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Abstract

:

Religious involvement is prevalent in prisons, a context where questions of moral redemption are particularly salient. We probed the developmental origins of adults’ perceptions that religion might lead to redemption following transgressions. Six- to eight-year-olds (n = 50 United States residents) and adults (n = 53 United States residents) learned about incarcerated characters who had taken religion classes, art classes, or life classes (about right and wrong) while imprisoned. They then rated their agreement with statements assessing attitudes toward the incarcerated individuals, the effectiveness of each character’s time in prison, and their likelihood of recidivism. Children were more likely than adults to report that classes, in general, would effectively rehabilitate incarcerated individuals. However, participants of all ages reported more positive attitudes toward people who took religion classes and life classes rather than art classes. Further, participants of all ages reported that people who took art classes, versus religion or life classes, would be more likely to continue transgressing. These findings highlight the important role that religious and secular learning plays in perceptions of redemption across development.
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1. Introduction


In the popular TV Show The Boys, a superhero by the name of “The Deep” faces removal from his superhero group due to criminal allegations. In an attempt to return from his indefinite suspension, The Deep turns to religion in the hope of becoming a better person. Throughout the show, he consistently presents the message that his religion has shown him the error of his ways and has given him a newfound respect for others. While some people praise The Deep for his transformation, not everybody believes that religion has changed him so profoundly. Some think that although he says the right things, his true nature has not changed. This storyline exemplifies contrasting views that people may hold about the capacity of religion to redeem.



The main goal of the current work was to ask how people think about religious paths to moral redemption—i.e., to becoming a better person after having transgressed (Dunlop 2022; McAdams 2006). People in the United States often use redemptive narratives to understand the social world, telling stories that emphasize people’s capacity for growth and change. These narratives emerge when people consider important experiences such as the dissolution of a romantic relationship (e.g., they may highlight ways that their break-up was for the best and helped them become a better partner the next time around) and addiction (e.g., they may note that programs like Alcoholics Anonymous led to moral improvement; Dunlop and Tracy 2013; McAdams 2006; Slotter and Ward 2015). Building on this work, we investigated children’s and adults’ perceptions of others’ capacity for redemption in the context of the legal system. Specifically, we probed the extent to which children and adults view religion as a source of redemption in the lives of incarcerated individuals.



People who recover from hardship often cite a connection with God as a prominent reason for the change in their life, claiming that religious involvement has helped to guide their moral compass (McAdams 2006). Additionally, both children and adults around the world typically hold relatively positive views of religious individuals and relatively negative views of atheists (Brown-Iannuzzi et al. 2018; Ellison 1992; Gervais et al. 2017; Heiphetz et al. 2015; Humanists International 2022). However, it is not yet clear whether individuals believe religion to be an effective way to become a better person. To address this topic, we examined the development of attitudes towards religious and secular interventions for people whom society perceives, rightly or wrongly, to have committed some of the worst transgressions imaginable—incarcerated individuals. We conducted our research in the United States, which incarcerates a high proportion of its residents (Alexander 2012; Carson 2022; Mears and Cochran 2014) and where questions of moral improvement after incarceration are therefore especially relevant to many people.



1.1. Redemption, Incarceration, and Religion


One function of incarceration is to decrease the chance that a person who previously violated the law will do so again, such as through deterrence or incapacitation (Brooks 2012). However, recidivism is common in the United States. For example, a study examining over 90,000 people released from custody across 34 states found that 62% were arrested again after three years and 39% were imprisoned; after five years, these numbers rose to 71% and 46%, respectively (Durose and Antenangeli 2021). The legal system itself encourages some of this recidivism. For instance, people on parole can be arrested for failing to maintain employment or to pay certain costs, yet employers often hesitate to hire people with criminal records (Alexander 2012; Pager 2007; Western 2018). Thus, people may turn to illegal activity—sometimes the same activity that led to their incarceration in the first place—to meet their parole obligations. At a structural level, solutions to this problem could involve actions such as restructuring parole or creating incentives for hiring people who have served time in jails and prisons. However, laypeople often think at an individual rather than structural level (Dunlea and Heiphetz 2021; Lopez et al. 2002; Rucker and Richeson 2021). Thus, one common question regarding the legal system asks how to promote moral improvement among incarcerated individuals (Latessa et al. 2020; Weisburd et al. 2017).



In particular, individuals have wondered about the extent to which religion may promote redemption among individuals who have been incarcerated (Ellis 2020; Flores and Cossyleon 2017; Schroeder and Frana 2009). This focus may stem in part from the prevalence of religion in carceral facilities in the United States (Boddie and Funk 2012; O’Connor and Perreyclear 2002). It may also stem in part from the fact that ideas concerning redemption play an important role in many religions. For instance, some branches of Islam view humans as naturally good at birth; transgressions can stem from a variety of sources (e.g., the devil), and people can redeem themselves by performing pro-social acts (Sarbah 2018). Similarly, Judaism emphasizes the importance of repairing one’s wrongs in this world before seeking forgiveness from God (i.e., redemption depends in large part on the behaviors one performs after transgressing, Ruttenberg 2022). In contrast, Christian denominations sometimes posit that people are sinful at birth and that redemption comes through one’s belief in Christ, though other denominations emphasize the primary importance of one’s actions (Wiley 2002). Despite the differences in their beliefs, all three of these major religions put forth extensive theological teachings regarding redemption.



Indeed, laypeople often view religious individuals as morally good. Although religion is associated both with morally good and morally bad behaviors (e.g., donations to charity as well as racial discrimination; Bloom 2012; Purzycki et al. 2018; Lee et al., forthcoming; Pasek et al. 2020; Preston and Ritter 2013; Whitehead and Perry 2020), laypeople tend to hold the view that religious people are more moral than their non-religious counterparts. In many cultures around the world, both theists and atheists view immoral behavior as representative of atheists (Gervais et al. 2017). In the United States, more than two in five adults report that it is necessary to believe in God in order to be a good person (Pew Research Center 2017). Both children and adults base decisions about who is a likeable and moral person on religious cues (Heiphetz and Young 2019; Johnson et al. 2012).



In addition to viewing religious people as already good, laypeople view religion as redemptive—i.e., as leading to moral improvement. For instance, religious people sometimes perceive that that their religious beliefs and practices allow them to rise out of difficult situations and become better people. Ogletree and Blieszner (2022) found that an individual’s religious beliefs were associated with viewing past adversities as opportunities for spiritual growth. Further, the idea of divine forgiveness can promote change following transgression. For instance, in one study with twelve Christian men incarcerated for sexual offenses, participants reported their sense that God had forgiven them and described a link between this forgiveness and their capacity to change in the future (e.g., one participant noted that although “what [he did] is wrong”, he is not a “lost cause”, Blagden et al. 2020). Of relevance to the current work’s focus on the legal system, active participation in religious programming can reduce recidivism to some degree. For instance, in one line of work (Young et al. 1995), a group of incarcerated individuals who participated in a two-week religion-focused seminar in Washington, D.C. had a lower recidivism rate than a control group of non-seminar participants eight to fourteen years later. In another study using data from New York (Johnson 2004), 27% of individuals who had attended five or more Bible studies while incarcerated and 46% of individuals who had attended Bible studies fewer than five times had been re-arrested two years after their release. However, this effect declined over time and was no longer significant by eight years after release.



The current work asked about the perceived redemptive power of religion in the context of the legal system. Laypeople commonly associate this system with severe moral transgressions or even infer that people who go to prison are “bad people” (Dunlea and Heiphetz 2020). We wondered whether children and adults would view religion as effective at redeeming people in this context—one that is designed to inflict severe punishment for transgressions that society has determined are so heinous that they merit depriving the people who transgressed of their freedom.




1.2. The Importance of a Developmental Perspective


To investigate how individuals reason about redemption in the context of the legal system, we compared 6- to 8-year-old children and adults. Testing these age ranges was important for two main reasons.



First, our approach allowed us to contribute to the literature on the development of religious and moral cognition. An understanding of religious ideas is already present during the preschool and early elementary school years. Children of this age attribute a variety of mental states (e.g., moral beliefs and factual knowledge) to God (Heiphetz et al. 2018; Lane et al. 2010; Richert et al. 2016; Wolle et al. 2021), distinguish religious beliefs from other categories (e.g., factual beliefs, preferences, and secular moral norms; Heiphetz et al. 2014; Nucci and Turiel 1993; Srinivasan et al. 2019), and see prayer as a method of communicating with God (Richert et al. 2016). Children of this age can also reason about and participate in the legal system: they can define words such as “jail” and “prison” (Dunlea and Heiphetz 2020), understand punishment as deterring future instances of the transgression that led to the punishment (Bregant et al. 2016), and take part in legal proceedings (Malloy and Quas 2009). By asking children about religion in the context of the legal system, the current work integrated these two sub-areas within developmental science and extended knowledge of children’s understanding regarding religion’s capacity to help people make good on their past wrongs.



Second, comparing 6- to 8-year-olds and adults allowed us to test the two competing hypotheses regarding the development of ideas about redemption. One hypothesis comes from work on psychological essentialism—the often inaccurate, but psychologically powerful, notion that human characteristics arise from internal, innate, immutable “essences” (Gelman 2003; Medin and Ortony 1989; Rhodes and Mandalaywala 2017; Rothbart and Taylor 1992). For instance, an essentialist notion of morality would posit that some people are born good while others are born bad and that it is not possible to change one’s moral characteristics. People who hold this view may believe that redemption is impossible—that someone who has transgressed cannot become a better person. Elementary schoolers typically report more essentialism than do adults (Diesendruck et al. 2013; Gelman et al. 2007; Heiphetz 2020) and may therefore be less likely than adults to see incarcerated people as capable of change.



An alternative hypothesis stems from work on optimism, which is also particularly high among young children (Boseovski 2010). For instance, children are more likely than adults to report that negative characteristics will improve over time (Lockhart et al. 2008) and view their own positive characteristics as especially stable (Diesendruck and Lindenbaum 2009). Of particular relevance to the current work, 6- to 8-year-olds are more likely than adults to report that people can become nicer after going to prison (Dunlea and Heiphetz 2021). Thus, in the current work, children may also be more likely than adults to report that certain behaviors within a prison context (e.g., taking religion classes) can redeem incarcerated individuals. Because the current work asked participants about the redemptive power of several activities that people could perform in prison, the present study also built on past work regarding children’s optimism by clarifying whether children view some activities as more redemptive than others.




1.3. The Current Study


The purpose of the current research was to test children’s and adults’ perceptions of incarcerated individuals who have taken either religious or secular paths towards redemption. To address this topic, we asked participants three types of questions. First, we measured attitudes toward individuals who had taken three types of classes during their imprisonment: religious classes about God, secular classes about “life” that taught participants about right and wrong, and art classes. If participants view an individual as redeemed, they should report more positive attitudes than if they do not hold this view. Second, we asked participants how effectively they thought each type of class would rehabilitate an individual. If participants view an individual as redeemed, they should also view that individual’s time in prison as effectively serving a rehabilitative function. Third, we probed essentialism directly by measuring the extent to which participants believed that people who were incarcerated had an unchanging criminal essence. We selected art as a control condition because this is a topic about which people can take classes but that does not carry moral connotations. Our conditions therefore allowed us to test four different possibilities: (1) that participants would view learning about religion as especially redemptive, in which case they would respond most positively to individuals who had taken religion classes; (2) that participants would view any class with content perceived to be relevant to morality as redemptive, regardless of whether that class was religious or secular, in which case they would respond more positively to individuals who had taken religion classes and life classes rather than art classes without differentiating between the two former conditions; (3) that participants would view any kind of learning as redemptive, in which case they would respond positively across all conditions; (4) that participants would view redemption is impossible for incarcerated individuals, in which case they would respond negatively across all conditions.





2. Results


2.1. Preliminary Analyses


We averaged participants’ responses across items measuring attitudes towards the incarcerated individual (α = 0.73), views about the effectiveness of the individual’s incarceration (α = 0.90), and essentialist views of the individual (α = 0.72). To determine whether religious affiliation shaped participants’ responses, we conducted two sets of tests. First, we compared Christian participants and all other participants. We made this decision because Christians are the dominant religious group in the United States (Pew Research Center 2015), and members of a dominant group may respond differently from members of minority groups. Second, we compared participants who identified with any religious group and participants who identified as atheist, agnostic, or non-religious. We made this decision because participants who identify with a religion may respond differently to questions about the role of religion in redemption than participants who do not identify with a religion. Three comparisons reached traditional levels of significance. First, Christian adults (m = 3.81, sd = 0.95) perceived God classes as more effective than did non-Christian adults (m = 3.24, sd = 0.89, t(36.33) = 2.12, p = 0.041, Cohen’s d = 0.41), although this effect did not pass the Bonferroni-adjusted significance threshold (p = 0.008, because we conducted six preliminary analyses). Second, non-religious adults (m = 2.90, sd = 0.76) perceived God classes as less effectively redeeming incarcerated individuals than did religious adults (m = 3.74, sd = 0.91, t(48) = −3.25, p = 0.002, Cohen’s d = −0.97. Third, non-religious children (m = 4.63, sd = 0.46) were more likely than religious children (m = 4.02, sd = 0.93) to perceive individuals who had taken God classes as retaining a criminal essence over time (t(31.60) = 2.85, p = 0.008, Cohen’s d = 0.72). Due to the large number of comparisons and the fact that we did not predict these specific differences a priori, we collapsed across religious affiliation for the remaining analyses.




2.2. Attitudes toward the Incarcerated Individual


To examine whether attitudes toward incarcerated people varied as a function of how they spent their time in prison, we conducted a 2 (Participant Age: child vs. adult) × 3 (Class Topic: art vs. God vs. life) mixed ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor (Figure 1). The omnibus ANOVA revealed a main effect of Class Topic (F(2, 202) = 12.46, p < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.11). To further probe this effect, we compared each class with each other class, for a total of three comparisons; therefore, uncorrected p values needed to be 0.017 or lower to pass the Bonferroni-corrected significance threshold. Participants reported a less positive attitude toward individuals who took art classes as compared with religion and life classes (ps ≤ 0.002, Cohen’s |d|s ≥ 0.32), which did not significantly differ from each other (p = 0.126, Cohen’s d = 0.15). Neither the main effect of Participant Age nor the Participant Age x Class Topic interaction reached significance (ps ≥ 0.323).




2.3. Views Regarding Incarceration’s Effectiveness


Next, we investigated perceptions of how effectively incarceration would rehabilitate individuals using a 2 (Participant Age: child vs. adult) × 3 (Class Topic: art vs. God vs. life) mixed ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor (Figure 2). The omnibus ANOVA revealed a main effect of Participant Age (F(1, 101) = 94.11, p < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.48): children viewed incarceration as more effective than did adults. The omnibus ANOVA also revealed a main effect of Class Topic (F(1.85, 84.28) = 30.13, p < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.23). To further probe this effect, we compared each class with each other class, for a total of three comparisons; therefore, p values needed to be 0.017 or lower to pass the Bonferroni-corrected significance threshold. Participants reported that art classes would be less effective than classes about either God or life (ps < 0.001, Cohen’s |d|s ≥ 0.53), which did not significantly differ from each other (p = 0.099, Cohen’s d = 0.17). The Participant Age x Class Topic interaction did not reach significance (p = 0.238).




2.4. Beliefs in Incarcerated Individuals’ Unchanging Essences


Next, we examined beliefs that incarcerated individuals had an unchanging criminal essence using a 2 (Participant Age: child vs. adult) × 3 (Class Topic: art vs. God vs. life) mixed ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor (Figure 3). This analysis revealed a main effect of Class Topic (F(2, 202) = 19.11, p < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.16). To further probe this effect, we compared each class with each other class, for a total of three comparisons; therefore, uncorrected p values needed to be 0.017 or lower to pass the Bonferroni-corrected significance threshold. Participants were more likely to report essentialist views regarding the individual who took art classes rather than religion or life classes (ps < 0.001, Cohen’s ds ≥ 0.43), which did not significantly differ from each other (p = 0.742, Cohen’s d = 0.12). Neither the main effect of Participant Age nor the Participant Age x Class Topic interaction reached significance (ps ≥ 0.081).




2.5. Rankings of Best/Worst Person


As described in the procedure, at the end of the study session, participants indicated which of three incarcerated characters—the person who took art classes, the person who took religion classes, and the person who took life classes—was “the best person” and “the worst person”. We rank-ordered these responses such that 1 indicated the “worst person”, 2 indicated the person whom participants did not rank as either “best” or “worst”, and 3 indicated the “best person” (Figure 4). We then used Friedman’s test to analyze these responses and observed a statistically significant difference in ranking depending on how incarcerated characters spent their time in prison among both children (χ2(2) = 24.14, p < 0.001) and adults (χ2(2) = 13.33, p = 0.001). To further probe these effects, we used Wilcoxon signed-rank tests to compare each character with each other character. This analysis included three comparisons among children and three among adults, for a total of six comparisons; therefore, uncorrected p values needed to be 0.008 or lower to pass the Bonferroni-corrected significance threshold. On average, children assigned the person who took classes about God a higher rank than the person who took classes about art (p < 0.001); no other comparisons among children reached significance (ps ≥ 0.017). Like children, adults assigned the person who took classes about God a higher rank than the person who took classes about art (p = 0.005), on average. Adults also assigned the person who took classes about life a higher rank than the person who took classes about art (p = 0.003), on average. Adults did not draw a statistically significant distinction between the person who took classes about God and the person who took classes about life (p = 0.985).





3. Discussion


The main goal of this study was to investigate children’s and adult’s attitudes towards incarcerated individuals who sought redemption through either religious or secular means. We observed one main age-related difference: children generally viewed incarceration as more effective at helping individuals improve than did adults. We also observed several consistent patterns across age groups. Although children were more optimistic about the effectiveness of classes than were adults, both children and adults did express some optimism. They reported relatively favorable attitudes toward individuals who had taken classes about God as well as secular morality classes, while individuals who had taken art classes elicited a less positive response. Both children and adults also viewed classes about God and about morality more generally as leading to greater moral improvement than art classes, as well as reducing the likelihood that the person who took the classes would continue to commit crimes in the future.



3.1. Theoretical and Translational Implications


These results have several theoretical implications. Most basically, they indicate that people believe that it is indeed possible to achieve moral redemption in both religious and secular ways. Children and adults appear to hold the view that people who put in effort can change for the better. Additionally, while prior work has highlighted favorable impressions of religious individuals among both children and adults (Brown-Iannuzzi et al. 2018; Ellison 1992; Heiphetz et al. 2015), the current results did not show a difference in evaluations of people who took classes about religion versus people who took classes focusing on morality from a secular perspective. The relatively positive evaluations of people who took religious classes (as compared with, for instance, people who took art classes) suggests that the positivity observed in prior work toward people who are currently religious extends to individuals who are learning about religion for the first time. In other words, participants did not seem to penalize individuals for not having learned about God prior to their incarceration. Rather, they seemed to hold favorable impressions of people who became religiously involved, just as participants in prior work reported positive attitudes toward people who were already religious. However, participants in the current work did not privilege people who obtained a religious education over those who took secular classes about morality, suggesting that neither children nor adults perceive religion as the sole path to redemption.



While the patterns above emerged for both age groups, children, versus adults, viewed incarceration overall as more redemptive. In other words, children viewed classes overall as more effective than did adults at rehabilitating the people who took them. This pattern is consistent with prior work suggesting that children are more optimistic than adults (Boseovski 2010; Diesendruck and Lindenbaum 2009; Lockhart et al. 2008) and view punishment as more redemptive than adults do (Dunlea and Heiphetz 2021). However, it may seem somewhat at odds with prior work showing that children report more essentialism than do adults (Diesendruck et al. 2013; Gelman et al. 2007; Heiphetz 2020). In the current study, children were not more likely than adults to report that incarcerated individuals would remain bad people or maintain a “criminal essence” across time. Although children in prior work described incarcerated individuals as “bad people” (Dunlea and Heiphetz 2020), they seem to also have the view that these individuals can experience redemption and show evidence of moral improvement after their incarceration. In a way, children may believe that a person who has been incarcerated can become a different person—a better person—after leaving prison. This view is in line with some religious understandings of what it means to be redeemed. For instance, the philosopher and Torah scholar Maimonides argued that redemption involves becoming a different person who behaves differently when encountering a situation that has caused that person to transgress in the past (Ruttenberg 2022). The New Testament’s focus on being “born again” also expresses the view that redemption can so radically alter a person that they become, in a way, someone entirely different.



In addition to these theoretical contributions, the current work also has translational implications. The current study did not reveal a difference between evaluations of people who took religious classes versus people who took secular classes about morality. While programs with religious themes are relatively common in carceral facilities in the United States (e.g., Boddie and Funk 2012), the current results suggest that it may also be important to offer secular courses, such as those focusing on moral philosophy. Such programs can benefit incarcerated people who do not wish to participate in programs focusing on religion but do want to further their education.



More broadly, the current findings demonstrate that laypeople in the United States view incarcerated individuals as redeemable. Prior scholarship has highlighted the benefits of aligning laws with lay intuitions, as doing so can strengthen the perceived legitimacy and fairness of legal institutions (Tyler and Huo 2002). However, current policies and practices may communicate that people who have had contact with the legal system are beyond redemption. For instance, carceral facilities do not always provide their residents with the opportunity to take any kind of class, and practices such as solitary confinement can impede people’s access to rehabilitative programming even when it is offered. Incarceration also profoundly shapes people’s outcomes after leaving prison. Although people who have completed their sentence are ostensibly redeemed in the eyes of the law, they face numerous obstacles to re-entering society beyond the prison walls, including limitations on their ability to vote, secure housing, and obtain employment (Alexander 2012; Manza and Uggen 2008; Pager 2007; Western 2018). Policies such as the death penalty may also communicate a belief that some people cannot be redeemed; if judges and juries perceived individuals as redeemable, they may focus on creating conditions that would allow for moral improvement to take place rather than killing individuals who have transgressed and thereby ending any possibility of moral change. The public may come to perceive the legal system as more legitimate if it treated people as redeemable.




3.2. Limitations and Future Directions


While the current study made a number of theoretical and translational advances, it also left open several questions for future research. First, our materials noted that individuals in the religious condition took classes about God without specifying a particular religious orientation. We made this decision to increase the generalizability of our results and learn how people responded to religious education broadly construed. However, individuals may respond differently to classes that teach different religions. For instance, prejudice against Jews and Muslims may lead to negative perceptions of people whose studies focus on these religions, especially among participants who are not Jewish or Muslim themselves (Imhoff and Banse 2009; Rowatt et al. 2005; Uenal et al. 2021). Future research can vary the religion about which people learn in order to determine whether participants perceive some religious teachings as more redemptive than others. Future work can also recruit large samples of participants from religious minority groups as well as non-religious participants to investigate how membership or non-membership in a particular religious group may shape responses. In addition to comparing members of different religious groups, this work could also test participants’ exposure to different religious traditions to determine whether experience with outgroup religions shapes responses.



Second, all participants in the current work resided in the United States, a nation whose culture is particularly religious (Pew Research Center 2015) and whose legal system is particularly punitive (Alexander 2012). In cultures that incarcerate a smaller proportion of their residents, deliver shorter prison sentences on average, and design carceral facilities with a greater focus on rehabilitation, laypeople may perceive their incarcerated fellow residents as more redeemable. Further, in cultures where religion plays a relatively small role in public life, people may not perceive religious education as particularly redemptive. Future work can adopt a cross-cultural approach to test these hypotheses. Future work can also seek to replicate the current research outside of the northeastern United States to probe possible regional differences within this country. For instance, between 2020 and 2021, Washington experienced the largest percent decrease in incarcerated residents (−13%), while North Dakota experienced the largest percent increase in incarcerated residents (+21%; Carson 2022). Such changes in a state’s demographics may shape perceptions of redemption. As the proportion of incarcerated residents rises, it becomes more likely that any given resident of a state will know an incarcerated individual. These personal relationships may shape perceptions; for instance, seeing a close friend go to prison may increase the perception that incarcerated individuals are redeemable. Alternatively, increases in the incarceration rate may indicate increased punitiveness; following the logic outlined above regarding the United States versus other countries, individuals residing in more punitive states could perceive incarcerated people as less redeemable than would individuals residing in less punitive states. Future research can disentangle these possibilities.



Third, in addition to investigating demographics based on religion and place of residence, future research can investigate how the results reported here may vary across race. Racial inequality is prevalent in the United States legal system (Alexander 2012; Pager 2007; Rucker and Richeson 2021; Western 2018), and Black individuals face stereotypes equating them with criminals (Eberhardt et al. 2004). Therefore, participants—especially White participants—may be particularly optimistic about the possibility that a White person will change for the better and particularly pessimistic about the possibility of a Black person doing so, especially in the context of incarceration. Future work can vary the race of the incarcerated person to test this prediction.



In all of these future studies, researchers may wish to probe behavior in addition to cognition. Building on current findings showing that laypeople—especially children—perceive incarcerated individuals as redeemable, future work can probe the extent to which these perceptions may shape people’s actions. Such studies may test whether perceptions of redeemability lead individuals to perform behaviors such as befriending, hiring, or providing assistance to incarcerated or formerly incarcerated individuals.



Finally, and more broadly, the current work aligns with past results showing that children express more optimism than do adults (Boseovski 2010; Diesendruck and Lindenbaum 2009; Dunlea and Heiphetz 2021; Lockhart et al. 2008). Future work can probe why this age-related difference emerges. One possibility is that parents who punish their children tell them that the goal of the punishment is the children’s moral improvement, and children may generalize this message to other types of punishment. This possibility is consistent with theorizing suggesting that children may express optimism in part because their parents view them optimistically; thus, children encounter optimistic worldviews early in development (Boseovski 2010). Another possibility is that with increasing age, individuals may have more experiences with people who repeatedly transgress without changing and may therefore express more pessimism about the possibility of redemption. Future work can probe how specific aspects of social experience and cognitive maturation shape age-related differences in optimism.





4. Materials and Methods


4.1. Participants


Participants included 50 children (43% male) between 6 and 8 years old (Mage = 6.92 years, SDage = 0.85 years) and 53 adults (32% male) between 18 and 34 years old (Mage = 21.36 years, SDage = 3.78 years). Children were recruited via a departmental database and a children’s museum in the northeastern United States. When calling or e-mailing families from our database, we invited them to participate in a study regarding “how children think about right and wrong”. The researcher went on to explain that “[child’s name] will play a short game where we will tell him/her about other people and ask him/her some questions about them” and noted that “[i]n this particular study, we are also interested in how children think about people who have been in prison. So we will tell your child that a fictional character is in prison and ask him/her questions about that character”. At the museum, where it was difficult to provide a lengthy explanation among the exhibits, we invited families to participate in a study on “how kids think about other people’s ability to change” and provided additional information, including a walk-through of the entire study, during the consenting process (at which point families could leave if they did not feel comfortable participating, although this was extremely uncommon).



Children completed the study in our on-campus lab (if they were recruited through the database) or in a quiet area of the museum. In either case, families had the option for the parent to accompany the child or to remain apart, in the lab’s waiting area or slightly away from the child in a museum setting. When parents accompanied their child, the experimenter asked them to sit quietly behind the participant. This set-up allowed parents to observe everything that was happening but prevented children from seeing their parent’s non-verbal responses. After completing the study, the children received a small prize for their participation. Adults were recruited online from a university subject pool in the United States and received 0.5 course credits.



On a demographic questionnaire completed during the session, parents identified their children’s race as White or European American (24%), Black or African American (36%), Asian or Asian American (8%), multiracial (10%), or “other” (4%); the remaining parents did not specify their child’s race. Additionally, 22% of children were identified as Hispanic or Latinx. On the same demographic questionnaire, parents identified their children’s religious affiliation as Protestant (4%), Catholic (14%), Other Christian (20%), Jewish (4%), Muslim (4%), Hindu (2%), nonreligious, atheist, or agnostic (20%; our demographic questionnaire grouped these options together), or “other” (20%); the remaining parents did not specify their child’s religious affiliation. On average, parents reported that children attended religious services “once a year” (on a scale from 1 = “never” to 6 = “every week or more often”, M = 3.26, SD = 1.89).



Adult participants self-identified as White or European American (42%), Black or African American (8%), Asian or Asian American (3%), Native American or Pacific Islander (2%), multiracial (6%), or “other” (9%); the remaining adults did not specify their race. Additionally, 17% of adults identified as Hispanic or Latinx. On the same demographic questionnaire, adults identified their religious affiliation as Protestant (13%), Catholic (9%), Other Christian (13%), Jewish (9%), Muslim (8%), Buddhist (2%), Hindu (2%), non-religious, atheist, or agnostic (32%), or “other” (6%); the remaining adults did not specify their religious affiliation. On average, adult participants reported that they attended religious services “once a year” (M = 3.14, SD = 1.81).



We excluded data from two children because they fell outside of the age range specified at the onset of the study. In order to ensure that adults were attentive during the study, we asked them to recall one type of transformation that they had read during the study. Participants answered this attention check question after completing all experimental items, and we excluded responses from one adult who failed to correctly answer this attention check question.




4.2. Procedure


An experimenter told children that he or she would ask the child questions about people who would soon be leaving jail and that these questions did not have right or wrong answers. After providing this information, the experimenter introduced children to a five-point scale consisting of stick figures increasing in size from the left side of the scale to the right side of the scale. The experimenter said, “I’m going to ask you how much you agree with some sentences. To let me know how much you agree or disagree, we’re going to use these pictures.” The experimenter then instructed the child on how to use the scale (e.g., “If you don’t agree with my sentence at all, you would point here”, said while pointing to the smallest picture). The remaining labels were “agree a little bit”, “agree a medium amount”, “agree a lot”, and “agree completely”. The experimenter then asked children two test questions to assess their understanding of the scale (e.g., “Can you show me where you would point if your answer was ‘I agree a medium amount’?”). Participants who responded incorrectly received corrective feedback and another opportunity to provide a correct answer. We adapted these methods from previous research (Bregant et al. 2016; Heiphetz et al. 2015; Olson and Shaw 2011).



Following these instructions, the experimenter narrated three stories about incarcerated people who went to prison for robbing a bank. We selected this behavior to control the seriousness of the offense across vignettes and to present children with a crime that would be familiar to them but would not distress them (i.e., a crime that did not include a stated victim). As in prior work with children (e.g., Bregant et al. 2016; Diesendruck et al. 2013; Dunlea and Heiphetz 2021; Gelman et al. 2007; Heiphetz et al. 2015), we asked participants about specific characters from vignettes rather than using more general probes about the extent to which they thought incarcerated people might change for the better. We made this decision because children have more experience thinking about specific individuals than abstract concepts. Additionally, asking about particular individuals may be more meaningful on a translational level, as people who have had contact with the legal system may care more about how other people perceive them specifically rather than how these people think about more abstract questions. Although specific vignettes may elicit more lenient responses than more general questions (Hough et al. 2013), it is these responses that are likely to matter most in people’s everyday interactions.



During each story, the experimenter displayed a photograph of a young White man on a laptop and detailed how the character spent his time in prison. In randomized order, the experimenter described one character as having taken classes about God (religious rehabilitation condition), another character as having taken life classes that taught students right from wrong (secular rehabilitation condition), and a third character as having taken art classes (control condition). We took all photographs from Kennedy and colleagues (Kennedy et al. 2009) and matched them on all variables on which faces in that dataset were normed (perceived age, familiarity, mood, memorability, and picture quality). All photographs portrayed men because most imprisoned individuals in the United States are male (e.g., Carson 2022).



During each trial, the experimenter described a unique lesson that the incarcerated character learned from the classes he took. Each condition described the character as learning something new. After describing each character, the experimenter asked two comprehension check questions (e.g., what type of class the character had taken) and provided corrective feedback if participants provided an incorrect answer.



The full text of the religion vignette read as follows: “This person is in prison right now because he robbed a bank. He is almost finished serving his time in prison. When he was put in prison he started to take classes about God every day because he wanted to become a better person. These classes taught him about how God wants people to behave. He had never prayed or believed in God before going to prison. Now he realizes that stealing from others is wrong. He feels very sorry for what he did because he now understands that it is wrong to steal. He now feels ready to leave prison and live life as a good person who follows the rules.”



The full text of the secular vignette read as follows: “This person is in prison right now because he robbed a bank. He is almost finished serving his time in prison. When he was put in prison he started to take life classes every day because he wanted to become a better person. These classes taught him about right and wrong. He had never taken life classes before going to prison. Now he realizes that stealing from others is wrong. He feels very sorry for what he did because he now understands that it is wrong to steal. He now feels ready to leave prison and live life as a good person who follows the rules.”



The full text of the art vignette read as follows: “This person is in prison right now because he robbed a bank. He is almost finished serving his time in prison. When he was put in prison he started to take art classes every day because he wanted to be in the same class as all of his friends. These classes taught him about different ways to make drawings and paintings. He had never taken art classes or drawn anything before going to prison. Now he realizes that there are many different ways to draw the same thing. He now feels ready to leave prison.”



Following the comprehension check items, the experimenter said, “So now I’m going to ask you how much you agree with some sentences about the person I just told you about.” The experimenter proceeded to ask participants to rate their agreement with three sentences probing their attitudes toward incarcerated individuals (e.g., “I like this person”), three sentences regarding the perceived effectiveness of the incarcerated character’s time in prison (e.g., “this person understands why robbing a bank is wrong”), and three sentences measuring the belief that the character has an unchanging essence that would cause him to re-offend (e.g., “this person will always break the rules”). The order of each block (i.e., attitudes, perceived effectiveness, and essentialism), and the order of the three sentences within each block, were counterbalanced across participants. After answering all nine items, participants received a brief reminder about each character and indicated which person they thought was the best and which person they thought was the worst.



Adults completed this procedure online and read all experimental items to themselves. They provided their responses on a scale that used only word-based labels (e.g., “agree a little bit”) and did not include stick figures.





5. Conclusions


The current work examined whether 6- to 8-year-olds and adults believe that religious and secular interventions can successfully redeem incarcerated individuals. Both children and adults viewed religious education as well as secular classes with a focus on morality as effective at rehabilitation and reported positive attitudes toward people who had taken both types of classes. While these effects emerged across age groups, we also observed that children viewed incarceration as more effective at rehabilitation than did adults. These findings increase scientific understanding of religious and moral cognition across development and highlight the importance of treating incarcerated people as capable of redemption.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, L.H.S.; Methodology, L.H.S.; Formal analysis, J.P.D. and L.H.S.; Investigation, L.H.S.; Data curation, J.P.D. and L.H.S.; Writing—original draft, A.C. and J.P.D.; Writing—review & editing, L.H.S.; Visualization, A.C., J.P.D. and L.H.S.; Supervision, L.H.S.; Project administration, L.H.S.; Funding acquisition, L.H.S. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research was funded by Russell Sage Foundation, National Science Foundation [Grant Number: 2044360], John Templeton Foundation [Grant Number: 61080, 61808].




Institutional Review Board Statement


The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and approved by the Institutional Review Board of Columbia University (protocol number: AAAQ9818; originally approved 11/11/2016).




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all adult participants and the parents of all child participants. Child participants provided verbal assent.




Data Availability Statement


The data underlying this article are available at: https://academiccommons.columbia.edu/doi/10.7916/66rt-9z33.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Alexander, Michelle. 2012. The New Jim Crow: Mass Incarceration in the Age of Colorblindness. New York: New Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Blagden, Nicholas, Belinda Winder, and Rebecca Lievesley. 2020. ‘The resurrection after the old has gone and the new has come’: Understanding narratives of forgiveness, redemption and resurrection in Christian individuals serving time in custody for a sexual offence. Psychology, Crime & Law 26: 34–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bloom, Paul. 2012. Religion, morality, evolution. Annual Review of Psychology 63: 179–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Boddie, Stephanie C., and Cary Funk. 2012. Religion in Prisons: A 50-State Survey of Prison Chaplains. Available online: https://www.ojp.gov/ncjrs/virtual-library/abstracts/religion-prisons-50-state-survey-prison-chaplains (accessed on 31 January 2023).

	



Boseovski, Janet J. 2010. Evidence for “rose-colored glasses”: An examination of the positivity bias in young children’s personality judgments. Child Development Perspectives 4: 212–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bregant, Jessica, Alex Shaw, and Katherine D. Kinzler. 2016. Intuitive jurisprudence: Early reasoning about the functions of punishment. Journal of Empirical Legal Studies 13: 693–717. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brooks, Thom. 2012. Punishment. Abingdon: Routledge. [Google Scholar]

	



Brown-Iannuzzi, Jazmin L., Stephanie McKee, and Will M. Gervais. 2018. Atheist horns and religious halos: Mental representations of atheists and theists. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General 147: 292–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carson, E. Ann. 2022. Prisoners in 2021—Statistical Tables. Available online: https://bjs.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh236/files/media/document/p21st.pdf (accessed on 10 April 2023).

	



Diesendruck, Gil, and Tali Lindenbaum. 2009. Self-protective optimsim: Children’s biased beliefs about the stability of traits. Social Development 18: 946–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Diesendruck, Gil, Dana Birnbaum, Inas Deeb, and Gili Segall. 2013. Learning what is essential: Relative and absolute changes in children’s beliefs about the heritability of ethnicity. Journal of Cognition and Development 14: 546–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dunlea, James P., and Larisa Heiphetz. 2020. Children’s and adults’ understanding of punishment and the criminal justice system. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 87: 103913. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dunlea, James P., and Larisa Heiphetz. 2021. Children’s and adults’ views of punishment as a path to redemption. Child Development 92: e398–e415. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dunlop, William L. 2022. The cycle of life and story: Redemptive autobiographical narratives and prosocial behaviors. Current Opinion in Psychology 43: 213–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dunlop, William L., and Jessica L. Tracy. 2013. Sobering stories: Narratives of self-redemption predict behavioral change and improved health among recovering alcoholics. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 104: 576–90. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Durose, Matthew R., and Leonardo Antenangeli. 2021. Recidivism of Prisoners Released in 34 States in 2012: A 5-Year Follow-Up Period (2012–2017). Available online: https://bjs.ojp.gov/library/publications/recidivism-prisoners-released-34-states-2012-5-year-follow-period-2012-2017 (accessed on 31 January 2023).

	



Eberhardt, Jennifer L., Phillip A. Goff, Valerie J. Purdie, and Paul G. Davies. 2004. Seeing black: Race, crime, and visual processing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 87: 876–93. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ellis, Rachel. 2020. Redemption and reproach: Religion and carceral control in action among women in prison. Criminology 58: 747–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ellison, Christopher G. 1992. Are religious people nice people? Evidence from the National Survey of Black Americans. Social Forces 71: 411–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Flores, Edward O., and Jennifer E. Cossyleon. 2017. “I went through it so you don’t have to”: Faith-based community organizing for the formerly incarcerated. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 55: 662–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gelman, Susan A. 2003. The Essential Child: Origins of Essentialism in Everyday Thought. Oxford: Oxford University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Gelman, Susan A., Gail D. Heyman, and Cristine H. Legare. 2007. Developmental changes in the coherence of essentialist beliefs about psychological characteristics. Child Development 78: 757–74. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gervais, Will M., Dimitris Xygalatas, Ryan T. McKay, Michiel van Elk, Emma Buchtel, Mark Aveyard, Sarah R. Schiavone, Ilan Dar-Nimrod, Annika M. Svedholm-Hakkinen, Tapani Riekki, and et al. 2017. Global evidence of extreme intuitive moral prejudice against atheists. Nature Human Behavior 1: 0151. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Heiphetz, Larisa. 2020. The development and consequences of moral essentialism. Advances in Child Development and Behavior 59: 165–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Heiphetz, Larisa, and Liane L. Young. 2019. Children’s and adults’ affectionate generosity toward members of different religious groups. American Behavioral Scientist 63: 1910–37. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Heiphetz, Larisa, Elizabeth S. Spelke, and Liane L. Young. 2015. In the name of God: How children and adults judge agents who act for religious versus secular reasons. Cognition 144: 134–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Heiphetz, Larisa, Elizabeth S. Spelke, Paul L. Harris, and Mahzarin R. Banaji. 2014. What do different beliefs tell us? An examination of factual, opinion-based, and religious beliefs. Cognitive Development 30: 15–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Heiphetz, Larisa, Jonathan D. Lane, Adam Waytz, and Liane L. Young. 2018. My mind, your mind, and God’s mind: How children and adults conceive of different agents’ moral beliefs. British Journal of Developmental Psychology 36: 467–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hough, Mike, Ben Radford, Jonathan Jackson, and Julian R. Roberts. 2013. Attitudes to Sentencing and Trust in Justice: Exploring Trends from the Crime Survey for England and Wales. Available online: https://eprints.lse.ac.uk/50440/1/Jackson_Attitudes_sentencing_trust_2013.pdf (accessed on 10 April 2023).

	



Humanists International. 2022. Report Reveals the Impact of the Precarious State of Secularism Globally. Available online: https://humanists.international/2022/12/secularism-in-the-balance/ (accessed on 10 April 2023).

	



Imhoff, Roland, and Rainer Banse. 2009. Ongoing victim suffering increases prejudice: The case of secondary anti-Semitism. Psychological Science 20: 1443–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Johnson, Byron R. 2004. Religious programs and recidivism among former inmates in prison fellowship programs: A long-term follow-up study. Justice Quarterly 21: 329–54. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Johnson, Megan K., Wade C. Rowatt, and Jordan P. LaBouff. 2012. Religiosity and prejudice revisited: In-group favoritism, out-group derogation, or both? Psychology of Religion and Spirituality 4: 154–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kennedy, Kristen M., Kelly Hope, and Naftali Raz. 2009. Life span adult faces: Norms for age, familiarity, memorability, mood, and picture quality. Experimental Aging Research 35: 268–75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lane, Jonathan D., Henry M. Wellman, and E. Margaret Evans. 2010. Children’s understanding of ordinary and extraordinary minds. Child Development 81: 1475–89. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Latessa, Edward J., Shelley L. Johnson, and Deborah Koetzle. 2020. What Works (and Doesn’t) in Reducing Recidivism. Abingdon-on-Thames: Taylor & Francis. [Google Scholar]

	



Lee, Young-eun, Ayse Payir, and Larisa Heiphetz. forthcoming. Benevolent God concepts and past kind behaviors induce generosity toward outgroups. Social Cognition.

	



Lockhart, Kristi L., Nobuko Nakashima, Kayoko Inagaki, and Frank C. Keil. 2008. From ugly duckling to swan? Japanese and American beliefs about the stability and origins of traits. Cognitive Development 23: 155–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lopez, Gretchen E., Patricia Gurin, and Biren A. Nagda. 2002. Education and understanding structural causes for group inequalities. Political Psychology 19: 305–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Malloy, Lindsay C., and Jodi A. Quas. 2009. Children’s suggestibility: Areas of consensus and controversy. In The Evaluation of Child Sexual abuse Allegations: A Comprehensive Guide to Assessment and Testimony. Edited by Kathryn Kuehnle and Mary Connell. New York: John Wiley & Sons Inc., pp. 267–97. [Google Scholar]

	



Manza, Jeff, and Christopher Uggen. 2008. Locked Out: Felon Disenfranchisement and American Democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



McAdams, Dan. 2006. The Redemptive Self: Stories Americans Live by. Oxford: Oxford University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Mears, Daniel P., and Joshua C. Cochran. 2014. Prisoner Reentry in the Era of Mass Incarceration. Newcastle upon Tyne: Sage. [Google Scholar]

	



Medin, Douglas L., and Andrew Ortony. 1989. Psychological essentialism. In Similarity and Analogical Reasoning. Edited by Stella Vosniadou and Andrew Ortony. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 179–95. [Google Scholar]

	



Nucci, Larry, and Elliot Turiel. 1993. God’s word, religious rules, and their relation to Christian and Jewish children’s concepts of morality. Child Development 64: 1475–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



O’Connor, Thomas P., and Michael Perreyclear. 2002. Prison religion in action and its influence on offender rehabilitation. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation 35: 11–33. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ogletree, Aaron M., and Rosemary Blieszner. 2022. Dark times and second chances: Perceived growth from adversity. International Journal of Aging & Human Development 94: 55–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Olson, Kristina R., and Alex Shaw. 2011. ‘No fair, copycat!’: What children’s response to plagiarism tells us about their understanding of ideas. Developmental Science 14: 431–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Pager, Devah. 2007. Marked: Race, Crime, and Finding Work in an Era of Mass Incarceration. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Pasek, Micahel H., Crystal Shackleford, Julia M. Smith, Allon Vishkin, Anne Lehner, and Jeremy Ginges. 2020. God values the lives of my out-group more than I do: Evidence from Fiji and Israel. Social Psychological and Personality Science 11: 1032–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pew Research Center. 2015. Religious Landscape Study. Available online: https://www.pewresearch.org/religion/religious-landscape-study/ (accessed on 31 January 2023).

	



Pew Research Center. 2017. A Growing Share of Americans Say It’s Not Necessary to Believe in God to Be Moral. Available online: https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/10/16/a-growing-share-of-americans-say-its-not-necessary-to-believe-in-god-to-be-moral/ (accessed on 31 January 2023).

	



Preston, Jesse L., and Ryan S. Ritter. 2013. Different effects of religion and God on prosociality with the ingroup and outgroup. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 39: 1471–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Purzycki, Benjamin G., Anne C. Pisor, Coren Apicella, Quentin Atkinson, Emma Cohen, Joseph Henrich, Richard McElreath, Rita A. McNamara, Ara Norenzayan, Aiyana K. Willard, and et al. 2018. The cognitive and cultural foundations of moral behavior. Evolution and Human Behavior 39: 490–501. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rhodes, Marajorie, and Tara M. Mandalaywala. 2017. The development and developmental consequences of social essentialism. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews 8: 1–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Richert, Rebekah A., Nicholas J. Shaman, Anondah R. Saide, and Kirsten A. Lesage. 2016. Folding your hands helps God hear you: Prayer and anthropomorphism in parents and children. Research in the Social Scientific Study of Religion 27: 140–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rothbart, Myron, and Marjorie Taylor. 1992. Category labels and social reality: Do we view social categories as natural kinds? In Language, Interaction and Social Cognition. Edited by Gun R. Semin and Klaus Fiedler. Sauzend Oaks: Sage Publications, Inc., pp. 11–36. [Google Scholar]

	



Rowatt, Wade C., Lewis M. Franklin, and Marla Cotton. 2005. Patterns and personality correlates of implicit and explicit attitudes toward Christians and Muslims. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 44: 29–43. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rucker, Julian M., and Jennifer A. Richeson. 2021. Toward an understanding of structural racism: Implications for criminal justice. Science 374: 286–90. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ruttenberg, Danya. 2022. On Repentance and Repair: Making Amends in an Unapologetic World. Boston: Beacon Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Sarbah, Cosmas E. 2018. Sin and redemption in Christianity and Islam. In Theological Issues in Christian-Muslim Dialogue. Edited by Charles Tieszen. Eugene: Wipf and Stock Publishers, pp. 77–90. [Google Scholar]

	



Schroeder, Ryan D., and John F. Frana. 2009. Spirituality and religion, emotional coping, and criminal desistance: A qualitative study of men undergoing change. Sociological Spectrum 29: 718–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Slotter, Erica B., and Deborah E. Ward. 2015. Finding the silver lining: The relative roles of redemptive narratives and cognitive reappraisal in individuals’ emotional distress after the end of a romantic relationship. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 32: 737–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Srinivasan, Mahesh, Elizabeth Kaplan, and Audun Dahl. 2019. Reasoning about the scope of religious norms: Evidence from Hindu and Muslim children in India. Child Development 90: E783–E802. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Tyler, Tom R., and Yuen J. Huo. 2002. Trust in the Law: Encouraging Public Cooperation with the Police and Courts. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. [Google Scholar]

	



Uenal, Fatih, Robin Bergh, Jim Sidanius, Andreas Zick, Sasha Kimel, and Jonas Kunst. 2021. The nature of Islamophobia: A test of a tripartite view in five countries. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 47: 275–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Weisburd, David, David P. Farrington, Charlotte Gill, Mimi Ajzenstadt, Trevor Bennett, Kate Bowers, Michael S. Caudy, Katy Holloway, Shane Johnson, Friedrich Losel, and et al. 2017. What works in crime prevention and rehabilitation: An assessment of systematic reviews. Criminology & Public Policy 16: 415–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Western, Bruce. 2018. Homeward: Life in the Year after Prison. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. [Google Scholar]

	



Whitehead, Andrew L., and Samuel L. Perry. 2020. Taking America Back for God: Christian Nationalism in the United States. Oxford: Oxford University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Wiley, Tatha. 2002. Original Sin: Origins, Developments, Contemporary Meanings. Mahwah: Paulist Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Wolle, Redeate G., Abby McLaughlin, and Larisa Heiphetz. 2021. The role of theory of mind and wishful thinking in children’s moralizing concepts of the Abrahamic God. Journal of Cognition and Development 22: 398–417. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Young, Mark C., John Gartner, Thomas O’Connor, David Larson, and Kevin N. Wright. 1995. Long-term recidivism among federal inmates trained as volunteer prison ministers. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation 22: 97–118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Religions 14 00821 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Participants’ average attitudes toward incarcerated individuals. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure 2. Participants’ average perceptions of the effectiveness of each class type in rehabilitating incarcerated individuals. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure 3. Perceptions of how much incarcerated individuals would retain a criminal essence over time. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure 4. Average ranking of characters who took classes about art, God, and life. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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