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Three Strikes Sentencing
Introduction
The Three Strikes sentencing Laws were enacted to provide a mandatory life sentence for convicted criminals who had been convicted of a severe violent crime in any of the federal courts and who have had at least two historical convictions in either a federal or a state court with which at least one of the convictions was a severe violent crime (Couzens& Bigelow, 2017). Severe violent crimes may include felonies, such as robbery, manslaughter, sex offenses, murder, and kidnapping. The Three Strikes sentencing excludes specific felonies that do not threaten human life, such as arsons or offenses without armed robbery. In light of this speech, I will address the pros and cons of Three Strikes sentencing, the ethical and social justice issues related to this statute, and a personal opinion on whether I support the use of Three Strikes sentencing or not with supporting information. 
Pros and Cons
The Three Strikes sentencing statute has both advantages and disadvantages. One of the advantages is that it deters criminal activities. Typically, profound laws are enacted to lower the rate of criminal activities in society. Three Strikes sentencing has a provision of life imprisonment, and this may greatly scare away people from committing criminal activities. A second advantage is that it lowers felony arrests. For example, since the implementation of the Three Strikes sentencing in California, research shows that felony arrests have been reduced by a rate of 20 percent (American Civil Liberties Union, 2020). Thirdly, the Three Strikes sentencing ensures that habitual offenders are kept in prison. Three Strikes sentencing is designed to ensure that habitual offenders are kept in prison for the security and peace of society. Statistically, the Bureau of Justice Statistics reports that 77 percent of inmates are rearrested 5 years after their release from federal or state courts (American Civil Liberties Union, 2020).
One of the cons of the Three Strikes sentencing is that it does not necessarily deter criminal activities. The Three Strikes sentencing is not always an effective method of reducing criminal activities because, since its implementation, states like California have experienced a rise in violent crimes. Secondly, this statute results in overpopulation in prisons. Currently, the United States hosts around 25 percent of the global prison population (Sanchez Santoyo, 2020). Therefore, implementing laws like the Three Strikes sentencing and then supplementing them with others like truth-in-sentencing is bound to result in a surge in the prison population. In addition, the Three Strikes sentencing supposes that rehabilitation does not work. A standard justice system should balance society's needs with those of the convicted individuals. However, the implementation of the Three Strikes sentencing does not advocate for this since it assumes the court's flexibility as well as the judge's discernment. Also, the Three Strikes sentencing ignores the possibility of parole and assumes that all convicted individuals cannot be transformed whenever in prison. 
Ethical and Social Justice Issues
One of the ethical issues related to the Three Strikes sentencing is that it has posed ethnic as well as racial threats, especially to the minority groups. Local populations, such as the Latinos and the African-Americans, form the highest percentage of the prison population. Research shows that the Three Strikes sentencing is applied frequently in areas with a larger population of Latinos or African-Americans and less frequently in areas whose largest population is of whites (Chen& Chung, 2020). Also, the Three Strikes sentencing poses an economic threat to economically disadvantaged populations. For example, research shows that rates of incarceration are higher for individuals who are not employed. Therefore, the Three Strikes sentencing is applied frequently in areas with high rates of unemployment. In addition, crime threat is associated with the Three Strikes sentencing. Conversely, severe punishments like mandatory minimum sentences, and the Three Strikes sentencing are executed more aggressively in places with high rates of violent crimes. However, it should be noted that a more flexible justice system should be highly executed in areas with high rates of violent crimes to help transform the convicted individuals. 
One of the social justice issues related to the Three Strikes sentencing is that it hinders judicial discretion, especially in sentencing. The Three Strikes sentencing does not take into consideration the possibility of parole that may transform inmates significantly. Traditionally, judges have played the roles of mitigation as well as circumstance aggravation prior to imposing any sentence, but with the implementation of the Three Strikes sentencing, these roles have been ignored (Huigens & Chinea, 2018). Ideally, any justice system should provide room for parole so as to help transform the convicted individuals. Besides, the Three Strikes sentencing does not warrant fair treatment for minor offenders. For example, an individual convicted of two minor strikes, like theft of low-valued sneakers and a fight in a club, and who commits a third strike of fighting his neighbor is subjected to Three Strikes sentencing the same way to an offender who has mercilessly killed people. 
Personal Thought
Personally, I do not support the Three Strikes sentencing statute. This is because ethically, all people should be treated equally, irrespective of race or social class. Whether a convicted individual is a white, black, or Latino or is from a poor or well-off family, the justice system should apply equally to all of them. Another reason as to why I do not support the Three Strikes sentencing is that it does not provide room for transformation of the convicted individuals. Ideally, any justice system should aim at rehabilitating the offenders to make them valuable people in the community. In addition, any justice system should give judges the discretion to mitigate and aggravate a circumstance before imposing any sentence. 
Conclusion
In summation, the Three Strikes sentencing is beneficial because it deters criminal activities, lowers felony arrests, and ensures that habitual offenders are kept in prison. However, this statute results in overpopulation in prisons and supposes that rehabilitation does not work. Ethical and social justice issues related to the Three Strikes sentencing include posing ethnic as well as racial threats, especially to the minority groups, and hindering judicial discretion. 
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