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Consistent with the scientific evidence that proves that 
adolescent brain development continues well into the third 
decade of life, the Supreme Court may be foreshadowing 
the day when an actual or de facto categorical ban will bar 
the death penalty for offenders who were under the age of 
21 years old on the date of the offense.  For almost two 
decades, death sentences and executions of such persons 
have been in steep decline – in absolute numbers and in 
geographical concentration.  Over the same period, the 
minority percentage of those impacted has increased.  The 
author joins the American Bar Association and other 
voices that have called for a categorical ban on execution 
of persons who were under the age of 21 years old at the 
date of offense. 

 

 Execution is already prohibited for persons under 18 at the time of the 

offense, people with intellectual disability, some people with mental illness, and 

people who did not commit a murder.1   Perhaps, with a “bang,” the next 

categorical exclusion to be announced by the Supreme Court will be abolition of 

the practice of executing people for crimes they committed when they were under 

the age of 21 years old.  Alternatively, perhaps the dramatic decline in the number 

of such executions and the increasing geographical concentration of the practice 

will, in a “whimper,” culminate in a natural death of the practice.  

 In 2005, in Roper v. Simmons, the U.S. Supreme Court issued its landmark 

opinion barring execution of youth who were under the age of 18 at the time of 

their crimes, even for murder.2  The Court relied upon an overwhelming body of 

scientific literature demonstrated that adolescents are significantly less culpable 

than their adult counterparts.  The Roper Court noted that the cut-off point of age 
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18 years old was somewhat arbitrary, because “[t]he qualities that distinguish 

juveniles from adults do not disappear when an individual turns 18.”3  Because 

Christopher Simmons was only 17 years old, the Court did not need to decide 

where society should draw the line.  Justice Kennedy observed that because the 

age of 18 is “the point where society draws the line for many purposes between 

childhood and adulthood,” that was “the age at which the line for death eligibility 

ought to rest.”4   

 In 2010 and again in 2012, the Supreme Court built on the Roper v. 

Simmons rule by barring automatic, severe imprisonment penalties for adolescents 

who were under the age of 18 years old on the date of the offense.  In 2010, in 

Graham v. Florida, the Supreme Court struck down life imprisonment sentences 

for non-homicide crimes when committed by individuals under the age of 18 

years old.5  In 2012, in Miller v. Alabama, the U.S. Supreme Court recognized 

that “developments in psychology and brain science continue to show 

fundamental differences between juvenile and adult minds”—for example, in 

“parts of the brain involved in behavior control.”6  Declaring that “the science and 

social science supporting Roper’s and Graham’s conclusions have become even 

stronger,” the Supreme Court struck down automatic, mandatory life 

imprisonment sentences for juveniles, even when they had committed a murder.7  

Neither Graham nor Miller involved a youth between the ages of 18 and 21 at the 

time of the offense.  But both cases have made it more likely that eventually, the 

high Court will revisit its dicta in Roper that drew the line at age 18 years old.   

 As that day draws nearer, everyone wants the same thing: facts.  Facts 

about how many people have been executed for murders committed as a youth 

over the age of 18; facts about which states are executing these people; facts about 

their race; facts about whether their crimes reflect the transient qualities of youth 

or share common characteristics; facts about sentencing.  

 Even as these words are being written, those facts are being developed. All 

over the country, researchers are meticulously compiling and analyzing data on 
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the sentencing and execution of youth who were under the age of 21 years old at 

the time of the offense.   As we await completion of such research and issuance of 

court rulings where the practice is facing constitutional challenge, this is a good 

time to take stock of the scientific developments, the legal landscape, and the 

prevalence of  death penalty practices affecting youth who were under the age of 

21 years old at the date of offense.   

 

 1. Scientific developments since Roper v. Simmons. 

 Research in developmental psychology and neuroscience in the years 

since the United States Supreme Court’s 2005 ruling in Roper v. Simmons has 

confirmed that older adolescents (over the age of 18 years old) differ from adults 

in ways that both diminish their culpability and impair the reliability of the 

sentencing process.8  Adolescents of that age are less able to envision or 

comprehend the full range of potential future consequences of their immediate 

actions, and less able to control their impulses, especially in peer settings.9  The 

parts of the brain that enable impulse control and reasoned judgment are not yet 

fully developed in this age group.  The defining feature of late adolescence is that 

the self is still unformed. In a very real sense, 18, 19, and 20-year-olds are not yet 

the people they will ultimately become.  Their vulnerability and still-developing 

nature preclude a reliable determination that death is a fit response to their 

personal culpability and character.   

 By 2018, scientists have found that many of the same traits reflected in 

juveniles under the age of 18 years old —traits that make them ineligible for the 

death penalty— also apply to older adolescents in their late teens and well into 

their early 20s.  Neuroimaging studies since 2008 show that “psychological and 

neural reflections of better cognitive control increase gradually and linearly 

throughout adolescence and into the early 20s.”10  Leading scientists have 

concluded that “developmental science does not support the bright-line boundary 

that is observed in criminal law under which eighteen-year-olds are categorically 
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deemed to be adults. … [W]e now know that the prefrontal cortex continues to 

change prominently until well into a person’s 20s.”11 The full development of 

executive functioning—the aspect of a person’s brain that regulates moral 

decision making—does not occur until well into a person’s third decade of life. 

The development of gray matter “peaks latest in the prefrontal cortex, crucial to 

executive functioning, a term that encompasses a broad array of abilities, 

including organization, decision making and planning, along with the regulation 

of emotion.”12  “[Y]oung adulthood is a developmental period when cognitive 

capacity is still vulnerable to the emotional influences that affect adolescent 

behavior, in part due to continued development of prefrontal circuitry involved in 

self-control.”13  Developments in brain science now support extension of the 

Roper v. Simmons rule to adolescents that are older than 18 years old.   

 

 2. Legal and societal response to the new scientific evidence. 

 In the wake of Graham v. Florida and Miller v. Alabama, states are 

rapidly developing specialized criminal justice approaches for individuals who 

commit their crimes before they have reached their early or mid-twenties. Society 

is no longer universally willing to draw the line in criminal justice for all purposes 

at the age of 18 years old.  Brooklyn has set up a Young Adult Crime Bureau 

designed for youths accused of misdemeanors committed between the ages of 16 

and 24 years old.14  In September 2016, the Harvard Kennedy School 

recommended that the age for entering the juvenile justice system be raised to 21 

and that youths under age 25 receive developmentally appropriate treatment.15  

Examples include Vermont, which has raised the age threshold for juvenile court 

jurisdiction to offenses committed up to the offender’s 22nd birthday,16 and 

California, which now provides early parole hearings for inmates who committed 

a qualifying offense prior to the offender’s 25th birthday.17  Other courts have 

extended the rules from Miller v. Alabama to youth 18 to 21 years old.18  Such 
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reforms are evidence of the growing recognition of the neuroscience and 

developmental psychology that is driving criminal justice reform.   

 The fact that some reforms have not yet reached all youth convicted of 

murder, but instead are reserved for lesser offenses, does not diminish the import 

of the findings from neuroscience that are driving the national wave of change. 

The legislative process is one of compromise and bargaining.  Legislative changes 

are often incremental.19 In Miller v. Alabama, the Court explained that the brain 

science about the young offender applies regardless of the crime the he or she has 

committed:  “But none of what it said about children—about their distinctive (and 

transitory) mental traits and environmental vulnerabilities—is crime-specific. 

Those features are evident in the same way, and to the same degree, when (as in 

both cases [in Miller]) a botched robbery turns into a killing.”20 

 On February 5, 2018, the American Bar Association House of Delegates 

adopted a formal resolution calling on all death-penalty jurisdictions to prohibit 

capital punishment for any individual 21 years old or younger at the time of the 

offense.21  The resolution states:  “RESOLVED, That the American Bar 

Association, without taking a position supporting or opposing the death penalty, 

urges each jurisdiction that imposes capital punishment to prohibit the imposition 

of a death sentence on or execution of any individual who was 21 years old or 

younger at the time of the offense.”22  The ABA cited the “evolution of both the 

scientific and legal understanding surrounding young criminal defendants and 

broader changes to the death penalty landscape” and concluded that “offenders up 

to and including age 21” should be categorically exempt from receiving the death 

penalty.23 

 Two Kentucky trial courts have barred death penalty prosecutions – 

declaring the penalty unconstitutional when applied to defendants 18 years old at 

the time of the alleged murders; those cases are pending before the Kentucky 

Supreme Court.24 Across the country, courts are holding evidentiary hearings and 

reviewing briefs on this issue. 
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 And for good reason. 

 Youths under the age of 21 years old remain a protected class for a wide 

range of purposes, under laws that recognize the diminished capacity of this age 

group.   Most people are familiar with restrictions and protections on youths ages 

18-21 under the liquor laws.  However, there are literally hundreds of other 

restrictions and protections in the state and federal statutes for youths ages 18-

21.25 Youth under the age of 21 years are usually ineligible for commercial 

drivers’ licenses.  They are prohibited from entering sexually oriented businesses.  

The inheritance laws for adopted beneficiaries use age 21 as the cutoff for 

preferential treatment under the tax code.  Many states include children up to the 

age of 21 years old in their provisions for public education.  State statutes and 

constitutions often define “child” and “adult” to include persons under 21 years 

old as “children” or “minors” for many purposes.  A wide range of professions are 

closed to children under the age of 21 years old.26   Many provisions of state 

statutes refer to persons under the age of 21 as “children” and “minors.”  Persons 

under age 21 are usually minors for claims before the Industrial Claims 

Commissions.  The Workers’ Compensation statutes (that govern compensation 

of children of deceased workers) presume children between the ages of 18 and 21 

to be wholly dependent.  Even before passage of the 2010 federal Patient 

Protection and Affordable Care Act, which extended health care coverage for 

young adult children under their parent's health plan up to the age of 26, many 

states’ health care coverage acts already defined a “dependent child” as one up to 

21 years of age or older.27 The Uniform Transfers to Minors Act refers to children 

under 21 years old as minors.  A person licensed as a physician’s assistant by 

virtue of their status as a child health associate may work on patients only if the 

patient is under the age of 21 years old.  Some states (including Colorado) allow 

certain offenders who have reached their 18th birthday at the time of sentencing to 

be provided services through youthful offender programs.28   
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 In 2017, the U.S. Sentencing Commission issued a report defining 

“youthful offenders” as “persons age 25 or younger at the time they are sentenced 

in the federal system.”29 Finding that “[t]he contribution that neuroscience has 

made to the study of youthful offending is significant and continues to evolve,” 

the Commission’s report summarized the current scientific consensus regarding 

brain maturation: “the prefrontal cortex is not complete by the age of 18;” that 

brain “development continues into the 20s;” and, though “there will be significant 

variation from person to person,” “the average age at which full development has 

taken place” is 25 years old.30 

 Given the universal recognition of youths as having diminished capacity 

or a special need for protection, it is antithetical to permit their classification as 

the “worst of the worst” and permit their execution.  Roper’s dicta regarding the 

“cutoff” at age 18 years old no longer has any basis in science or sound principles 

of criminology.   

 Some might argue that jurors should have the freedom to discern which 

youthful defendants are deserving of the death penalty and which are not.  This 

same argument could be raised to any categorical ban, yet those bans already 

exist.  Categorical bans are necessary for classes of defendants (like youth) for 

whom the death penalty would never, or almost never, be an appropriate sentence.  

 A single jury reviewing an individual case is ill-suited to account for the 

“diminished culpability and greater prospects for reform”31 of young offenders. 

Jurors see only the case before them, and therefore have no basis for comparison 

of the relative culpability or “death worthiness” of defendants.  This limited frame 

of reference invites deference to the prosecutor’s decision to seek the death 

penalty.  As with any categorical exclusion, the issue is the relative risk that 

society is willing to tolerate:  is the societal benefit of jurors properly identifying 

the rare youthful offender who “deserves” the death penalty worth the risk of 

jurors improperly failing to recognize the transient qualities of youth that mitigate 
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against imposition of the death penalty for the majority of youths who commit 

their offenses before they turn 21 years old?  In Roper, the Supreme Court was 

not willing to tolerate that risk for defendants like 17-year-old Christopher 

Simmons.  The Supreme Court found it necessary to announce a categorical rule, 

rather than continue with a failed system that left it up to the jury to decide if 

youth was a mitigating factor in the particular case.  

 In Roper, the trial judge had instructed the jurors they could consider as a 

mitigating factor.  However, the prosecutor argued that it was an aggravating 

factor:  "Age, he says. Think about age. Seventeen years old. Isn't that scary? 

Doesn't that scare you? Mitigating? Quite the contrary I submit. Quite the 

contrary."32  Without a categorical ban, jurors may apply their preconceived 

notions and biases and conclude that the fact of the defendant’s youth shows 

merely that he or she is a “bad seed” who cannot be reformed or redeemed. 

 

3. Penological goals are not served by executing persons who were 
 youth at the time of the offense. 

 
 The death penalty does not serve as a deterrent, even for adults.33  Given 

what we know about the science, it certainly cannot be justified on the grounds 

that it deters teenagers.  Minors under age 21 are inherently less capable of being 

deterred by the prospect of an uncertain future punishment, because they are less 

able to project into the future, to envision the consequences of their actions, and to 

apprehend the relevance of an uncertain future cost.34   Especially given the rarity 

of executions, there is no basis to believe that any young person would be 

deterred by existence of a hypothetical, uncertain death penalty.   

 In 2012, in Miller v. Alabama, the Supreme Court struck down mandatory 

sentences of life imprisonment without parole for defendants who committed a 

murder prior to the defendant’s 18th birthday.  The Supreme Court found that 

juveniles have “lesser culpability” as a class and that “the distinctive attributes of 

youth diminish the penological justifications” for imposing the harsh sentence of 
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life without parole.35  Because retribution “relates to an offender's 

blameworthiness, the case for retribution is not as strong with a minor as with an 

adult.”36   

 In 2016, the Supreme Court ruled that the ban on mandatory LWOP 

sentences announced in Miller v. Alabama must be applied retroactively.  The 

Court acknowledged that the deterrence rationale “likewise does not suffice” to 

justify society’s harshest penalties, because “the same characteristics that render 

juveniles less culpable than adults—their immaturity, recklessness, and 

impetuosity—make them less likely to consider potential punishment.”37   The 

Supreme Court rejected other penological justifications offered in support of life 

imprisonment sentences: “The need for incapacitation is lessened, too, because 

ordinary adolescent development diminishes the likelihood that a juvenile 

offender “‘forever will be a danger to society.’”38  The Supreme Court observed 

that rehabilitation is an unsatisfactory rationale: “Rehabilitation cannot justify the 

sentence, as life without parole ‘forswears altogether the rehabilitative ideal.’”39  

Applying Miller’s categorical ban retroactively, the Supreme Court confirmed 

Miller’s holding that mandatory life-without-parole sentences for children “pos[e] 

too great a risk of disproportionate punishment.”40 

 The problem of sentencing and execution of the innocent that plagues the 

modern death penalty undermines penological objectives.  Experts have raised 

special concerns about the risk of wrongful convictions when the defendant is a 

young person.41  The Bluhm Legal Clinic’s Center on the Wrongful Conviction of 

Youth at the Northwestern University’s Spritzker School of Law observes: “There 

can be no doubt about it: Young people are simply more likely to be wrongfully 

convicted than adults. There are many reasons for this, many of which are rooted 

in the special developmental vulnerabilities of children. Children and teenagers 

are categorically more suggestible, compliant, and vulnerable to outside pressures 

than adults. They are less able to weigh risks and consequences; less likely to 
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understand their legal rights; and less likely to understand what attorneys do or 

how attorneys can help them.”42 

 Also undermining penological objectives is the reality of the many 

decades of delay in execution of an individual sentenced to death. Individual 

justices of the United States Supreme Court have expressed dismay that the long 

delay between conviction and execution, even for offenders who were adults at 

the time of their offenses, “subjects death row inmates to decades of especially 

severe, dehumanizing conditions of confinement.”43  The concern about the 

profound psychological impact of decades-long confinement on death row is 

magnified many times over when a young person is involved.  The detriment to 

their maturation and psychological and spiritual growth is especially severe, with 

the severe lock-down conditions on death row and the enormous anxiety and 

depression produced by living most of their lives under the shadow of death. “The 

death row confinement regime, whatever its details, offers no life to speak of, 

only an isolated world devoid of purpose or meaning other than waiting for the 

executioner,” and when an adolescent is placed into that environment and left 

there for many decades, the confinement itself becomes an additional punishment 

above and beyond the penalty of death.44  Even more than for adult death row 

inmates, the extended, extreme conditions of death row confinement may be 

especially cruel for teenagers and other adolescents who, literally, grow up on 

death row.45    

 The emotional, mental, physical, and spiritual/religious changes 

experienced by the young offender in the decades that pass before the execution 

are so profound as to challenge the moral legitimacy of the practice.  

Psychological, behavioral, and spiritual development of persons in the decades 

between the teens and the forties creates a reality in which the middle-aged man 

who is eventually executed does not even remotely resemble the teenager who 

committed the crime.    
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 The societal expenditure of an overwhelming amount of resources in an 

attempt to execute is counterproductive to the goal of ending violence among 

youth.  There is no longer any serious doubt that the maintenance of the death 

penalty costs millions more than would incarceration for life in prison.  Such 

resources would be better spent upon interventions that might prevent the 

senseless violence that ends the life of the victim and banishes a young man or 

woman to death row.  

 
 
 4. Evolving community standards:  the practice is rare and   
  declining. 
 
 To implement the Eighth Amendment’s prohibition against “cruel and 

unusual punishments, the Supreme Court measures “the evolving standards of 

decency that mark the progress of a maturing society” to determine which 

punishments are so disproportionate as to be “cruel and unusual.”46 For that 

reason, when deciding whether to impose a categorical ban exempting specific 

groups from the reach of the death penalty, the Supreme Court examines the 

prevalence and recent history of the practice at issue.  In Roper and Atkins, the 

Court found relevant the prevalence and direction of change in the practice going 

back about ten to fifteen years preceding the court’s consideration of the case 

before it.47   

 To assess the prevalence of the practice of execution of youth, and the 

direction of change away from the practice, there are at least two distinct sources 

of data:  information about those who have been executed and information about 

who have been sentenced to death.48 Available data in each of these areas is 

discussed below. 
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a. Executions49 

 Between January 1, 2000 through 2018, 883 persons who were at least 18 

years old at the time of the offense were executed:  159 of the persons executed 

had not reached their 21st birthday on the date of the offense.50  In the last five 

years (1/1/2014 through 2018), there were 23 people executed who were under 

age 21 on the date of the offense.  Table 1 shows the decline over time: 

 

Table 1.  Executions 2000-2018, by age category on the date of offense 
(“DOO”) 

Year Total 
Executed 

Under 21 years old DOO51 At least 21 years old 
DOO 

2018 25 2 23 
2017 23 8 15 
2016 20 5 15 
2015 28 5 23 
2014  35 3 32 
2013 39  5 34 
2012 43  7 36 
2011 43  11 32 
2010 46  10 36 
2009 52  11 41 
2008 37  9 28 
2007 42  13 29 
2006 53  11 42 
2005 60   6 54 
2004 59  12 47 
2003 64  9 55 
2002 68  10 58 
2001 65  9 56 
2000 81  13 68 

TOTAL 883  159 724 
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The decline can be illustrated by examining the most recent two six-year periods: 

the 6-year period January 1, 2007 through 2012, compared with the 6-year period 

January 1, 2013 through 2018.  As seen in Table 1, the number of executions of 

persons under the age of 21 years old on the date of offense declined, from 60 

executions occurring between January 1, 2007 through 2012, to 27 executions 

occurring between January 1, 2013 through 2018.  This represents a 55% 

decrease. 

 The 55% decrease in executions of 18-21 years old DOO compares to a 

29.55% drop in executions of adults who were at least 21 years old at the time of 

the offense, and a 35.36% drop over all age ranges.  As shown in Table 2, 

executions are decreasing most dramatically among those who were under the age 

of 21 at the time of the offense:   

 
Table 2.  Percentage decrease in executions between two 6-year periods 

(1/1/2007-12/31/2012, and 1/1/2013-12/31/2018) 
 

Defendant under the age of 21 on DOO 55% 
Defendant at least 21 years old on DOO 29.55% 

All ages 35.36% 
 

 

 

Geographical concentration  

 Another way the Supreme Court views prevalence is by examining the 

number of states that participate in the challenged execution practice each year.52  

In that regard, the evidence establishes that the death penalty is shrinking in 

scope.  There is a substantial geographical concentration in the incidence of 

execution of persons who were under 21 years old on the date of offense 

(“DOO”).  From 2000 through 2018, 16 states executed people who were youths 

18-21 at DOO.  That number is on the decline.   In the last 5 years, from 2014 

through 2018, only 6 states did so. 
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In the past 19 years, only 3 states have executed in a single year more than two 

persons who committed the offense prior to their 21st birthday.53  As seen in Table 

3, from 2000 through 2018, other than Texas, no single state executed more than 

two such persons in any single year since 2003, when Oklahoma executed three:   

 

 

Table 3.  States executing, in any single year, more than two persons 
who were under 21 years old at DOO 

Year Total persons under 21 years 
old DOO executed 

States executing more than 2 such 
persons in a single year 

2018 2 0 
2017 8 0 
2016 5 0 
2015 5 Texas 
2014  3 Texas 
2013 4 0 
2012 6 Texas 
2011 11 Texas 
2010 10 Texas 
2009 11 Texas
2008 9 Texas
2007 13 Texas
2006 11 Texas
2005 6 Texas
2004 12 Texas
2003 9 Texas, Oklahoma 
2002 10 Texas
2001 9 Oklahoma 
2000 13 Texas, Virginia 

TOTAL 157 persons 3 States: Texas, Oklahoma, 
Virginia 

 
 
Texas accounts for over half of the executions of youths.  From January 1, 2000 

through 2018, 157 persons were executed who were less than 21 years old (but at 

least 18 years old, see endnote 50).  Texas executed 85 of those 157 persons – 
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over 54% of the total.  In the past ten years (January 1, 2009 through 2018), of the 

65 persons executed who were less than 21 years old DOO, Texas executed 33 of 

them.   

 Because the large number of persons executed in Texas masks the very 

low incidence and geographical concentration of the practice, Table 4 breaks out 

Texas executions as compared with the number in all other states: 

 

Table 4.  Executions 2000-2018 of persons under 21 years old at DOO, 
showing Texas and all other states 

Year Total under 21 
years old DOO 

Executed 
in Texas 

Executed in all 
other states 

Number of states 
Executing youth under 

21 years old DOO 
2018 2 1 1 2 
2017 8 2 6 6 
2016 5 2 3 3 
2015 5 5 0 1 
2014  3 3 0 1 
2013 4 2 2 3 
2012 6 4 2 3 
2011 11 4 7 6 
2010 10 4 6 6 
2009 11 6 5 4 
2008 9 4 5 5 
2007 13 9 4 4 
2006 11 9 2 3 
2005 6 4 2 3 
2004 12 7 5 4 
2003 9 4 5 6 
2002 10 6 4 5 
2001 9 2 7 5 
2000 13 7 6 5 

TOTAL 157 85 72 16 states 
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Racial concentration 

 Among those executed for offenses occurring before the defendant’s 21st 

birthday, the vast majority are members of minority groups.  As the total number of 

executions in all age groups has decreased, the minority percentage in the age group 

under 21 years old at DOO has increased, from 59.3% in the 5 years preceding Roper 

(2000-2004), to 65.2% in the most recent five-year period (2014-2018).  In 2014, 2015, 

and 2018, 100% of those executed who were under 21 years old at DOO were 

minorities.54   

 Placing these figures in statistical context would require an analysis of the 

minority percentage of the aggravated, i.e. death-eligible, offenses in the particular states 

for the particular years in which the offenses of conviction took place.  Because of the 

many variables that go into the selection and implementation of an actual execution date, 

execution data alone provides only part of the picture.55   As will be seen in the next 

section, available sentencing data also demonstrates a move away from execution of 

persons who were under 21 years old on the date of offense, as well as geographical 

concentration and racial disparity in death sentencing in this age group.  

b. Sentencing data56 

 Researchers at Cornell Law School and Justice 360 have collected 

extensive data on death sentences imposed upon youth ages 18-21 from January 

1, 2005 through 2017 for offenses occurring prior to the offender’s 21st birthday.57  

The data reveals a dramatic decrease in sentencing practices for this age group. 

“The peak for young offender death sentences post-Roper was in 2007, when 

twenty-two youthful offenders nationwide were sentenced to die.  Since 2013, at 

most, eight youthful offenders have been sentenced to die in one year.”58  The 

researchers note that, while death sentencing in all age groups has declined, “the 

proportion of death sentences given to young offenders has remained very low.”59  
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It appears that the downward trend in death sentencing for youthful conduct 

occurring before the offender’s 21st birthday appears is at least as great, and may 

be outpacing the decrease in death sentencing for conduct occurring on or after 

the offender’s 21st birthday.60  

 
Geographical concentration 
 
 As with the execution data, the sentencing data reflects a death penalty 

that is shrinking in scope.   

 States:  There has been a decline in the number of states involved in the 

practice of imposing death sentences upon youth who were under the age of 21 

years old on the DOO, from 20 jurisdictions (19 states plus the U.S. Government) 

in the period January 1, 2006 through 2011 to only 10 jurisdictions (9 states plus 

the U.S. Government) in the period January 1, 2012 through 2017.  This is a 50% 

decrease. 

 The researchers at Cornell Law School and Justice 360 report that, in the 

past five years for which data is available (2012-2017), “at most five jurisdictions 

have sentenced a youthful offender to death.”61   Half of the death sentences were 

imposed in only two states – California and Florida.   

 Counties:  The decrease on the county level is also striking:  in the most 

recent six-year period (2012-2017), death sentences were imposed upon youthful 

offenders (18-21 years old) in only 24 counties, down from 57 counties in the 

previous six-year period (2006-2011).  This represents a decrease of almost 58% 

(57.89%), compared to a 25.53% decrease in the number of counties imposing 

sentences on persons at least 21 years old at DOO (from 235 counties to 175 

counties).  

 

Racial concentration 

 Since January 1, 2005, of death sentences imposed on youthful offenders 

under the age of 21 years old at DOO, approximately 74% were imposed on 
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minority defendants, compared with 54% for offenders sentenced to death who 

were at least 21 years old at DOO.62   Colorado provides a disturbing example, 

where the only death sentences handed down in this century condemned to death 

two young Black men under the age of 21 at the date of the offense;  clearly, in 

Colorado, 100% of death-eligible murders in this century were not committed by 

young Black men, yet, 100% of Colorado’s death row is made up of Black men 

who committed their offenses before they reached their 21st birthdays.63 

 

CONCLUSION 

 The dramatic decline in the practice of executing people who were but 

youths under the age of 21 years old at the time of their crimes might appear to 

obviate the need for a judicial declaration of a categorical exemption from the 

death penalty, but appearances are deceptive.  The very fact that the practice has 

slowed to a “whimper” is what demands a judicial “bang” to finish it off.  When a 

practice is so infrequently imposed, “there is no meaningful basis for 

distinguishing the few cases in which it is imposed from the many cases in which 

it is not,”64  which magnifies the risk of arbitrary, random, or discriminatory 

implementation of the practice. The tipping point was passed some years ago, 

making the time ripe for the Supreme Court to declare a categorical exemption. 

 To be sure, the typical alternative – a life imprisonment sentence – is also 

a very harsh penalty to impose upon such a young person.  Still, “carving out” 

from the death penalty persons in this category would be consistent with judicial 

efforts to ensure that the death penalty is restricted to the “worst of the worst,” 

and consistent with the judicial obligation to declare a penalty unconstitutional 

under the Eighth Amendment when it has become inconsistent with “the evolving 

standards of decency that mark the progress of a maturing society.”65 A 

categorical exemption would prohibit the killing of these individuals and mitigate 

the extreme psychological suffering of these young people who spend many 

decades living as “dead men walking” on death row.66   
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