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(“This is your last chance; so behave yourself!”) (Lowenkamp, Flores, Holsinger, Makarios, 
& Latessa, 2010). ISP is usually limited to offenders who probably should not be in the 
community but have been allowed to remain there, either in the belief that there is a fight-
ing chance that they may be rehabilitated or in an effort to save the costs of incarceration. 
ISP officers’ caseloads are drastically reduced (typically a caseload of 25) to allow officers 
to more closely supervise offenders, often on a daily basis, with frequent drug testing and 
surveillance. Burrell (2006) describes ISP officers as “aggressive in their surveillance and 
punitive in their sanctions” (p. 4). Liberal critics of the tactics of ISP officers describe their 
model of supervision colorfully as one of “pee ’em and see ’em” or “tail ’em, nail ’em, and 
jail ’em” (Skeem & Manchak, 2008). This type of law enforcement surveillance is the kind 
of supervision required with high-risk offenders (Walsh & Stohr, 2010).

A study conducted by MacKenzie and Brame (2001) hypothesizes that ISP coerces 
offenders into prosocial activities that, in turn, lead to a lower probability of reoffending. 
Intensive supervision means that probation officers maintain more frequent contact with 
probationers and intrude into their lives more than is the norm with other probationers. 
Offenders on ISP are supervised at that level because they have the greatest probability 
of reoffending and are the most deficient in social capital. (They have high risk and 
high needs.) Higher levels of supervision allow officers to coerce offenders into a wide 
variety of educational and treatment programs and other prosocial activities designed 
to provide offenders with social capital. MacKenzie and Brame (2001) found that ISP 
does result in offenders being coerced into more prosocial activities and that there was a 
slight reduction in recidivism. The issue the study left unresolved is whether participating 
in prosocial activities enabled offenders to acquire skills that provided them with social 
capital that they could put to good use or if intensive supervision per se accounted for 
their findings.
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Tools and Techniques of Intermediate Sanctions
America spends the vast majority of its $31 billion corrections budget on one sanction: prison.
Less than 20% is spent on more than 20 intermediate, cost-effective sanctions.
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FIGURE 8.6      �The Continuum of Correctional Sanctions by Restrictiveness




