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Prison privatization bears roots in the American revolution period, where contracting out prisoners for labor was a norm. The ability to ship undesirables and criminals to colonies made Britain keep prisoners in hulks in their ships at English ports. In 1852, prisoners in a British ship, Waban, began building a facility at Port Quentin to house them. San Quentin was the name of the prison, in active operation up to date, and its fractional transfer of administration to the public from private did not mark the ending of privatization. The second phase of prison privatization began in the Reconstruction period, after the Civil war in the south. Businesses, men, and plantations were in desperate need of seeking labor in finding replacements to take in roles that the freed slaves were previously undertaking. From 1886, convict leases gained popularity and were allotted to private parties aiming at workforce supplementation, being in place till the early twentieth century.
State and federal governments bear a history of contracting services such as medical and vocational training programs. However, changes occurred in the 1980s, ushering in a new privatization era. Increased prison populations from drug wars, increment in incarceration, overcrowding, management problems, and increased costs of operation posed a challenge to the prison system locally, federally, and at the state level. In response to the problem, expansion of the prison system was essential, and private business welfares saw an expansion opportunity. Consequently, the private sector expanded involvement from simple contracting services and moved towards complete management and entire prison operation (Eisen, 2017). Before the founding of Core Civic, black convicts worked in cotton farms dawn to dust without pay. During this period, most prison plantations in the south were prisons; in some states, inmates were even empowered to whip other inmates for not meeting labor quotas. 
Privatization of prisons has been done before; Louisiana was first privatizing its penitentiary in 1844, nine years after its opening. A company, McHatton, Pratt & Ward, made it a factory using inmate labor in the production of cheap clothes for slaves, and one slave wrote that as soon as privatization befell the penitentiary, imprisonment objective of reformation was put aside, and a dollar was eked out of miserable inmates. CoreCivic reports, up to date, show that the institution does not make reports of violence or rehabilitation efforts as they have an exclusive dealing in profitability (Sands et al., 2019). As much as today's private prisons, profit has been the central aim rather than prisoner rehabilitation of Southern penitentiaries. The attachment of a profit motive rather than a rehabilitation motive makes private prisons controversial. The notion of benefitting from putting people in cages is the idea that raises questions as to what private prisons have evolved in today, profit-making.
Privatized prisons often bear a greater number of inmates, less surveillance to axe costs, and longer inmate sentences. Sentencing lengths of inmates increase having private prisons stately, especially in crimes that bear more leeway in guiding sentencing, majorly less-violent crimes. All crimes have different degrees of treatment by legal experts, having crimes like fraud, non-violent offenses related to drugs, property damage, and crimes where judges bear more leeway in issuing sentences; states have seen increased sentencing rates with the establishment of private prisons. New sentences and sentencing lengths were not affected by crimes bearing violence, and two reasons may address the issue of increased sentencing lengths. Potential reasons for the increased penalties may be corruption, whereby judges and other legislators may receive payment for the issuance of harsher punishments or write harsh laws, as in the case of 'kids for cash, where a private prison bribed judges to issue harsh sentences to juveniles instead of probation, to increase the occupancy of the prison as a profit-detention institution.
The increased capacity also explains the longer sentences that a private prison may influence. A judge bearing knowledge of over-population in prison may lead to reluctance to send a marginal offender to prison, but with private prisons, capacity is not an issue of concern; thus, he may be encouraged to send the offender for incarceration. Offering rehabilitation is among the significant aims that sentencing serves. Still, private prions are making millions of dollars rather than aiming to reach individuals to cater to the improved character to enable them to rejoin society (O'Neill et al., 2019). Rehabilitation is less or none in private institutions; thus, sentencing seems compromised because a revenue stream may be affected if the input rehabilitation programs as part of the system. The government only pays for housing of a prisoner, an amount of money in a contractual agreement for a period of time; thus, more prisoners may be equating to more income for them. Like all profit institutions, these institutions aim to make profits.
Punishment is designed to shape the characters of offenders, and prisons are designed to keep them from society to look into and provide change through means and programs they find effective. With a lack of rehabilitation, the purpose of punishment is useless. It may explain why the rate of offenders getting back into prisons is high. Private prisons are not in a move to change the statistics rather than worsen the existing situation. Employees of private prisons also receive less pay than public-serving counterparts, and the degree of training for the job is also less in comparison, thus leading to guards and officers who are less prepared for the effective running of a prison system. This brings a question as to whether the mere locking of a convict instead of rehabilitation being the punitive method that a private prison uses makes it suitable for the offenders to come back and properly fit as changed members of the society. 
Private prisons cannot be said to have proper punishment for offenders to pay for their wrongs due to the management bears' situation. As profit organizations, more convicts are their way of doing business; thus, having more recidivism rates and higher conviction rates satisfies their goal. Prisoners in public prisons were viewed as dangerous to the community and needed to be shunned, as they are a community liability. However, private prisons have turned prisoners into essential commodities and products of income generation to the point of fighting and making moves towards bribery to buy them. States often having overpopulation in prisons bid for releasing overflow to private prisons who aggressively lobby for the increment of prisoners and even their sentences. Initially, at the beginning of the paper, the history of convicts was at the cost of labor, and their profitability was on the labor they give only, however today, prisoners are valued as commodities by themselves due to the ability they bear to generate incomes to the prison at large. We may question if prisoner's rights include the right to rehabilitation for change during incarceration and vocational training programs as a good thing, but using the prisoners for monetary gain is inhuman.
Imprisonment in private prisons poses various challenges to the inmates, and several cases have arisen whereby there are hunger strikes and reduced access to healthcare. Imprisonment may be unbearable as the management runs on the notion of lowering operation costs by hiring few employees and providing less training. Little training leads to higher rates of insecurities in the prisons and difficult management of the prisoners. Imprisonment in a private prison may be accompanied by high rates of insults among inmates themselves or inmates and staff, leading to higher rates of indiscipline. Comparison in the rate of ownership of illegal weapons by inmates may also be higher than than in federal institutions. Medical care in private institutions is an issue to question as often prisoners may go for weeks without a full-time doctor or specialist who may handle issues such as mental health of inmates often prevalent. Inadequate healthcare and security are an endangering situation to inmates in private prisons, majorly for people who lack the capacity to survive by themselves. Imprisonment is also determined by the costs that the prison may use on certain prisoners, such as refusal of high-risk offenders or chronically ill inmates. 
The existence and expansion of these institutions is a move that not only exhibits an inhuman nature, but leads to review of prisoner's rights. Private prisons being profit institutions, may lead to deterioration of the justice system and society as a whole releasing convicts who are not rehabilitated back to the society and also their move of earning income off inmates. On a different level, these corporations at some point push more and may apply illegal means in order to obtain inmates such as bribery, and push hard for harshening sentencing laws. Imprisonment being biased to specific criminals, punishment not bearing the intention of rehabilitation and sentencing being biased in a move for increased profits should be looked into, for a better future of privatization of prisons if not ban.
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