Andrew S. Gross

The Prisoner’s Body/ The Prisoner’s Dilemma:
Subjects in Contemporary U.S. Prison Literature

In 1831 Alexis de Tocqueville and Gustave de Beaumont toured America’s
innovative prisons on behalf of the French government, which was interested
in reforming its own penal system. Their assessment: “[w]hilst society in the
United States gives the example of the most extended liberty, the prisons of the
same country offer the spectacle of the most complete despotism” (gtd. in
Conover 175-76). The comment is striking because it is directed towards a
system already famous for replacing corporeal punishment with modem
methods of incarceration. The first modem penitentiary was arguably
Pennsylvania’s Walnut Street Jail, chartered by Quakers in 1773 as a humane
alternative to traditional forms of punishment. Instead of whipping criminals, or
exposing them on the pillory, or branding them, or executing them on the
scaffold - all common practices in colonial times - the new penitentiary
attempted to reform prisoners by encouraging them to reflect on their crimes
through seclusion, isolation, and strict regimes of work (Wideman 42
Conover 173). Foucault sees the Walnut Street Jail as one of the transition
points to the modem disciplinary system, which moves away from punishing the
prisoner’s body as a form of public spectacle to disciplining the prisoner’s
body in order to change his or her mind (125). What is striking at the end
of 200 years of subsequent prison reform is how little the Walnut Street
approach - or its assessment - has changed. Thus we find Jack Henry
Abbott, perhaps the most infamous American prison writer, drawing a
distinction similar to Tocqueville and Beaumont’s between “the semblance of
democracy” outside the prison and tyranny within. Abbott locates tyranny not
only in the guards’ unrestrained power - their “monopoly of violence” over
the prisoners (11) - but in the significance the disciplinary system attaches to
the minute decisions of the prisoner’s everyday life: “Prison regimes have prisoners
making extreme decisions regarding moderate questions, decisions that only fit the logical
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choice of either-or. No contradiction is allowed openly. You are not allowed to change. You are
only allowed to submit” (12, original italics).

We will return to Abbott's distinction between ‘submission’ and
‘change.’ First, | should point out that the similarity we find between Beaumont
and Tocqueville and Abbott, between the beginning of prison reform and
its end, is entirely consistent with the Foucauldian analysis. On the one hand,
Foucault argues that tyranny has always been at the core of the Enlightenment:
he speculates that the asymmetrical relations of power in a prison - the state’s
monopoly of violence - is the enforcement mechanism behind the symmetry -
the equal rights - of the social contract (303). On the other hand, Foucault
argues that prisons are invested in their own failure, since every problem in
the system generates a new disciplinary structure and a new cadre of experts in
an ever expanding - and miniaturizing - micro-physics of power (298-300).
Considered along a trajectory of incremental reform, social workers and
correctional schools are improvements over guards and prisons; considered
along a trajectory of incremental punishment, the existence of the former
justifies the use of the latter, so that the disciplinary system, with its checks,
balances, and way-stations, appears more rational than the sovereign’s excessive
spectacle of power (303). This sequential structure of reform and punishment,
enabling the simultaneous organization and justification of power, is what
Foucault calls “the carceral continuum” (297).

Foucault’s carceral continuum is a useful model for explaining
similarities between disciplinary institutions distributed over space - the
orphanage and the prison - and extended over time - Walnut Creek Jail to the
modem maximum security prison. However, the concept is too broad to take
note of changes in policy and experience within a structure that remains - or
seems to remain - consistent. | am particularly concerned with what inmates
and prison activists see as significant shifts in prison policy and
administration over the last forty years, a period that began with significant
reforms in penology and has ended in the resurgence of harsh punitive
practices.t In the 1960s and 1970s the civil rights movement and a series of
prison revolts in the United States succeeded in drawing attention to
inhumane and racist conditions in prisons. Inmate writers like Eldridge Cleaver
and George Jackson used the theories of Frantz Fanon to draw parallels
between imperialism abroad and racism at home, between the war

1  Sociologists and historians have for years been complicating and qualifying the broad epochal shifts in
the Foucauldian model. For a more detailed analysis of the development of prisons in the United States,
see Norbert Finzsch’s introduction to Institutions of Confinement and also his article “To Punish as
well as to Reform.”
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in Vietham and the war in the inner cities. (When Abbott talks about the
“semblance of American democracy” he is drawing on a tradition of black
prison writers who locate criminality not in maladjusted individuals but in an
unjust society.) While it would be difficult to argue that these efforts
significantly changed the structure of prison, inmates and their supporters
did succeed in abolishing some of the more cruel and unusual punishments like
the starvation diet and the blackout cell. They also made it possible for inmates
to sue as a class and drew attention to the need for educational and vocational
programs in prisons. For a brief period of time, even the death penalty was
abolished.2

However, most of these reforms were short-lived. Punitive new
sentencing policies and politicians’ repeated promises to ‘get tough on crime’
have resulted in the reemergence of chain gangs, the increased use of force in
prisons, limitations on class action lawsuits and on habeas corpus, the return of
the death penalty to 38 states (the figure is now 37 since the former governor
of Illinois, George Ryan, instated a death penalty moratorium), and the
abolition of prison college programs, despite conclusive evidence that
education significantly reduces rates of recidivism (Chevigny xvii; CUNY). The
biggest change, and what many prison activists argue is the cause of all the
others, is the ‘war on drugs,’ which began with Governor Nelson
Rockefeller’s mandatory sentencing laws in New York in the 1970s, and then
became federal policy during the Reagan years (Chevigny xv). Harsher
penalties for minor drug offenders, and the spread of laws like ‘three strikes
and you're out,’ have tripled the prison population in the last thirty years to
over two million, so that the United States now competes with Russia for the
dubious honor of having the largest prison population in the world (Chevigny
xvii; Dyer 1-2).3 California, whose prison population far exceeds that of the
Federal Government, is building significantly more prisons than ever before,
and other states are following its example.# One of the inmates quoted in Jack
Conover’s book Newjack (2000) calls this boom in prison construction “planning
prison for somebody who’s a child right now. So you see? They've already
given up on that child!” (233). Bruce Franklin, who has edited an anthology on

N

The U.S. Supreme Court’s 1976 ruling in Gregg v. Georgia reinstated the death penalty.

3 For an analysis of three strikes laws see Schichor and Sechrest, and esp. the chapter by Simon
discussing the emergence of what he calls “the new penalty” since the mid-1970s.

4 “Inthe 132 years between 1852 and 1984, the state of California only built a total of twelve prisons. In

the eleven-year period between 1985 and 1996, the state built sixteen more. And some experts predict

that three strikes could eventually require that state to build as many as twenty to fifty more prisons just

to house the new wave of life sentences being created by the law” (Dyer 158-59).
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twentieth-century prison writing, argues “just as we now assume that one
cannot intelligently teach nineteenth-century American literature without
recognizing slavery as context, one cannot responsibly teach contemporary
American literature without recognizing the American prison system as context”
(5). The reference to slavery is significant, since the changes in sentencing
laws disproportionately affect men of color. It is now statistically more likely for
African American men between the ages of 20 and 29 to go to prison than to
college (Justice Policy Institute; Dyer 6). The new laws and sentencing policies
also disproportionately affect women of color (“Incarcerated WWomen”).

Does the dramatic increase in the severity of incarceration and the
number of people incarcerated mark a change in the prison system? The
Foucauldian analysis makes it difficult to address this question because “the
carceral continuum” traces the similarities, not the difference, within and
between institutions, and the institutions are similar even if there are more of
them. To look at changes within an institution whose basic structures have
remained consistent, we must shift our focus from disciplinary mechanisms to
the way they are used; from the design of prisons to the experiences of those
on the inside; from discourse to the body.

Recent and contemporary prison writing makes it clear that the prison is
indeed changing. In Newjack Conover quotes an instructor at the New York
Correctional Officer Academy who says, “rehabilitation is not our job. The
truth of it is that we are warehousers of human beings” (41). Conover also
calls the prison a “storage unit,” complaining that guards are no longer
trained to counsel prisoners, only to control them (208). These warehouses
store more people for longer periods of time. Thus Abbott can speak of
being “a state-raised convict,” someone who has spent most of his life in
various institutions. This is, of course, nothing new. Near the highpoint of
the prison reform movement, George Jackson talked about doing “life on the
installment plan” (26). Today, however, more people are doing life on the
installment plan, including guards who speak of doing “a life sentence in
eight-hour shifts” (Conover 21). Prisons are major employers in states like
New York and California, and the only growth industry in many economically
depressed areas.5 In her recorded lecture “The Prison- Industrial Complex,”
Angela Davis argues that “Prisons move into the

5  “Prior to three strikes, [California prison] guards made [..] around $24,000 a year, and their union had
only 4,000 members. Now that three strikes and other hard-on-crime measures backed by the
union have gone into effect [...] guards have seen their salaries increase to approximately $55,000 a year,
and their union has grown to over 24,000 strong” (Dyer 146).
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vacuum that has been created as transnational corporations move out.”s

Inmates have always spent entire lifetimes in institutions, but today more

people are being warehoused for longer periods of time, and the expanding

warehouses are becoming more central to the economy.”

The rapidly expanding prison population marks not only a quantitative
but a qualitative shift in incarceration, and it calls for a corresponding shift in
the way we look at the prison. Contemporary prison practice has shifted its
emphasis from discipline to security, from the project of rehabilitating prisoners
through their bodies to that of minimizing the risks posed by prisoners’ bodies.
In the disciplinary structure anatomized by Foucault, the prisoner’s body is a
locus of criminality but also the primary means of effecting its rehabilitation.
The body, in other words, is a problem but also a project. Under a regime of
security, the prisoner’s body is not a project but a threat, not a subject of
discipline but an object that must be secured. It is in this context that we should
understand Abbott’s claim that prisoners are not asked to change but to
submit. Foucault understands the prison wall as an architectural mechanism
whose primary purpose is to modify inmates’ behavior.8 The wall, in other
words, is the geographical inscription of discipline. Now discipline is itself a wall,
a means of permanently separating prisoners from the rest of society. Hence the
longer sentences and the reemergence of indelible markers of criminality, like
the permanent loss of voting rights and permanent ineligibility for student
loans.? In some states and for some crimes, the names of convicted felons are
placed on publicly accessible lists (the so-called Megan’s list for sexual
offenders against children) - a practice that has been compared to reinstating
the scarlet letter. These ‘tough on crime’ measures recall the forms of
punishment common before the modem penitentiary, but they also mark the
emergence of something new. Modem prisons in the United States are no longer
primarily concerned with reforming prisoners or with marking their bodies;
rather, they secure the threat posed by prisoners and store the bodies as
leftovers. The body that has outlived its capacity to threaten has also outlived
its
6  Transcription from Lockard’s review of the CD.

7  See Dyer for a book-length version of this argument.

8  Hence the major effect of the Panopticon: to induce in the inmate a state of conscious and
permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning of power.

9 In 1995-96, Congress made it illegal for inmates to receive student loans. Since these loans paid
for community college instructors to work in prison, most prison college programs folded within a
year. Some are reemerging as volunteer programs, but only in densely populated areas with an
adequate number of teachers like New York City and Northern California’s Bay Area. See Abu-
Jamal’s discussion in his article “A Bill that is a Crime” (128-30). In terms of voting rights, Franklin

argues that “felony convictions [...] stripped the vote from 4.1 million American citizens” - something
he sees as a determining factor in the election of George W. Bush (4).
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capacity to enjoy, i.e. its rights. This is one definition of ‘civil death’, a
concept as old as slavery, but reemerging, according to Joan Dayan, to define
those who are not members of society but social burdens (Dayan).10

The remainder of this paper will look at storage not from the vantage of
penology or prison design, since these have not changed significantly over the
past century, but from the position of the incarcerated body. It will deal with
incarceration from three overlapping perspectives: that of the inmate
(Abbott), the visitor (Wideman), and the guard (Conover). Race is an
important part of this analysis because prisons are perhaps the most racist
institutions in America; constructions of masculinity are central as well. The
perspective of women in prisons falls outside the scope of this paper, mainly
because there are significantly fewer female prisoners who do proportionally less
writing.1t

I begin with Jack Henry Abbott’s famous series of prison letters to
Norman Mailer, In the Belly of the Beast (1981). Earlier I mentioned Abbott’s
claim that prisons are not designed to change prisoners but to force them to
submit (see also 37). Having spent his life in prisons, Abbott was well
acquainted with the strategies of enforcing submission, many of them illegal by
the time he began writing Mailer: beatings, the blackout cell, the strip cell,
starvation diets, the hole, drug treatment, long periods of total physical
restraint. Abbot makes two basic points about these tortures; first of all, that
they are arbitrary, often applied for no reason at all (29). Thus he makes the
startling claim that injustice is the primary cause of insanity behind bars (61).
Second, that torture is designed to destroy the humanity or the consciousness of
the prisoner by force (23). The hole is the paradigmatic experience of prison
torture: the prisoner, already removed from the main source of experience,
society, is then removed from the society of other prisoners to be locked in
complete isolation - a body alone in enclosed space. This, argues Abbott, is
the closest a living person can come to death: the absolute presence of the body
in the absolute absence of experience (52-53). The hole, says Abbott, would
“alter the ontological makeup of a stone” (44).

If the hole is one way to torture the inmate, locking him up with
dangerous prisoners is the other. Abbott accuses the prison guards of
fomenting conflicts between prisoners in order to control and punish them.
He claims he was sent to prison at a young age in order to become a “punk,”

10 See also Abbott 114 and Abu-Jamal 7, 12.
11 Bureau of Justice statistics reveal that “[flemales accounted for 6.7% of all prisoners nationwide at mid-
year 2001, up from 4.1% in 1980 and 5.7% in 1990” (“Incarcerated Women”).
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the sexual victim of other prisoners. Rehabilitation was not the goal; rape,
according to Abbott, was supposed to “teach him a lesson.” Abbott's response
was to fight his would-be rapists, proving his “manhood” by violating theirs:
“This is the way it is done. If you are a man, you must either kill or turn the
tables on anyone who propositions you with threats of force. [..] Before | was
twenty-one years old | had killed one of the prisoners and wounded another. |
never did get out of prison. | was never a punk” (79).

The twin threats of prison - violence and the hole - aim at destroying the
humanity of the prisoner by expropriating his body: “It is only a matter of
time, if you love life too much or fear violence too much, before you become
a thing, no longer a man. [..]. [W]hen a man goes beyond the last essential
boundary [giving into the guards or the other prisoners], it alters his
ontology, so to speak” (67). Abbott defends his ‘ontology’ by proving his
masculinity, and he proves his masculinity through force. What he paradoxically
calls his “moral stamina” is an ethic of violence directed against prisoners and
guards alike (23). In his introduction to the volume, Mailer accepts Abbott’s
ethic of violence, claiming that the paradox of penology lies in the fact that
not only the worst go to prison, but also the best (xii). If we reject what |
feel is the misguided vanguardist theory that prisons house social
revolutionaries and artists (139, 165), we can see that the real paradox of
prison is precisely the violence it produces. As Abbott’s writing illustrates, the
only way to survive in prison is to act like a prisoner - a rapist or a killer. The
prisoner’'s dilemma2 is clear: this is precisely the behavior that justifies
incarceration. As Abbott’s life subsequent to the publication of the book makes
equally clear, the ethic of violence that helped him survive inside proved
disastrous upon his release. (Abbott killed a waiter shortly after Mailer helped
him obtain parole; apparently, the waiter refused to let him use the staff
restroom.) Abbott’s clearheaded analysis of violence, coupled with his inability
to forgo it, lends credence to what | feel is his most compelling argument; if
America is concerned with putting a stop to violence, it must do so by first
ending violence in prisons (108).

12 The original prisoner’s dilemma was a philosophical problem developed by the RAND Corporation to
explain the conflicts between self-interest and collaboration in coercive situations. Two prisoners are
arrested, and the sheriff offers each an identical set of choices. If prisoner A snitches on his partner and
prisoner B remains silent, A goes free and B gets ten years, and vice versa. If both A and B confess
they both get seven years, and if both remain silent they both get two because the sheriff will prosecute
on lesser charges. The model shows how self-interest comes into conflict with group interest. Though
the prisoners would both be better off if both remained silent, fear and self-interest will encourage both
to confess - and get longer sentences. This paper uses the term ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ as a metaphor for
the absence of choice in a prison system designed to confine inmates for longer periods of time.
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Abbott’s analysis of prison’s attempt to “alter the ontology” of prisoners
through their bodies is echoed by John Edgar Wideman’s Brothers and Keepers.
Wideman defines the process by which prisoners are removed from society as
“civil death,” a “ritual that absolves us from responsibility for the prisoner’s
fate.” As in Abbott, the body is essential to this formulation: “Although
society declares to the prisoner you are no longer one of us, you are beyond
the pale, the prisoner’s body continues to breathe, his mind nags and races; he
must be somewhere, something.” The guards, in their custodial capacity, define
this somewhere and something: “Guarding the inmates’ bodies turns out to be a
license for defining what a prisoner is. The tasks are complementary, in fact
inseparable” (188). Wideman employs the metaphor of the unbreakable two-
sided mirror to describe the double relation of the custodians to the public
and the prisoners:

When we [the public] look at you [the custodians] we see ourselves. We see order and
justice. Your uniforms, your rules reflect human discipline. We see our faces, a
necessarily severe aspect of our nature in the stem mask above the martial attire. When
prisoners gaze into the reverse side of the mirror they should see the deformed
aberrations they've become. (189)

The prisoner who rebels against the image of himself as a “deformed
aberration” is dangerous - someone who deserves to be incarcerated (183).
Wideman discusses his brother Robby’s incarceration, but even from this
slightly removed perspective he articulates the same dilemma as Abbott:
prisoners can only get out by giving in (201). According to Wideman, the
traits that allow Robby to survive in prison are the same ones that got him
there in the first place (195). That these character traits include a propensity
towards violence is indicated by Robby’s life of crime and his involvement - no
matter how peripheral - in a murder. Robby has other positive traits, like self-
reliance and intelligence, but prison does not channel them in positive
directions (the prison college program is cancelled shortly after Robby takes
his degree). By the end of the book, it seems that one of the few goals left
for Robby to pursue is doing 1000 push-ups a day.

Resistance inscribes itself on the body as exercise. It also inscribes itself
between bodies in social and sexual relations. Essential to Robby’s self- respect
is his sense of himself as a heterosexual man defined in relation to the
women who visit him while he is in prison. The author’s own experiences
entering prison show the symbolic importance of women in defining
masculinity. Wideman feels his blackness marks him as a potential prisoner
when he visits his brother in the penitentiary (186, 52). Therefore,
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he feels it is important to show the guards that he is “in charge of women
and children” - the other members of his family (44). This patriarchal strategy
bolsters the masculinity threatened by racism through strategic sexism. The
black man, threatened by actual or potential incarceration, proves his
superiority to prison through his superiority to women, who reflect back an
image of masculinity that corrects the distortions of the “reverse side of the
mirror.” Wideman, despite his acute awareness of the patterns of power and
domination inscribing themselves in and around prisons, and despite his
success as an author, cannot resist resisting through the symbolic means both
prescribed and proscribed by the prison itself: ie. through the body and its
relations to other bodies.

One risk of reading too much prison literature is romanticizing the
inmates. The genre, even at its most acerbic, asks its audience to serve as a
friendly mirror. Ted Conover cites one guard who complains that criminals who
are public enemies during their trials are portrayed as victims as soon as they
enter prison (20). Conover’s Newjack is a necessary corrective because it looks at
prison from the perspective of guards. Conover, an investigative journalist who
was denied access to the New York Training Academy for correctional
officers, enrolled himself and then worked as a guard in Sing Sing for an entire
year. One ofthe most striking features of his analysis is the similarity it points to
between the training of guards and the incarceration of prisoners. Watching a
video of his class Conover comments:

There we were, in only a slightly more upscale way, doing all the things that inmates
had to do: receiving our uniform allowance, waiting in endless lines for chow, getting
counted, wearing numbers on our T-shirts during rec, getting sprayed in the face with
chemical agents, enduring a nearly single-sex environment and constant supervision,
and living by a zillion mindless rules. (93-94)

This homology between the treatment of guard and prisoner is a defining
feature of the carceral continuum. Foucault sees it as providing the link
between disciplining the prisoner's body and developing a body of
knowledge about the prisoner, ie. an academic discipline (295). For
Conover, however, the treatment has the primary effect of creating group
cohesion. One prisoner tells Conover that the training allows guards to do as a
group what they would not do as individuals (43). A sergeant responsible for
running the academy summarizes the dynamic in this way: “The gray
uniforms are the good guys, and the green uniforms are the bad guys. That'’s
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what it’s all about” (16). This group identification produces its own ethic of
violence: guards, even when they want to do the right thing, experience what
Conover calls the “catharsis of violence” when “one of their own” is threatened
or attacked. In fact, in several points in the narrative Conover himself
expresses satisfaction directing violence against inmates - a feeling he explicitly
rejects at the end.13

If the structure of the prison encourages guards to ‘draw the line’ through
violence, it encourages prisoners to respond with equal violence, since the
“zillion mindless rules” necessarily produce infractions, and infractions result
in violations - and then rebellions. The lack of educational and vocational
programs at Sing Sing means that prisoners have few outlets outside of the
immediately corporeal, and Conover devotes much of the book to describing
the scars, tattoos, and muscles of the inmates. Ironically, most of the guards
agree that weightlifting is valuable, arguing that the prisoners who are self-
disciplined enough to lift weights require less external control (119). The
muscles, no matter how ‘valuable,” also serve to mark the prisoners’ bodies as
dangerous. This is the prisoner’s dilkemma in Conover: prison produces a body
that justifies its continued incarceration.

So what is the ‘secure’ as opposed to the ‘disciplined’ body? The
disciplinary regime is behaviorist; it confines the body to transform the
mind. The security regime is cumulative: it gives up on the mind and stores the
body, which is left over as residue. A secure body is constrained and bears
the signs and reasons for its constraint. Confinement produces danger and
violence, which justifies confinement, ad infinitum.

As pointed out above, one way to understand security is as a form of
human storage. When Conover first encounters the cellblocks at Sing Sing, he
expresses awe at the spaces “both tiny and immense” (8, 64). This cellblock
architecture, the technology for warehousing human beings, has become
prominent in science fiction films like Minority Report, Matrix, and Star Trek - an
infinite grid of bodies, juxtaposing the immense reach of prisons and the
miniscule cells in what might be called the carceral sublime. The prominence of
the carceral sublime in films suggests a preoccupation with human storage
that extends beyond prisons to other institutions like retirement homes and
schools.

But as the previous analyses have tried to make clear, storage is also a
form of torture - what Conover calls the existential “torture of time” (247).
Elaine Scarry offers a definition of torture that is useful in this context:
torture attempts to disembody the voice, to disarticulate the relation of

13 Cf. 85,87,93, 125, 130, 134, and 135.
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consciousness and body in order to turn the prisoner's body into a symbol of
someone else’s power or agency. “In torture, it is in part the obsessive
display of agency that permits one person’s body to be translated into another
person’s voice, that allows real human pain to be converted into a regime’s
fiction of power” (18). The usefulness of this definition lies in its ability to
distinguish the spectacular torture common before the eighteenth century
from the contemporary torture of time. Before the birth of the penitentiary, the
body was tortured to display the sovereignty of the regime. The body was
destroyed - translated into a “fiction of power” - precisely because it was
important. Under the security system, torture is a byproduct of the body’s
irrelevancy. With the notion of ‘irrelevancy’ | do not mean to ignore the
beatings, the lockdowns, and the multiple and excessive strip searches that
characterize life in prison. However, the aim of this kind of torture is not to
turn the prisoner’s body into a symbol, but to legitimize its continued
incarceration. To justify keeping more prisoners, and keeping them for
longer periods of time, the prison reproduces the prisoner as an incorrigible
and ongoing threat. Considered from the perspective of the prisoner’s body,
security is neither symbolic nor transformative. It is a form of storage, which is
not the same as revenge.

‘Paying one’s debt to society’ has always had an economic as well as a
legal meaning in the United States. According to Conover, Sing Sing was
built on a marble quarry so that incarcerated labor could be used to turn a
profit. Even if the marble did not prove that valuable, prisoners were forced to
use it to build their own cellblocks. Later, and according to the same logic of
carceral self-sufficiency, prisoners themselves constructed the first electric
chair. Prisoners work today but not to develop skills that will ‘improve’ them or
prove useful in society, and they keep very little of their earnings, much of it
being fimneled back into the prisons themselves (Davis). The latest
manifestation of what Angela Davis calls “the prison industrial complex” is
the privatization of prisons.# According to Bureau of Justice statistics, private
corporations run prisons containing between six and seven percent of the
nations’ prisoners (Prison Privatisation Report). Joan Dayan cites articles in
Newsweek and Fortune identifying the Corrections Corporation of America as
one of the nation’s fastest growing companies, with stocks appreciating 746
percent between 1997 and 2000.

14 Both prison industries and private prisons are becoming more common in Germany. The Tegel prison
in Berlin markets a line of clothing and accessories manufactured by prison labor, available at
www.haeftling.de. According to a recent article in the Berliner Zeitung, “In Hessen wird 2004 das erste
privat gebaute und teilweise privat betriebene Geféngnis erdffnet. Das Land will Kosten sparen. Die
Regierung verweist auf die guten Erfahrungen in Amerika” (Peters 3).
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She also quotes an article in Barron's plugging the stock because “Stock
prices will be largely immune to news of inflation, currency fluctuations,
Mideast jitters. [..] Paradoxically, and almost perversely, bad news, like a rise
in the crime rate, will goose these industry’s stocks. And a recession, which
typically increases crime, would not be bad for these stocks, either” (12-13).

Under a disciplinaiy structure, the prisoner's body is a means of
changing the prisoner’s character. Under a security regime the prisoner’s
body is merely waste - but profitable waste for the industries charged with
securing it. Prisoners serving longer sentences face a correspondingly
diminishing number of choices. Reform takes a back seat to survival, and the
‘qualities’ allowing prisoners to survive inside disqualify them for life outside,
if they ever happen to be released. Prisoners experience this dilemma
corporeally, but it can also be expressed economically: what is profitable for
the prison industry - more prisoners - cannot be good for society. A
common joke among prison guards in California is that a high recidivism
rate guarantees their job security. This is the dilemma facing today’s
prisoners.
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