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Introduction
Several constitutional provisions about regulation and management of the United States Criminal Justice System are as questionable as their very application in criminal case determinations. The aim of the constitution is to preserve human rights, including the offenders. Provisions such as exclusionary rule on crime-fighting and Miranda rights, capital punishment and the use of prisons and jails for mental health cases have been able in varying degrees to record fruitful impacts in the fight against crime. This paper evaluates the purposes of the Criminal Justice provisions mentioned and determines their actual relevance in crime reduction.
Question 1: Purposes Served by Exclusionary Rule and Miranda Rights on Crime Fighting
As the government remains the custodian of the Federal Constitution, the purpose of the exclusionary rule and Miranda rights are to ensure that the federal and the state governments act according to dictates of the constitution. Just as had been brought out in the case of Miranda V. Arizona in the studies compiled by Dumas (2020), the state is supposed to remain as a law regulator with its systems not violating any given amendment in the constitution, especially those that touches on universal human rights.  Dumas (2020) discusses that exclusionary rule prevents the law enforcement authorities which are executive arms of the government from using unlawfully acquired evidence to pass sentencing against a suspect. In the realm of federal laws, the exclusionary rule is of significance to the cause of justice by preventing the executive from using too much power. In many cases, the police, to be precise, have been in the forefront in conducting unwarranted raids on suspects’ properties in search of evidence. This rule, therefore, prevents harassment of the crime suspects.
Miranda rights are beneficial in the Criminal Justice System as they help to vindicate innocent suspects in police custody. Friehe & Miceli (2018) describe Miranda rights as the reminder by the law enforcement officers to suspected criminals that they have the right to remain silent from addressing questions asked by the authorities. Although this right has done little to prevent the proliferation of criminal offenses in the United States, it ensures that unduly charged offenders walk out free. Miranda rights ensure suspects do not mismatch their statements. Fear, anxieties and other psychological factors can lead to the suspects’ wrongful conviction due to statement misalignments. This is far worse when the suspect cannot afford an attorney and knows little to do with justice system provisions. Dumas (2020) describes Miranda rights as the constitutional amendments that re-guarantee the suspects their safety from illegal prosecutions. In summary, both Miranda rights and exclusionary rules approach on crime-fighting are meant to protect the crime suspects from unlawful methods used in the prosecution.
Question 2: The Deterrent Effect of the Death Penalty
[bookmark: _Hlk54598883]The deterrent effect of death penalty has worked partially well in states that initially recorded low levels of criminal activities and introduced the use of capital punishment for major offenders. Data compilation by Gamble (2016) illustrates that if offenders who committed heinous crimes implemented such crimes while knowing the risks associated with them, using death penalty therefore results to minimal change in overtime crime prevention. Research conducted in Canada and United States on the aftermath of death penalty abolition indicates that there is significantly little difference in states that use the policy for crime prevention (Nagin, 2018). This is a negative side in applying the policy neither to prevent nor to fight crime.  In addition, Amnesty International views the use of the death penalty as a gross violation of human rights no matter the reasons behind it.
On a positive note, the thought of extreme penalties such as death prevents first time criminals from committing continuous such crimes. Nagin (2018) adds that in states where rules and law enforcements are stringent, it is relatively improbable to commit crimes warranting the death penalty. Drug and third-degree murder offenses have been known to replicate due to cases of mental illnesses in states with towering crime rates and populations. Using the death penalty in such states is psychologically found to deter continuous crimes. However, this argument is simply a rational thought in a research study that was conducted by Gamble (2016) to collect public opinion on the perceptions held about the death penalty.
There I no doubt that people fear death and when people see criminal offenders being hanged or being executed through lethal injection and other forms of accomplishing the death punishment, they get scared and abandon their criminal behaviour that can lead them to suffering the same punishment. Therefore, capital punishment or death penalty has to a great extent helped nations and states to reduce serious crimes like murder. This is because death penalty is mostly given to capital offenses and serious crimes such as murder, rape and robbery with violence among other crimes. Therefore, the death penalty has a strong deterrent effect because of the fear of death that is part of human nature.
Question 3
Alternative Actions that Can Reduce Serious Crime
Based on the number of reasons why people commit crimes, governments should work with community outreach projects rather closely than before to consider all the possible loopholes that allow criminal offenses to be escalated. At least with government assured funding of the community projects that provide employment and crime education in communities, it is easier to scale down criminal acts and apply selective incapacitation when needed.  Clark, Dolan & Farabee (2017) describe selective incapacitation as the criminal charges meted against the offenders based on the types of crimes they commit. As opposed to gross incapacitation that promotes locking up of all offenders regardless of their crimes, working with community projects will reduce crimes, thereby allowing the selective incapacitation to continue. Most crimes, as discussed by Friehe & Miceli (2018), do not deserve parole; neither do they qualify for amnesty. It is practical to use selective incapacitation with community education and opportunity creating projects over gross incapacitation, for there will be good gains.
Social Institutions that Can Impact Crime Rates
Indeed, there are social institutions that can impact crime rates. Social institutions such as churches are mandated by Christian or Islamic principles, among other religious doctrines to teach exemplary qualities that befit the social inclusion of everybody in the community. As Clark, Dolan & Farabee (2017) discuss, religion stands a better chance in changing violent and criminal offence perpetuations in the community. The government should not gag religious practices but accentuate their importance in creating a just society. Key among factors that cause criminal offences is lack of economic security or unequal employment and poor intervention to genetic mental health cases.  These are factors that the governments can work on through proper policy establishment to reduce their propagation in the community.
Prisons and Jails as Centers for Serving Sentence among the Mentally Ill Inmates
The use of prisons and jails as confinement facilities for the mentally ill convicts is not the right approach. Over the years, states and justice systems have used mental hospitals within prisons to serve as the areas where convicted inmates carry out their sentences. Research has shown that the number of incarcerated mentally ill inmates is spiraling at the expense of the outnumbered state correctional facilities. In addition to treatment methods used in prisons and jails, little gains have been working even with the inmate programs. Prisons and jails, through reports compiled by Gamble (2016) have not been the best in changing the attitudes and personalities of the convicted offenders. More than often, the mentally ill convicts have continued to commit serious crimes even within the prisons or jails.
My recommendation is that deinstitutionalizing mental health convicts from federal prisons and jails should be effected in community treatment centers. The community must begin to play the hospitable and psychosocial support and remedies to help treat and care for the mentally ill inmates. Federal and state governments should be ready to disburse increased financial support for all the community facilities that take care of deinstitutionalized inmates. Furthermore, states should increase the number of mental hospitals and create additional community psychiatric centers for the mentally convicted inmates to be treated as they serve their punishments.
Conclusion
Fighting crime is not a walk in the park when policies put in place are overwhelmed. These policies should be constantly reviewed before the crimes that they aim to prevent escalate. Policies such as using prison or jails to fight crime are far outdated for recidivism continues to rise while the inmate populations are also rising. Whereas exclusionary rule and Miranda rights aim to protect the violation of the constitution by also protecting the rights of suspected criminals, better policies must be devised soon enough to de-escalate criminal offenses. Violence and crime are societal constructs that United States governments can manage, bearing the country’s ample resources at its disposal.
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