
PRIVATIZATION VS PUBLIC SECTOR

Then in the s, the tide of public sector expansion began to turn in many parts of the world. According to privatization's
supporters, this shift from public to private management is so profound that it will produce a panoply .. Monopoly vs .

Somehow, the absence of the profit motive has not produced an epidemic of inefficiency in British healthcare.
In recent years, it has fallen to the capital markets to assume the role of monitor. Unlike other industrialized
countries where many of the utilities and basic industries are state-ownedâ€”and thus ripe targets for
privatizationâ€”in the United States, the telecommunications, railroad, electrical power generation and
transmission, gas distribution, oil, coal, and steel industries are entirely or almost entirely privately owned.
Privatisation creates private monopolies, such as the water companies and rail companies. Others provided
psychotherapy to patients without serious mental illnesses. So, does privatization really cut costs, or does it
just shift them? The city had hoped to take over management of the system in , but it has been unable to
develop the necessary organization. Red tape usually prevents governments from making significant
modifications, and private companies lack the authority to enforce real changes. Department of Justice.
According to In the Public Interest , a nonprofit organization that tracks privatization and contracting,
companies that receive lucrative contracts may not be the best company for the job, but instead may have the
most insider connections. Privatization diminishes this public sphereâ€”the sphere of public information,
deliberation, and accountability. Sometimes, the lowest bid is not always the best option. This ideology has
found its perverse culmination in the figure of Donald Trump, a celebrity billionaire with no prior political
experience who catapulted himself into the White House by invoking his expertise as an businessman. There
are two types of privatizationâ€”government and corporate, although the term generally applies to
government-to-private transfers. The United States has one of the least efficient systems on the planet: we
spend more money on healthcare than anyone else, and in return we receive some of the worst health
outcomes in the west. By taking things off the market, government can democratize access to the resources
that people rely on to lead reasonably dignified lives. The shortcoming of the plan lies in its lack of control
mechanisms. Privatisation involves selling state-owned assets to the private sector. Profits and the public
interest overlap best when the privatized service or asset is in a competitive market. Other Eastern Bloc
countries followed suit after the Revolutions of introduced non-communist governments. Citizens would
receive shares in the mutual funds that would not be tradable for, say, one year. Since the s, various levels of
governments have been sending public services to the private sector in an effort to find effective ways to make
do with less. There is another reason why goals and performance measures are critical elements in making
privatization work: the failure to hold private managers to agreed-on results can be very costly. The United
Kingdom's largest public share offerings were privatizations of British Telecom and British Gas during the s
under the Conservative government of Margaret Thatcher , when many state-run firms were sold off to the
private sector. But even with a consultant, conflicts of interest can tarnish a golden opportunity. There is a
third perspective: the issue is not simply whether ownership is private or public. Strikingly, these issues of
managerial control have first emerged in Eastern Europe. Many of the military interrogators at Abu Ghraib
prison were provided by a private contractor and lacked formal military training; this was subsequently
identified as a contributing factor to detainee abuse at the prison by the Fay report. This prospect of private
corporations owning and operating prisons for adult offenders raises questions of costs and competition.
However, critics argue private firms can exploit their monopoly power and ignore wider social costs. The
debate over privatization needs to be viewed in a larger context and recast more in terms of the recent
argument that has raged in the private sector over mergers and acquisitions. The key issue is how the private
managers behave and what mechanisms will exist to monitor their actions. Neoliberalism turned our world
into a business. Proponents of privatization maintain that the competition in the private sector fosters more
efficient practices, which eventually yield better service and products, lower prices and less corruption. This
growth of privatization has not, of course, gone uncontested. Consider the case of Chicago. When doctors treat
patients, they are unlikely to try harder if they get a bonus. The economic recession has strangled budgets,
forcing layoffs and the disbanding of departments. The short-term prohibition on trading shares between
mutual funds further shields the managers from the immediate discipline of the financial markets. The report
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found that profit incentives threaten public safety especially when yellow light duration is shortened. And
earlier this year, Lyft began offering a fixed-route, flat-rate service called Lyft Shuttle in Chicago and San
Francisco â€” an aggressive bid to poach more riders from public transit. Postal Service, public schools, and
university systems, as well as the National Park Service. Key Takeaways Privatization describes the process
by which a piece of property or business goes from being owned by the government to being privately owned.
Within the United States, an impressive array of cities and local governments has made effective use of
privatization to improve efficiency, increase competition, and reduce expenditures. The result?


