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PREFACE

This book is written for students in capital punishment courses and for others, whether
lawyers, experts, activists, or scholars who are interested in an overview of this complex
area of law. The primary emphasis of the book is an explanation of the constitutional law
that governs death penalty proceedings in the United States.

In the few years since the first edition, there have been significant changes in death
penalty law, procedure and practice. We have tried to keep up with those changes, but
new cases seem to appear even as we type. We have tried to present the most up-to-date
information and trends in death penalty law.

We would never have been able to research and write this edition without outstanding
work by our research assistants over the years. We express great thanks to Delores
Thomas Temitayo Adewoyin, Spencer Chne, Sara Dabkowski, Elizabeth Gillen, Thomas
Hartnett, Timothy Kennedy, Kimberly Love, David Richter, and Uyen Tran of Santa
Clara Law, Angelique Batsel of Chapman, and Ben Eilenberg of McGeorge.

We also appreciate and thank our individual universities for their support of our research
through research stipends and other resources.

All of us have families that have supported our efforts through their patience and
encouragement. We are truly grateful for their support.

As the law continues to evolve, so does this book. We consider this a work-in-progress,
All comments, suggestions, corrections, or additions are greatly appreciated.

Linda Carter Icarter @pacific.edu

Ellen Kreitzberg ekreitzberg @scu.edu

Scott Howe swhowe @chapman.eduetc.
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