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Note: This is in response to this post by Kim White. First, keep in mind that the author of that self-
interested piece is a vice president of Corrections Corporation of America (CCA), the nation’s largest for-
profit prison firm. As a well-compensated member of CCA’s executive staff, it’s not surprising that she has 
good things to say about her “perspective” on the company that pays her salary. Not to mention her CCA 
stock options!  :) Let’s take a closer look at some of her comments. First, at least four studies have been 
conducted on recidivism rates of prisoners released from public vs. private prisons. If CCA is doing such a 
great job, then prisoners released from the company’s for-profit prisons should have lower recidivism 
rates than those released from public prisons. But that isn’t the case. Of the four studies, none found that 
private prisons had statistically significant lower recidivism rates; three found the rates for private prisons 
were about the same or higher (e.g., worse) in some categories. For example, see this article. At best, 
existing research indicates that private prisons are no better at reducing recidivism than public prisons, 
despite the programs offered by CCA that Ms. White lauds. Also keep in mind that many of the 
rehabilitative programs that CCA provides are required by its contracts with public agencies. Notably, 
CCA has not produced any research of its own indicating that its rehabilitative programs are effective in 
reducing recidivism. I pointed this out to Ms. White previously and specifically suggested that CCA partner 
with public agencies to conduct such research. She did not respond to my suggestion, nor to follow-up 
inquiries. While Ms. White claims that “this area [rehabilitation and reentry programs] is a top priority for 
CCA,” she is incorrect. Generating profit is CCA’s top priority, because it’s a for-profit company and that’s 
the reason CCA exists: To make money. If CCA were a non-profit, the story spun by Ms. White may be 
more convincing. Here’s just one example of CCA’s priorities. Ms. White cited CCA’s “recent acquisition 
of Correctional Alternatives, Inc., a corrections company that helps inmates at the end of their sentences 
prepare for life outside prison through programs like work furloughs. This allows us to take a very 
important step in our goal of leading the industry in rehabilitation programming by bridging the gap 
between release and reentry.” That indeed sounds like CCA is committed to providing rehabilitation and 
reentry services for prisoners. But here’s what CCA had to say about the deal in a press release: “The 
acquisition is expected to increase CCA’s total annual revenues by approximately $14 million and 
EBITDA by approximately $5 million on a fully annualized basis.... After considering recurring 
depreciation and amortization expenses, CCA expects the acquisition will be approximately $0.03 
accretive to fully annualized 2014 pro forma earnings per share, with a neutral impact on 2013 earnings 
per share.” Read CCA's press release here. Not quite as warm and fuzzy sounding, is it? The bottom line 
is that CCA’s focus is on the bottom line and how much money the acquisition of Correctional 
Alternatives, Inc. will generate for the company. Ms White also states that CCA maintains “the highest 
industry standards at our facilities” -- e.g., accreditation by the American Correctional Association (ACA), 
which she says is the “gold standard.” She doesn’t mention that CCA and the ACA share enormous 
conflicts of interest -- CCA pays the ACA for accreditations; CCA gives money to the ACA to sponsor that 
organization’s biannual conferences; and CCA employees occupy high-level positions in the ACA (e.g., 
CCA vice president Harley Lappin serves as the chair of the ACA’s Standards Committee). Thus, the 
ACA’s pay-for-play accreditation of CCA facilities isn’t an indication of the “quality” of the company’s 
prisons; rather, it’s an indication that CCA gets what it pays for. And note that several ACA-accredited 
CCA facilities have experienced severe problems, such as murders, high levels of violence and sexual 
abuse. For example, read this. Moving on, Ms. White further mentions the cost savings that CCA provides 
to its government partners. “Most recently,” she writes, “economists from Temple University, with support 
from the private corrections industry, ... found that companies like ours generate between 12 and 58 
percent in long run taxpayer savings – without sacrificing the quality of service.” Very impressive! Unless 
you consider the following facts: 1) The study did not just have “support from the private corrections 
industry,” but was in fact funded by private prison companies, including CCA. Thus, Ms. White is citing a 
study funded by CCA, the company she works for, in support of her claims that CCA is cost-effective. 2) 
The study based “quality of service” in large part on ACA accreditation of privately-operated prisons. See 
above for the conflicts of interest and pay-for-play model of the ACA’s accreditation process. And 3) An 
ethics complaint is currently pending against  the two Temple University professors who authored the 
report cited by Ms. White, for failing to adequately disclose the funding source of their study. The rest of 
Ms. White’s comments are similarly conflicted, half-truths and corporate propaganda. E.g., she mentions 
the “safe, secure housing” that CCA provides. It wasn’t so safe and secure for Estelle Richardson, nor for 
CCA employee Catlin Carithers, who was murdered during a riot at a CCA facility, nor for the 100+ other 
prisoners who have died while in CCA’s custody, many from homicides, suicides and medical neglect. 



CCA’s involvement with the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) is well documented – CCA 
chaired ALEC’s Criminal Justice Task Force (later renamed the Public Safety and Elections Task Force), 
and has been implicated in developing model bills that increase incarceration – such as Arizona’s 
SB1070. I do agree with Ms. White’s statement that “The bottom line is that we believe there will continue 
to be a need for secure facilities that help prepare inmates for reentry into society and provide taxpayer 
value....” However, there is no need for those facilities to be operated by for-profit companies such as 
CCA, which are primarily interested in making money for their shareholders and corporate executives -- 
including Ms. White. For full disclosure purposes, I’m a former offender who served 6 years in a CCA-
operated prison prior to my release in 1999. I currently serve as managing editor of Prison Legal News, a 
project of the Human Rights Defense Center, and as president of the Private Corrections Institute, which 
opposes prison privatization. I’m a national expert on private prisons as well as a CCA shareholder. Feel 
free to contract me for additional information that you are unlikely to get from Ms. White or CCA’s other 
corporate shills. Such as this recent report by Grassroots Leadership. 
 


