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THE ETHICS OF CORRECTIONAL
PRIVATIZATION: A CRITICAL

EXAMINATION OF THE DELEGATION
OF COERCIVE AUTHORITY

MICHAEL D. REISIG
Michigan State University

TRAVIS C. PRATT
University of Cincinnati

Privatization in the correctional setting takes many forms. This article focuses on an
extreme variant of correctional privatization—privately owned and operated facili-
ties—and critically examines the philosophical argument used to legitimate the prac-
tice. Among the more problematic features identified include a reliance on an inter-
pretation of liberal theory that muddles the distinction between rights and authority,
and confusion regarding the libertarian conceptions of the ultraminimal and minimal
state. As a result, the attempt to justify the delegation of coercive authority from the
state to private agencies is questioned. The authors attempt to advance ongoing
debate by discussing one method for identifying what privatization alternatives are
consistent with liberal theory’s conceptions of the individual and the state’s authority
to punish.

Long-term prison sentences, inmate crowding, and soaring costs have
forced policy makers to seek alternatives to incarcerating offenders in state
and federal correctional facilities. One such option is correctional privatiza-
tion.1 A cursory review of the literature reveals that privatization in the cor-
rectional setting is the topic of ardent debate. Much of the discourse has cen-
tered around empirical issues, including the following: Can private
companies provide cheaper correctional services? Do privately operated
institutions offer more meaningful inmate programs? Is an inmate who
served time in a private prison less likely to recidivate? Supporters of the pri-
vatization movement answer such questions in the affirmative and argue in
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support of the private sector’s virtues, embracing the view that government
monopolies neither encourage economic rationality nor efficiency. In time,
perhaps, answers to these and other questions will become clear.

A second dimension of concern has focused not on the empirical (what is),
but on the philosophical (what ought to be). The question here is whether the
government should privatize correctional services. There is a wide range of
correctional activities subject to privatization and variation in terms of pri-
vate-sector involvement (Cox & Osterhoff, 1993; Offe, 1984). An abridged
list of private services would include prison industry (Cikins, 1993; Durham,
1993), prison construction and financing (Joel, 1992, 1993; Palumbo, 1986,
pp. 598-600), and contracting with firms to provide inmate programming,
medical care, and food services (Cikins, 1986; Cullen, 1986; Durham, 1989).
The most controversial and immoderate variant of privatization policy is
termed private prison management. Here, nongovernmental entities own,
staff, and operate correctional facilities. In this article, we concentrate on this
specific type of privatization and the ethical dilemma it poses: Should gov-
ernments delegate coercive authority to private entities?2

Privatization pundits assert that governments should privatize public pris-
ons, and apply liberal theory and libertarian thought to justify doing so. We
find these applications troubling. Our apprehension will be discussed in
detail below. For now, however, we note that the philosophical debate sur-
rounding the legitimation of private prison management is worthy of atten-
tion given that potential misinterpretations of liberal theory and libertarian
thought may inhibit policy makers from arriving at sound, well-informed
positions. Given this backdrop, our objective here is twofold: (a) to critically
examine the philosophical justification for private prison management, and
(b) to demonstrate how the clarification of liberal theory and libertarianism
can advance the correctional privatization debate. Prior to doing so, however,
it is necessary to review the conception of the state’s authority to administer
punishment that has guided western penology for centuries, and contrast it
with the argument in support of private prison management. We now focus
our attention toward this demarcation on the origin of coercive authority.

THE TRADITIONAL CONCEPTION OF THE STATE’S
AUTHORITY TO PUNISH AND THE LIBERTARIAN

ARGUMENT FOR PRIVATE PRISON MANAGEMENT

At the heart of the private prison management debate is the relationship
between the state and its citizens. In particular, how should convicted offend-
ers be treated? The traditional western liberal conception of the state’s
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authority to punish is outlined in Weber’s (1947) well-known essay on the
delegation of coercive power. Weber argues that criminal acts violate laws,
which are created by representatives of the state, and are in and of themselves
constitutive of the state. An integral feature of legal punishment is that it
“must be imposed and administered [italics added] by an authority consti-
tuted by a legal system against which the offense is committed” (Hart, 1968,
p. 5). Viewed this way, the state possesses sole authority over the legitimate
use of coercive force for punishment purposes because its sovereignty, which
is based on the premise of the supremacy of the rule of law, has been violated
by the criminal act.

Weber’s (1947) principle is applicable to American correctional systems,
where the exercise of coercion is commonplace (Etzioni, 1961; see also
Marquart, 1986). Other public and private institutions, however, also exer-
cise coercive authority. For example, hospitals periodically detain mentally
disturbed persons (criminal or otherwise). Should restraining (either physi-
cally or medicinally) an unwilling patient and placing him or her in a padded
room be considered coercive? The answer, we believe, is a qualified yes. Dif-
ferences exist, however, between the use of coercion by high-security prison
personnel and representatives from another type of agency (e.g., hospital).
Such variation is a product of each agency’s primary objective. The hospital
preserves healing as its mission. As such, the infrequent use of coercion is
viewed as a means to some other end. Unlike hospitals and other agencies,
prisons exercise coercive authority to inflict harm on incarcerated citizens
(e.g., deprivation of liberty) that is broadly termed punishment, as opposed to
simply inducing people into doing something they may find unpleasant (e.g.,
staying in a hospital overnight). The central difference between the use of
coercive authority in prisons relative to other quasi-coercive agencies is that
the harm being inflicted is an end in and of itself.3 Public and private prisons
maintain similar objectives (e.g., to punish convicted offenders). How, then,
do supporters of private prison management legitimate the delegation of
coercive authority to private entities?

Pundits of private prisons construct an argument that rests on two pillars:
(a) rights-based liberal theory (particularly Locke’s classical liberalism), and
(b) the libertarian requisite emphasis on the minimal state (see Logan, 1987,
1990, pp. 238-250). Each of these two strands of liberal theory are used to
justify the delegation of coercive authority to the private sphere.4 Under the
Lockean derivation of the state, for example, privatization advocates contend
that the “state is artificial and has no authority, legitimate power, or rights on
its own other than those transferred to it by individuals” (Logan, 1990, p. 52).5

In addition, supporters contend that the proper role of the state is limited to
enforcing the rule of law and protecting individual rights. The individual, in
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contrast, has the right to use coercive force to protect the self against immi-
nent physical harm in the libertarian state of nature, which can be equated
with the right to exercise coercive authority. Only the preservation of both
pillars on careful scrutiny will validate the philosophical argument in support
of private prison management. Conversely, a valid critique of either would
undermine the position of private prison advocates.

To begin, we focus on the interpretation of the principles guiding and
defining the natural rights tradition’s conception of the individual and the
basis of the state offered by the pundits of private prison management (e.g.,
rights and authority). To be thorough, we couch our exploration in a review of
the development of liberal thought from classical liberalism to more contem-
porary branches.

LIBERAL THOUGHT AND
COERCIVE AUTHORITY

The natural rights variation of classical liberalism is rooted in the
post-Reformation era of western Europe. In the wake of the division of reli-
gious and civic (political) authority in England, Thomas Hobbes (1657/1963)
argued that rights (not civic authority) were natural (i.e., endowed by God).
Hobbes maintained that rights could be relinquished to a sovereign to ensure
the protection of the individual. John Locke (1690/1980) concurred with
Hobbes in that civic authority was not natural, yet rejected Hobbes’s notion
that rights could be voluntarily transferred to a sovereign. Instead, Locke
argued that the God-given natural rights of life, liberty, and property were
inalienable; thus, individuals were viewed as incapable of relinquishing their
natural rights, though they may sacrifice a degree of civic authority in the
social contract with the state. In fact, the primary reason for creating civil
authority, according to Locke, was to eliminate the private use of coercive
force.

The separation between authority (i.e., the state’s legal capacity to impose
its will on individuals) and rights (i.e., protections against state authority) has
been muddled by supporters of private prison management. It appears that a
careful, less selective reading of classical liberalism provides minimal (if
any) philosophical support for private prison management. After all, accord-
ing to Locke (1690/1980)—and Hobbes (1657/1963) for that matter—coer-
cive authority is vested exclusively in the state. Liberal theory has developed
and undergone changes over the centuries. Have some of these alterations
resulted in the nature of rights and the domain of the state being derived in a
way consistent with the delegation of coercive authority to the private sector?
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Mill (1859/1985) rejected the metaphysical properties associated with
Locke’s (1690/1980) argument (e.g., God-given rights), and instead argued
that individual rights were neither natural nor inalienable. Rather, rights were
products of relative empirical use. Because individuals could not agree on the
metaphysical properties associated with the natural rights tradition, Mill
(1859/1985) maintained that citizens should possess rights that result in the
greatest good for the greatest number.6 Regarding allowable conduct under
utilitarian libertarianism, Mill argued that individuals should be free to do as
they please to the extent that they harm no one. Once the harm principle had
been violated, however, the state held exclusive jurisdiction over punish-
ment.7 Similar to the above discussion of how the harm principle operates dif-
ferently for prisons relative to other state and nonstate agencies (e.g., hospi-
tals), Mill focused on the ends of state action (as opposed to the means), and
concluded that only the state should be allowed to exercise coercion. Again,
this contention, based on a slightly more sophisticated version of liberalism,
is in direct conflict with the argument advanced by private prison manage-
ment supporters.

More recently, Rawls (1971) has argued that the utilitarian tradition
places too much emphasis on the collective as opposed to the individual,
which is not liberal.8 Although often labeled a work of egalitarian liberalism,
Rawls’s reasoned conception of rights and the individual inform this discus-
sion in its critique of utilitarianism, as well as by providing the basis for an
introduction to Nozick’s (1974) minimal-state libertarianism. As an alterna-
tive basis for liberalism, Rawls’s postconsequentalist revival of the social
contract tradition9 draws on the conception of practical reason originally set
forth by Kant’s notions of the veil of ignorance and the original position.10

Rawls maintains that rational individuals develop the parameters of individ-
ual rights and the scope of the state by making judgments about normative
political alternatives while lacking knowledge of their own social position.
Decisions are made regarding the scope of state authority and the fair treat-
ment of the individual in an a priori manner through a process of reason.
Accordingly, rational, self-interested individuals would only agree on a legit-
imate claim to those rights that would benefit every individual in soci-
ety—not just the greatest number. In Rawls’s view, individual rights, civic
authority, and the exclusive domain over coercive authority granted to the
state are all products of reason and consent. Moreover, Rawls states that the
only placement of a coercive agency in a liberal society must be in the hands
of the state, because rational individuals in the original position would
choose to protect themselves against the possible arbitrary application of
coercion rather than agree to endorse a political system that allows the private
exercise of coercive force (1971, p. 241).11 Rawls argues, however, that the
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state would retain the capacity to delegate lower level domains of authority to
a private carrier if it serves the interests of society (e.g., garbage collection).

The argument in support of private prison management relies on liberal
theory to justify the state’s delegation of coercive authority to private entities
to house and manage prison inmates. This position represents a misinterpre-
tation of the scope of liberal thought generally, and classical liberalism spe-
cifically. More specifically, although disagreement regarding the nature of
individual rights can be observed, Hobbes (1657/1963), Locke (1690/1980),
Mill (1859/1985), and Rawls (1971) all reach the conclusion that coercive
authority is integral to the state and cannot be delegated to the private sector.
It would appear, then, that advocates of private prison management have
overlooked the distinction between rights and authority that has been present
throughout the history of liberal theory, and assume that the development of
liberal theory has not resulted in the nature of rights and the domain of the
state being derived in essentially different ways.

Apart from identifying private prison management supporters’ mishaps
regarding Locke (1690/1980) and others (and their neglect to recognize the
development of liberal thought), examining the second tenet of the libertar-
ian justification of private prison management is also necessary. After all, the
framework guiding prison privatization encompasses “all political philoso-
phies that give priority to the liberty and rights of individuals over the welfare
and rights of society or the state” (Logan, 1990, p. 239). Included in this
loose-knit, hodgepodge framework is not only classical liberalism, but mini-
mal state libertarianism as well. We now turn our attention to whether con-
temporary libertarianism allows for the delegation of coercive authority to
nonstate entities.

NOZICK’S LIBERTARIANISM
AND COERCIVE AUTHORITY

Advocates of private prison management have also looked to the work of
Robert Nozick (1974)—a more contemporary self-proclaimed minimal state
libertarian—for an ethical foundation to delegate coercive authority to the
private sphere.

Following the postconsequentialist argument set forth by Rawls (1971),
Nozick (1974) extends the synthetic judgment application of the state’s
domain and individual rights to contemporary minimal-state libertarianism.
Despite an initial similarity between Nozick’s view of the state and private
prison advocates’ interpretation of Locke’s (1690/1980) notion of natural
rights—where each view the state as a contractarian product constructed
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through consent—Nozick’s (1974) conception of state authority explicitly
places the power to employ coercive force with the state. In fact, for Nozick,
the authority over the use of coercive force represents the only morally legiti-
mate activity of the state, which is by definition excluded from nearly all
other activities (e.g., health care and education, according to Nozick, would
be off limits for the state).

Important in this discussion is Nozick’s (1974) distinction between the
ultraminimal and the minimal state. The ultraminimal state, which grows out
of the state of nature, may yield a condition where “people who don’t buy a
protection contract from the private monopoly don’t get protected” (p. 26).
This statement would appear to provide some support to the prison privatiza-
tion argument. Yet the ultraminimal state is itself a prestate condition where
private protective associations may be allowed to dominate a particular
region. The minimal state, however, grows out of the ultraminimal state. The
result of this transition is that the minimal state becomes the sole wielder of
coercive punishment and general redistributive protection (p. 119).12 This
conclusion regarding the state’s de facto monopoly over the use of coercive
force is ultimately a product of Nozick’s “invisible hand” derivation of the
minimal state. The state’s exclusive jurisdiction over redistributive protec-
tion (i.e., the authority and obligation to protect individuals who are not pay-
ing clients) illustrates a level of authority that no individual possesses. It
appears that the advocates of private prison management have also miscon-
strued the relationship between the ultraminimal/minimal state and state-
monopolized coercion.

Supporters of private prison management misinterpret other elements of
Nozick’s (1974) argument as well. For example, Logan (1990) states that
“Nozick, like Locke, sees the right to punish as one held by individuals in a
state of nature” (p. 53). There are two problems with this statement. First, the
conceptual difference between rights and authority are bungled. Even more
restrictive than Nozick (1974), Locke (1690/1980) held that individuals have
only three rights: life, liberty, and property. All other claims are to a particular
realm of authority, which is a claim of entitlement that is at its very essence a
separate appeal. To be consistent with Locke and Nozick, the pro-prison pri-
vatization argument must acknowledge the difference between these two
conceptually polar opposite constructs.

The second problem with Logan’s (1990) statement is that he fails to rec-
ognize that in the state of nature, which is prior to when a legitimate state is
formed through a process of reasoned judgments, individuals do not possess
the right to harm each other. Individuals merely have a right to self-defense,
that is, to protect the self against imminent physical harm (Nozick, 1974, p. 126;
see also Wolff, 1991, pp. 33-34). The right to self-defense, however, does not
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encompass the enforcement or penal elements of criminal law. Because
rights are constructed through essentially the same procedure as Rawls’s
(1971) process of reason, rational individuals would be “limited ab initio so
that they do not include the liberty to act in a way damaging to the interests or
liberties of others” (Hart, 1975, p. 239). Therefore, following the formation
of the state, individuals have no right (or authority) to use coercive force for
punishment purposes—it is strictly the domain of the state. This is further
evidence that, for Nozick (1974), the state does possess an amount of author-
ity not held within any given individual; such authority, although limited in
its overall scope (i.e., the minimal state), encompasses the use of coercive
force.13

On examination, the attempt to justify the delegation of coercive authority
to private entities results in the loss of what cosmetic lucidity the argument in
support of private prison management may have possessed. Among the more
salient inadequacies identified above include a reliance on a misinterpreta-
tion of liberal theory characterized by bafflement regarding the distinction
between rights and authority, and a confusion regarding the libertarian con-
ceptions of the ultraminimal and minimal state. One problem that may arise
from the critique offered here is that of a philosophical (or normative) stale-
mate. In an attempt to avoid such a situation, we turn to the second objective
of this article: to examine correctional privatization using a more informed
understanding of liberal thought and libertarianism.

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE ROLES UNDER
A STATE MONOPOLY OF COERCION

As the above discussion revealed, liberal theory dictates that the tradi-
tional view of coercion, which was outlined by Weber (1947), must be
accepted—that legitimate coercive authority is integral and exclusive to the
state. The question then becomes, What is an acceptable amount of private
intervention into correctional operations given the western liberal philosoph-
ical guidelines? Asked differently, if the delegation of coercive authority to
private agencies is prohibited, then what does liberal thought and libertarian-
ism have to say about other forms of privatization in the correctional setting?

Correctional privatization in the United States exists along a continuum
of private-sector involvement in the provision of services. Accordingly, par-
tial forms of privatization that do not entail the physically coercive treatment
of inmates may be consistent with the argument outlined above. The exami-
nation of specific prison activities is necessary to determine their compatibil-
ity with the tenets of contemporary liberalism. For example, privatization
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alternatives—such as private contracts for prison construction, lease-pur-
chase agreements, and contracting private firms for services to deal with spe-
cific inmate needs (e.g., food services and medical care)—do not necessarily
involve or require coercive force.14 In other words, no harm is invoked by
these alternatives. As a result, they would be consistent with the tenets of lib-
eralism, and perhaps even (to borrow a phrase from Charles Thomas) “best
serve the public interest” (cited in Lanza-Kaduce, Parker, & Thomas, 2000,
p. 112). On the other hand, employing private personnel in positions that
require using coercive force (e.g., prison officers) would be inconsistent with
liberal theory. Again, the state’s monopoly over coercive authority, compared
to other domains of authority (e.g., education), is necessary to avoid violating
the harm principle.

The practice-specific technique outlined here suggests that the most use-
ful contribution of a liberal philosophical approach to the correctional privat-
ization debate can be found in examining the degree that a particular policy or
program involves direct coercive treatment of inmates. With but one excep-
tion, correctional privatization alternatives are neither completely allowed
nor prohibited by any version of liberal doctrine. Followers of liberal theory,
from its Lockean (1690/1980) foundation to the more contemporary work of
Rawls (1971) and Nozick (1974), should recognize the complexity of the pri-
vate prison management debate. In so doing, reasonable distinctions regard-
ing the logical and ethical separation of public and private roles in the correc-
tional setting may become increasingly clear.

It must also be acknowledged that the above discussion takes place at a
philosophical level that may not be supported or refuted with empirical data.
Yet given the increasing acceptance of expanding the degree of private inter-
vention in the correctional system, it is the type of informed reasoning that is
needed to advance the philosophical portion of the correctional privatization
debate. With but a few notable exceptions (see Shichor, 1995, pp. 45-77), this
debate has not received the attention it merits.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Privatization in one form or another is widespread throughout the Ameri-
can correctional setting, but the most controversial form concerns privately
owned and operated prisons. Many points of contention between supporters
and opponents of private prison management, which are currently being ad-
dressed by way of empirical investigation, remain unresolved. Researchers
should continue work to clarify the debate surrounding prison privatization

218 THE PRISON JOURNAL / June 2000

 at SAGE Publications on August 27, 2009 http://tpj.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tpj.sagepub.com


by evaluating the efficiency (e.g., cost) and effectiveness (e.g., recidivism) of
private prisons (see Pratt & Maahs, 1999).15

On the philosophical front, however, proponents must acknowledge that
the philosophical foundation on which private prison management currently
rests is impotent. Indeed, the argument set forth above is that private prison
management poses a significant ethical dilemma when placed in the context
of a liberal-democratic constitutional tradition. Harding (1997), however,
has lambasted other attempts to highlight related philosophical issues. He
has characterized these exercises as mere “intellectual indulgence,” and
argues that such musings “blinkered from the realities which exist on the
ground may be self-sustaining and may well comfort its adherents; but it does
not take debates about penal policy in any useful direction” (p. 21). It is this
type of narrow, dismissive critique that the framework provided here suc-
cessfully eludes. On one hand, we have exposed a salient ethical dilemma
that private prison management poses; on the other hand, we have offered a
practice-specific technique for evaluating the philosophical legitimacy of
particular correctional privatization alternatives. Thus, we have attempted to
equip interested parties with a straightforward, coherent strategy for sifting
through the rhetoric that is based on a sound understanding of liberal theory.

It is not our position that other philosophical traditions cannot afford the
delegation of state’s coercive authority to private entities. Possibly a creative
appeal to variants of anarchism, nihilism, or fascism may reveal a measure of
support for private prison management that liberal theory cannot provide.
Nevertheless, convincing correctional policy makers and others that any of
these unorthodox alternative philosophical traditions should guide correc-
tional policy will be a difficult task.

NOTES

1. In general, privatization refers to the process whereby public services, which have tradi-
tionally been carried out by federal, state, and local governments, are provided by private entities
(Chandler & Plano, 1988, p. 100).

2. The term coercive authority refers to the legal capacity to impose punishment on individ-
uals who violate the rule of law. Coercive force is defined here as the application of physical and
psychological methods to compel individuals into a particular course of action (see Marquart,
1986).

3. The distinctions between the different applications of physical coercion would be less
clear if rehabilitation were the overriding goal in the prison setting. Although many arguments
have been made that rehabilitation should be the guiding philosophy of corrections (see Cullen &
Gilbert, 1982), the consensus concerning what prisons actually do is punishment (Clear, 1994;
Pratt, Maahs, & Stehr, 1998). The argument being made here, therefore, is based on actual prison
practices as opposed to what many believe prison practices should be.

Reisig, Pratt / ETHICS OF CORRECTIONAL PRIVATIZATION 219

 at SAGE Publications on August 27, 2009 http://tpj.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tpj.sagepub.com


4. Although viewed by many as interchangeable, the terms classical liberalism and liber-
tarianism are distinct in that the ideas of each were advanced during different historical periods.
Whereas classical liberalism is associated with the natural rights tradition and its writers of the
17th century, libertarianism is a more modern branch of liberal thought. Despite this difference,
each framework treats the individual as the base political unit; hence, each approach should be
viewed as hailing from the liberal (or western liberal) tradition.

5. See Logan (1990, pp. 52-53, 238-239) for a discussion of the libertarian extrapolation to
privatization from Locke’s (1690/1980) derivation of legitimate authority.

6. Critics charge that Mill’s (1859/1985) argument results in an unprincipled form of moral
and political relativism (see Dworkin, 1977, 1985). Because the merits of individual rights and
the legitimacy of the state are based solely on their use, the scope of individual rights and the state
are not fixed at their creation. To the extent that a particular right (e.g., to privacy) does not pro-
duce the greatest good for the greatest number of people in society, Mill would be forced to reject
it as illegitimate.

7. Mill’s (1859/1985) harm principle is another point that has been subjected to consider-
able criticism. Rawls (1971, pp. 27-33) argues that for Mill to justify the existence of the harm
principle, he must assume that individuals have a natural right not to be harmed. In other words,
Mill cannot provide a utilitarian justification for individual rights. This argument is raised here
not to critique utilitarianism, but rather to illustrate the conceptual limitations that fueled the
development of postconsequentialist liberalism.

8. Although often labeled a work of egalitarian liberalism, Rawls’s (1971) reasoned con-
ception of rights and the individual inform this discussion in its critique of utilitarianism, as well
as by providing the basis for an introduction to Nozick’s (1974) theory of minimal state
libertarianism.

9. Postconsequentialism is defined by Rawls (1971) as illustrating a set of moral and politi-
cal principles that retain their integrity, regardless of their net outcome on society as a whole.
Pro-privatization libertarians, specifically Logan (1990), misinterpret this to mean only a con-
cern for the individual over the collective society, which is in actuality just a simple definition of
liberalism. Although Rawls (1971) does outline a theory where the individual is given primacy
over a social collective, that primacy is retained regardless of its consequences; a point that the
privatization movement overlooks by adopting an overly broad definition of libertarianism.

10. See Kant (1787/1965) for a discussion of the relationship between the veil of ignorance,
original position, and moral constructivism.

11. For discussions of how this particular premise may be accepted for a plurality of reasons
(i.e., the acceptance of the derivative principle of a state monopoly of coercive power is not nec-
essarily an outcome limited to one set of constitutive principles), see Rawls (1993) and Walzer
(1983).

12. This conclusion regarding the state’s de facto monopoly over the use of coercive force is
ultimately a product of Nozick’s (1974) invisible hand derivation of the minimal state.

13. For a more contemporary natural law tradition discussion of state-monopolized coercive
authority, see Hayek (1960).

14. Lease purchasing entails the leasing of a privately owned property to a government for a
specific period of time. When the lease expires, the governmental entity takes ownership of the
facility (see Cikins, 1993, p. 15; Joel, 1992, pp. 156-157).

15. Charles Thomas, a dedicated member of the correctional privatization movement, has
stated that “privatization critics have tried to shift the debate to other issues and thereby to raise
the hurdles privatization proponents are challenged to clear” (quoted in Geis, Mobley, &
Shichor, 1999, p. 382). What Professor Thomas appears to overlook is the equally plausible
notion that some private prison management skeptics (the authors included) may not necessarily
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be concerned with constructing hurdles, but rather more interested in elevating both the empiri-
cal and philosophical dimensions of prison privatization above road turtle status.
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