

After conducting a new EFA with 25
items, we still reached the same six-factor
structure of the scale, consistent with the ori-
ginal scale. However, one item, Item 6 (‘Most

Figure 1. The six-factor confirmatory analysis model.
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people who advocate resocialization measures
for perpetrators of offences attach little import-
ance to the seriousness of the crimes commit-
ted.’), loaded on the Just Deserts factor in our
study, differing from the original version. It
seems that Turkish population interpreted the
sentence more focusing on the severity of the
crime and the necessity of punishment rather
than resocialization acts.

Furthermore, confirmatory factor analysis
with the final 25 items retained in EFA yielded
adequate fit when evaluated for fit indices (the
items can be seen in the Appendix). To start
with, the value of v2/SD was found to be
below 3 (v2/SD¼ 2.48), indicating a good fit
for the data (Kline, 2005). Comparative fit
index value was over .90 (CFI ¼ .915), also
showing a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Similarly, the incremental fit index value indi-
cated an acceptable fit, as it was over .90 (IFI
¼ 0.915) (Kline, 2005). Moreover, root mean
square error of approximation value was below
.07 (RMSEA ¼ 0.062), revealing a good fit
(Steiger, 2007). However, obtained normed fit
index (NFI) value was .866, and goodness-of-
fit index (GFI) value was .879 for this sample,
which were slightly less than cut off value of
.90 for the good fit (Marsh & Grayson, 1995;
Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). Last, the root-
mean-square residual (RMR) value was .085
and was a little over the criterion of .08 for an
acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

As with previous research (Feather &
Souter, 2002; Giacomantonio et al., 2017;
Keijser et al., 2002), our results revealed that
the deterrence, just deserts, incapacitation and
moral balance approaches were highly corre-
lated with each other. In general, all of these
are justifications for strict punishment desires
at large and were taken as a single superordin-
ate factor in past research (Col�emont et al.,
2011). The rehabilitation approach, on the
other hand, was related to concepts of restora-
tive justice and moral balance. In the original
work, it was correlated with restorative justice,
and both were claimed to represent social
constructivist views despite the different

theoretical backgrounds, but they did not show
a link with moral balance (Keijser et al.,
2002). In addition, rehabilitation is correlated
with the incapacitation concept, albeit rela-
tively weakly. Even though there was a nega-
tive correlation between rehabilitation and
incapacitation in the original scale (Keijser
et al., 2002), the positive correlation in our
study is compatible with the theoretical frame-
work, as both are utilitarian concepts.

The relationships between the subscales of
penal attitudes and moral foundations were
also assessed to get a more detailed under-
standing of which moral foundations might be
behind punishment orientations. The higher
harm and fairness, the greater incapacitation,
deterrence, rehabilitation and moral balance
were endorsed. In particular, the theoretically
utilitarian approaches seem to be linked with
individualizing values. Because utilitarian
motives are related to concerns about the pro-
tection of individuals from potential harm in
the future (Carlsmith & Darley, 2008), it is
reasonable that people who prioritize individu-
alizing values, characterized by concerns for
others’ well-being, empathy for others, altru-
ism, etc., aim to minimize the damage inflicted
by crime, with utilitarian goals. Previous
works had already established the relationship
between individualizing foundations and
endorsement of utilitarian and retributive
standpoints (Giacomantonio et al., 2017), par-
ticularly in crimes victimizing individuals (i.e.
theft, armed robbery, domestic violence, etc.),
but not in victimless crimes, namely collective
(i.e. funding terrorist organizations, revealing
government’s secrets publicly, etc.) or crimes
against the divine (i.e. consensual incest sexual
intercourse, drug abuse, prostitution, etc.)
(Silver, 2017). Although the correlations in
our study seem to be relatively modest, the
values are comparable to those in past research
(Giacomantonio et al., 2017).

Regarding the binding foundations
(ingroup, authority and purity), nearly all of
them are associated with harsh sentencing
goals, namely deterrence, incapacitation, moral
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balance and just deserts. As Giacomantonio
et al. (2017) noted, collective interest out-
weighs the utilitarian justifications for punish-
ment, even at the expense of proportionality,
to encourage individuals to abide by legal rules
and social norms. The links between the bind-
ing foundations and offender-centred retribu-
tion were also established (Giacomantonio
et al., 2017; Silver, 2017). Therefore, that
binding foundations are linked with utilitarian
and retributive motives comes as no surprise.
However, rehabilitation seems to be unrelated
to the binding foundations, except ingroup. It
is reasonable that people who are loyal to their
in-group support reintegration and resocializa-
tion of ingroup lawbreakers. That, however,
leaves the question of whether ingroup and
rehabilitation are still correlated in the case of
out-group violators. Future research might test
if the rehabilitation approach is selective in
intergroup settings. Another social constructiv-
ist approach, restorative justice, is related to
the binding foundations to a small extent,
though. It might be rooted in the notion that
the primary goal of restorative justice is to re-
establish and re-validate shared rules and
norms that are expected to be adhered to by
society through social consensus (Wenzel
et al., 2008).

Both retributive and utilitarian motives are
related to perceptions about criminals. The
results revealed that the higher the just deserts,
incapacitation, deterrence and moral balance
attitudes, the more negative the perceived mor-
ality of criminals. It is consistent with previous
research having demonstrated the positive cor-
relation between stricter punishment and dis-
positional attribution to crime, such as
negative personality traits (Carroll et al., 1987;
Tetlock et al., 2007). This is because crimi-
nals’ morality denotes whether they intention-
ally cause harm or not, according to the
retributive philosophical standpoint (Carlsmith
et al., 2002; Carlsmith & Darley, 2008; Keller
et al., 2010) and impulsivity, which implies
the probability of committing the same offense
in the future, according to the utilitarian

perspective (Keller et al., 2010). Furthermore,
all harsh punishment goals were related to
offenders’ perceived social networks, except
for incapacitation. However, the rehabilitation
and restorative justice approaches were unre-
lated to both the perceived morality and social
networks of criminals.

We are aware that our study is not without
limitations. The penal attitudes scale (Keijser
et al., 2002) was initially developed to exam-
ine moral justifications for punishment among
judges and law students; therefore, it may
have been difficult to understand for laypeople
who are not familiar with criminal justice ter-
minology. It is also noteworthy to highlight
the limitation that using convenience sampling
probably led us to have a less homogenous
sample. As our sample consisted mostly of
emerging adults (81.7%) and larger number of
women (72%),the results may not be general-
izable to the whole Turkish community.
However, we believe that having a more edu-
cated sample tended to have positively
impacted the results, as the punitive attitudes
scale consisted of items of complex sentences
and therefore required a higher level of cogni-
tive capacity. Despite the inconsistent findings
(see Feather & Souter, 2002; Giacomantonio
et al., 2017; Shariff et al., 2014), penal atti-
tudes might change with age. Penal attitudes
in a more representative general population
samples might be discussed in future research.

Another limitation is that behavioural and
self-reported attitude measures might yield dif-
ferent results (Keller et al., 2010). Although
seeking information related to retributive phil-
osophy in order to recommend sentences, peo-
ple may report as endorsing special deterrence
attitudes. Penal attitudes might also differ
depending on the type and severity of crime,
or whether the crime is victimless or not
(Silver, 2017).

This study has important theoretical and
practical implications. Given that the criminal
justice system is not independent of ordinary
people’s attitudes about crime and punishment,
demand for more lenient or stricter punishment
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might affect policymakers and the current
criminal justice system, or vice versa. For
example, opinion research in Turkey revealed
that the majority of people are dissatisfied
with the criminal justice system and do not
find rehabilitation in prisons adequate (_Insan
Hakları Derne�gi, 2021). By examining percep-
tions about why and how criminals should be
penalised from the perspective of naive people,
we can obtain more detailed information about
the public demands regarding punishment.

Cross-cultural studies are needed to
explore how penal attitudes change in different
cultural settings. It is our hope that this scale
adaptation may help to explain cultural differ-
ences in a broad array of penal attitudes in fur-
ther research.

Ethical standards

Declaration of conflicts of interest

Selen G€oksal has declared no conflicts of
interest.
Demet Vural Y€uzbaşı has declared no con-
flicts of interest.
Filiz Kunuroglu has declared no conflicts of
interest.

Ethical approval

All procedures performed in studies involving
human participants were in accordance with
the ethical standards of the institutional and/or
national research committee [approved by
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C. Ka�gıtçıbaşı (Eds.), Handbook of cross-
cultural psychology, Volume 3: Social
behavior and applications. Allyn & Bacon.

Keijser, J. W., Van Der Leeden, R., & Jackson,
J. L. (2002). From moral theory to penal
attitudes and back: A theoretically integrated
modeling approach. Behavioral Sciences &
the Law, 20(4), 317–335. https://doi.org/10.
1002/bsl.494

Keller, L. B., Oswald, M. E., Stucki, I., &
Gollwitzer, M. (2010). A closer look at an
eye for an eye: Laypersons’ punishment
decisions are primarily driven by retributive
motives. Social Justice Research, 23(2–3),
99–116. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-010-
0113-4

Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of
structural equation modeling (2nd ed.). The
Guilford Press.

Marsh, H. W., & Grayson, D. (1995). Latent
variable models of multitrait-multimethod
data. In R. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural equation
modeling: Concepts, issues and applications
(pp. 177–198). Sage.

McKee, I. R., & Feather, N. T. (2008).
Revenge, retribution, and values: Social
attitudes and punitive sentencing. Social

Justice Research, 21(2), 138–163. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11211-008-0066-z

Okimoto, T. G., & Wenzel, M. (2011). Third-
party punishment and symbolic intragroup
status. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 47(4), 709–718. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jesp.2011.02.001

Oyserman, D., Coon, H. M., & Kemmelmeier, M.
(2002). Rethinking individualism and collect-
ivism: Evaluation of theoretical assumptions
and meta-analyses. Psychological Bulletin,
128(1), 3–72. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.128.1.3

Rade, C. B., Desmarais, S. L., & Mitchell, R. E.
(2016). A meta-analysis of public attitudes
toward ex-offenders. Criminal Justice and
Behavior, 43(9), 1260–1280. https://doi.org/
10.1177/009385481665583

Ozkan, Y., Uysal, M., Topcu, G., Danismaz-Sevin,
M., & Ertan-Kocak, Y. (2018). Şiddete _Ilişkin
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Appendix
The adapted form of PENAS in Turkish

Hapsetme

Madde 1. Vatandaşların g€uvenli�gini sa�glamak
için, ciddi suçların failleri m€umk€un olan en
uzun s€ure hapsedilmelidir.

Madde 2. Ciddi bir suçun faili şartsız
hapis cezası almadıkça toplum için tehdit
oluşturmaya devam edecektir.

Madde 3. Pek çok suçlunun, serbestçe
dolaşmaları yerine hapsedilmeleri toplum için
daha g€uvenlidir.

Madde 4. A�gır şiddet suçlarının
cezalandırılmasında, vatandaşların g€uvenli�gi
suçlunun ihtiyaçlarından daha €onemlidir.

Madde 5. Birçok suçun işlenmesini
€onleyece�gi için, bilinen (d€uzenli) suçluları
daha uzun s€ure hapsetmek daha iyidir.

Hak Etme

Madde 6. Suç faillerinin yeniden topluma
kazandırılmasına y€onelik tedbirleri savunanların
ço�gu, işlenen suçların ciddiyetine pek €onem
vermiyor.

Madde 7. Ceza hak edilmiş acıdır.
Madde 8. Alternatif yaptırımlar için dahi,

acı çektirme €one çıkan bir €ozellik olmalıdır.
Madde 9. Acı çektirme, her yaptırımda

belirgin bir unsur olmalıdır.
Madde 10. Acı çekme unsuru içermeyen

ceza, ceza de�gildir.

Caydırma

Madde 11. Suç işlemeye meyilli daha fazla
sayıda kişiyi caydırmak için T€urkiye’de daha
a�gır cezalar verilmelidir.

Madde 12. Geçmişte daha a�gır cezalar
verilmiş olsaydı, g€un€um€uzdekinden daha
fazla suç işlemeye meyilli kişi caydırılmış
olacaktı.

Madde 13. Suç istatistikleri belirli bir
suçun yaygınlı�gının arttı�gını g€osterdi�ginde, o
suç için verilen cezanın a�gırlı�gı da artmalıdır.

Madde 14. A�gır cezalar ceza adalet siste-
minin g€uvenilirli�gini artırır.

Ahlaki Denge

Madde 15. Ceza, suç eylemiyle bozulan top-
lumdaki yasal d€uzeni yeniden sa�glar.

Madde 16. Ceza, suç eylemiyle bozulan
toplumdaki ahlaki dengeyi yeniden sa�glar.
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Madde 17. Suçluları cezalandırmak ahlaki
bir g€orevdir.

Madde 18. Bir suçlu ceza çekerek topluma
olan borcunu €oder.

Rehabilitasyon

Madde 19. Ceza adaletinin temel odak noktası
ıslah/d€uzeltme ilkesi olmalıdır.

Madde 20. Ceza adalet sistemindeki yetki-
lilerin, suçluların do�gru yola d€onmesine
yardımcı olma gibi bir ahlaki g€orevi vardır.

Madde 21. Cezanın t€ur€un€u ve şiddetini
belirlemede, yeniden topluma kazandırma
olasılıkları baskın bir rol oynamalıdır.

Onarıcı Adalet

Madde 22. Suçlu ve ma�gdurun karşılıklı
istişare sonucunda çatışmanın bir ç€oz€ume
ulaştı�gı durumlarda cezai kovuşturma
gereksizdir.

Madde 23. Bir ceza s€ureci ancak hem fail
hem de ma�gdur sonuçtan memnun oldu�gunda
başarılı olarak nitelendirilebilir.

Madde 24. En iyi ceza şekli, suçun neden
oldu�gu zarar g€oz €on€unde bulunduruldu�gunda,
zararın karşılandı�gı ve tazminat olanaklarının
en €ust d€uzeye çıkarıldı�gı cezadır.

Madde 25. Anlaşmazlıkların ç€oz€um€u,
ceza adalet sistemimizde ihmal edilen bir
hedeftir.
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