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Martin, Dianne L. "Distorting the Prosecution Process: Informers, mandatory minimum sentences, and wrongful convictions." Osgoode Hall LJ 39 (2001): 513.
	In consideration of the increasing use of the mandatory minimum sentences in Canada, the author of this article explores the unintended consequences of such sentences. The author, using the US as a reference point, focuses on the how the mandatory minimum sentences affect the plea bargaining and the emergence of informers. This paper will refer to the article to depict the subjectivity of the criminal justice systems and how the mandatory minimum sentences distort the criminal justice system leading to wrongful convictions.  
	Martin’s major claim is that the threat of mandatory minimum sentence is likely to increase the chances of wrong conviction (514). To start with, the mandatory minimum sentence is an incentive for the alleged offender to plead guilty even to a crime that they have not committed. This occurs when the accused anticipates a long sentence connected to the mandatory minimum sentence in a scenario where they would receive a shorter if they plead guilty. In such a case, the accused may plead guilty even though they are innocent so that they evade the wrong sentence associated with the mandatory minimum sentence. Notably, this claim makes sense. If an accused person anticipates that they would anyway be sentenced even after a contested trial, they are likely to choose the way that would lead to a shorter sentence by any means. As such, if pleading guilty (even when they are innocent) would reduce the sentence, they would at any cost plead guilty in order to obtain a shorter sentence. Therefore, in this way, the mandatory minimum sentence may lead to the conviction of innocent people.
	In another case, Martin claims that the mandatory minimum sentence may be used as a threatening element to intimidate people during the investigation process. This kind of intimidation may lead to the development of informers, who out of fear becomes false witnesses, leading to the conviction of an innocent person (515). This particular claim brings out the bias and other pitfalls in the criminal justice systems.  To start with, the very act of intimidation during the investigation process is a depiction of corruption of the law enacting agents. Still, the use of the mandatory minimum sentence to threaten people in order to obtain information would definitely compromise the quality of the information obtained. Accordingly, it is clear that the investigating crew in such a case is only interested in obtaining the information without caring about the validity of such information. This is an indication of the subjectivity of the criminal justice system, which could lead to the conviction of an innocent person. 
	Yet, the direct consequence of using the mandatory minimum sentence to threaten the witnesses is the development of informers. Through the data obtained from the US cases involving mandatory minimum sentences, Martin has illustrated with real-time case studies that indeed use of the mandatory minimum sentence to threaten potential witnesses could yield to false informers (Martin 515). This is especially true in high profile cases. In the same line, based on the subjectivity of the criminal justice system as discussed above, factors such as racial profiling, and the need for the criminal justice system to resolve the case in the shortest time could lead to shallow investigations and over-reliance on information from the false informers (527, 523). In such a scenario, the chances of convicting an innocent person are very high.	Similarly, Martin offers a sub-claim that the jailhouse informers who are serving a mandatory minimum sentence without parole, often resolve to offer false information about an accused person as the only way to get themselves of the jail. More often than not, such informers may pretend to be an accomplice of the accused, or lie that the accused had confessed to them of having conducted the crime. Martin argues that the police and the prosecutors and the juries all over the world have a tendency of relying on such information to convict an innocent person (524). He illustrates using real-time case studies in which; the false information offered by jailhouse informers led to the conviction of innocent persons, only for later investigations to reveal the real culprits. Once again, this element brings out the subjectivity of the criminal justice systems. Overdependence on shallow information and the need to resolve a case in the least time possible are factors that are closely connected to the mandatory minimum sentence in the conviction of innocent individuals. 
	In conclusion, the author depicts the mandatory minimum sentence as an element that results in various judicial implications that leads to the conviction of innocent individuals; leading to the compromise of justice and democracy. The reflection of the American use of the mandatory minimum sentence is a wakeup call to Canada, at a time when it wanted to “blindly go down the path towards more mandatory minimum sentences” (Martin 527). Additionally, the author has also managed to bring out the bias and corruption in the criminal justice systems, not only in the US but around the world. As such, the information contained in this article is enlightening, and it can be used to mend the pitfalls in the criminal justice systems, as well as to develop a balance between the mandatory minimum sentences and other judicial functions; in order to uphold justice for all.

 
