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A growing body of research suggests that high quality dual role relationships between community
corrections officers and offenders reduce risk of recidivism. This study assesses whether this finding
generalizes from offenders with mental illness to their relatively healthy counterparts. More importantly,
this study tests the possibility that this finding is spurious, reflecting the influence of pre-existing offender
characteristics more than a promising principle of practice. In this study of 109 parolees without mental
illness, the authors found that (a) firm, fair, and caring relationships protect against rearrest, and (b) do
so even after accounting for offenders’ pre-existing personality traits and risk for recidivism. These
findings are consistent with the theoretical notion that good dual role relationships are an essential
element of core correctional practice, even (or particularly) for difficult or high risk offenders.
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that the manner in which an individual officer delivers a program
can determine whether that program actually reduces new crimes
and new victims. According to “Core Correctional Practice” (CCP)
principles embedded in the RNR model, effective officers establish
high quality relationships with offenders (e.g., respectful, caring,
enthusiastic, valuing of personal autonomy) and apply high quality
structuring skills (e.g., prosocial modeling, effective reinforcement, problem-solving strategies, service advocacy; Andrews,
2011). Although these principles must be implemented at the
officer-offender level, until recently, they had only been studied at
the program level. Specifically, Dowden and Andrews (2004)
meta-analytically demonstrated that programs comprised of staff
who, as a group, obtained higher CCP scores were more effective
in reducing recidivism than programs comprised of staff who, as
a group, obtained lower scores. However, CCP scores were derived from study and program descriptions (which were often
sparse), not from direct measurement of officer-offender interactions.

The majority of offenders in the U.S. are supervised in the
community (Glaze, Bonczar, & Zhang, 2010). Probation and parole officers exercise substantial discretion in supervising these
offenders (Eno Louden, Skeem, Camp, & Christensen, 2008;
Hannah-Moffat, Maurutto, & Turnbull, 2009). When officers supervise these offenders in a manner that embodies principles of
effective intervention, they may go far in increasing public safety,
given that these principles are more powerful when applied in the
community than in institutional settings (Andrews, 2011). Most
prominently, principles of effective intervention for offenders include the “Risk-Need-Responsivity” (RNR) principles. That is,
programs are most effective when they provide relatively high
intensity supervision and services to offenders at relatively high
risk of recidivism (see Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, & Rooney, 2000;
Lowenkamp, Latessa, & Holsinger, 2006), target offenders’
changeable risk factors for crime like criminogenic attitudes (see
Smith & Gendreau, 2007; Andrews & Dowden, 2006), and are
delivered in a structured, skill-building, or cognitive-behavioral
format that is responsive to offenders’ learning styles and abilities
(Dowden & Andrews, 2004; Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005).
Although these RNR principles have received the bulk of attention in the correctional literature, there is increasing recognition

Relevant Evidence on the Therapeutic Alliance and
Procedural Justice
Although surprisingly little research has directly evaluated the
effect of individual officer-offender relationships on criminal outcomes, studies in related fields convey the promise of this CCP
element. In the psychotherapy field, the therapeutic alliance is
regarded as the “quintessential integrative variable” (Wolfe &
Goldfried, 1988, p. 449) for achieving treatment adherence, symptom reduction, and behavior change across diverse modes of
therapy (see Horvath & Symonds, 1991; Krupnick et al., 1996;
Connors, Carroll, DiClemente, Longabaugh, & Donovan, 1997).
Research indicates that a high quality therapist-client relationship
or “alliance” is the strongest controllable source of variance in
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clinical outcomes, explaining substantially more variance than
specific models like cognitive-behavioral or interpersonal techniques (Horvath & Symonds, 1991; Asay & Lambert, 1999; Luborsky, et al., 2002). The mechanism by which the therapeutic
alliance precipitates change has not been identified (Ross, Polaschek, & Ward, 2008), but may operate directly. That is, a bond and
interpersonal closeness with the therapist may simply improve a
client’s well-being (Henry, Strupp, Schacht, & Gaston, 1994).
Leading measures of the therapeutic alliance often assess a sense
of a mutual bond or attachment and working toward shared goals
by collaborating on agreed upon tasks (Ross et al., 2008).
Might these psychotherapy findings generalize to criminal justice settings and outcomes? Perhaps not directly. First, compared
with traditional psychotherapy clients, offenders are less likely to
be involved in treatment by choice, may be less motivated to
collaborate with a therapeutic agent to change their behavior, and
may have more difficulty establishing an alliance. Second, unlike
traditional psychotherapists, probation and parole officers have
dual roles: they function as both counselor and cop (Trotter, 1999).
That is, although officers ideally work toward changing offenders’
behavior in the prosocial direction (a caring role), they are also
responsible for enforcing the law and protecting public safety (a
controlling role; Trotter, 1999; Skeem, Eno Louden, Polaschek, &
Camp, 2007). Although relationships with involuntary clients inherently involve balancing dual roles, the therapeutic alliance
construct assumes only one role. This counseling-oriented bond
may insufficiently represent effective dual role relationships.
Beyond the therapeutic alliance, the construct of “procedural
justice” holds promise in representing high quality dual role relationships. Procedural justice involves an authority figure making
(sometimes difficult) decisions about a person through neutral
processes that treat that person fairly and with respect (Tyler &
Rankin, 2011). Research has shown that people are more likely to
comply with authority figures (Tyler & Huo, 2002) and less likely
to feel coerced (Lidz et al., 1995) when they believe these figures
are making decisions about them in a caring, fair, and respectful
manner (Tyler & Huo, 2002). When an officer is considerate,
listens to an offender, and provides him or her with an opportunity
to take part in ongoing decisions, the offender may feel responsible
to follow the law and help the officer do their job. In contrast,
when an officer is controlling, demanding, inflexible, and authoritarian in interactions with an offender, he or she may feel coerced
and react against the imposed rules.

Evidence on Officer Orientation and Dual Role
Relationships
Skeem et al. (2007) hypothesized that dual role relationships
must possess elements of the therapeutic alliance and procedural
justice to change behavior in the prosocial direction (i.e., increase
rule compliance and reduce recidivism). Three studies of individual offenders are consistent with this proposition. First, in an
ethnographic study, Klockars (1972) found that “synthetic” probation officers who placed equal emphasis on changing offenders’
behavior and protecting public safety were more effective than
officers who placed heavy emphasis on only one goal or the other
(“therapeutic agents” or “law enforcement” officers). Unlike other
officers, synthetic officers balanced their roles to solve the dual
role dilemma; they earned enough trust for the offender to disclose

497

real problems (a necessary precursor for changing problematic
behavior), even though disclosures of the wrong sort could have
consequences. By establishing caring, respectful, and authoritative
(not authoritarian) relationships, synthetic officers achieved a
broader base of power for pro-social behavior change than officers
who could be regarded as either “counselors” or “cops.”
Second, Paparozzi and Gendreau (2005) arrived at a similar
conclusion via a different empirical route. These authors used a
brief questionnaire to measure the supervision orientation of 12
officers who oversaw 240 parolees on intensive supervision. Officers were categorized as oriented toward law enforcement, social
work, or a balance between the two. Parolees supervised by
officers with a balanced orientation were two to three times less
likely to have their community supervision revoked during a
12-month follow-up period (19%) than those supervised by an
officer who emphasized either law enforcement (59%) or social
work (38%).
The third study seems to be the only one to formally operationalize dual role relationship quality and assess its effects on recidivism. Based on two samples of probationers with mental illness
and their supervising officers, Skeem and colleagues developed
and validated the revised Dual-Role Relationship Inventory
(DRI-R; Skeem et al., 2007). The investigators distilled an initial
pool of items that tapped both the therapeutic alliance and procedural justice into a smaller set of 30 psychometrically sound items.
These items were completed by officers, probationers, and observers (i.e., trained research assistants who reviewed audio-taped
officer-probationer meetings). These items seem to capture three
factors: “Caring and Fairness” (n ⫽ 20, e.g., “X treats me fairly”
and “X cares about me as a person”), “Trust” (n ⫽ 5, e.g., “I feel
safe enough to be open and honest with X”), and “Toughness”
(n ⫽ 5, e.g., “I feel that X is looking to punish me.”). The DRI-R
predicted the nature of officer-offender behavior during meetings
(e.g., low scores predicted officers’ use of confrontation and probationers’ resistance). Moreover, the DRI-R predicted recidivism
over an average follow-up period of 16.2 months (SD ⫽ 2.9), and
did so after controlling for traditional measures of the therapeutic
alliance.
Combined with program-level results (Dowden & Andrews,
2004), these studies are consistent with the hypothesis that
relationships characterized by elements of the therapeutic alliance (i.e., caring, warmth, enthusiasm) combined with procedural justice (i.e., respect, fairness, trust, nonauthoritarianism)
are a “protective factor” against recidivism. The use of the term
“protective factor” is consistent with the work of Kraemer and
colleagues (Kraemer et al., 1997), who defined a risk factor as
any agent or exposure that increases an outcome’s likelihood
within a given population. For example, “cigarette smoking is a
risk factor for lung cancer” (Kraemer et al., 1997, p. 337). If a
given outcome is considered positive (e.g., good relationship
quality precedes and decreases the likelihood of rearrest), Kraemer and colleagues (1997) suggest that the use of the term
“protective factor” is a suitable alternative. Important to note,
the terms risk and protective factor do not imply causality,
which requires the demonstration that the likelihood of an
outcome is altered when a risk or protective factor is manipulated. Nonetheless, only one study has directly tested this
hypothesis of a protective factor (Skeem et al., 2007).
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The Current Study
In this longitudinal study of parolees, we address two important,
unanswered questions about the influence of dual role relationship
quality on recidivism. First, does this effect generalize from offenders with mental illness to their relatively healthy counterparts?
We hypothesize that it will, given the results of relevant research
with general offenders (Klockars, 1972; Paparozzi & Gendreau,
2005). To date, however, direct examinations of dual role relationship quality have been conducted solely with probationers with
serious mental illness. It is important to rule out the possibility that
high quality relationships better protect against recidivism for this
symptomatic, high-need subgroup than it does for offenders without mental illness.
Second, is the association between dual role relationships and
recidivism spurious, that is, explained by the influence of a third
variable? In the psychotherapy literature, which is relatively welldeveloped, a few studies have investigated whether client ratings
of the therapeutic alliance are a function of client’s pre-existing
characteristics (Ross et al., 2008). For example, Puschner and
colleagues (2005) found that hostile patients had lower initial
ratings of the therapeutic alliance than more friendly patients,
based on a large psychotherapy outpatient sample (n ⫽ 714).
Similarly, Wallner-Samstag and colleagues (1992 as in Ross et al.,
2008) found that hostile and aggressive clients were less likely to
provide positive therapeutic alliance ratings than submissive and
friendly clients.
Our aim is to assess whether dual role relationship quality
predicts recidivism, above and beyond the effects of offenders’
pre-existing personality traits and risk of recidivism. We hypothesize that dual role relationship quality will manifest incremental
utility to these variables. Before concluding that high quality dual
role relationships are a central element of CCP, however, it is
important to rule out the alternative explanation that the effect
merely reflects the operation of pre-existing offender variables.
Compared with those with more positive traits, offenders with
traits like alienation, hostility, and aggression may (a) be less able
to establish good dual role relationships, and (b) be more likely to
recidivate, regardless of the effects of relationship quality. Similarly, offenders at high risk of recidivism may have more difficulty
establishing good relationships with (wary) officers than lower risk
offenders and (by definition) are more likely to recidivate.

Method
Participants
Participants were 109 offenders (98 men and 11 women) on
parole in a Western state. Eligibility criteria were: (a) Englishspeaking, (b) at least 18 years of age, (c) on active parole, (d)
released from prison within 90 days of recruitment, and (e) no
diagnoses of major mental illness or mental retardation. Participants were between the ages of 20 and 68 (M ⫽ 38.09, SD ⫽ 9.93),
predominantly African American (71%; Hispanic, 17%; Caucasian, 6%; “Other,” 6%), and supervised by 58 parole officers (88%
men, 12% women).

Procedure
Study procedures. Participants were recruited from mandatory weekly parole orientation meetings. At the beginning of each

meeting, research assistants (RAs) described the study and compiled recruitment lists of eligible parolees. After the meetings,
parolees were individually recruited by mail, phone, parole office
meetings, and home visits when necessary. Parolees were removed
from active recruitment if they could not be located and interviewed within 14 weeks of release or if they were removed from
active parole due to reincarceration. Of parolees recruited, 62%
participated in the study, whereas the others either declined to
participate (18%) or could not be interviewed within 14 weeks of
release (20%).
Trained RAs met with participants in private areas in the parole
office, other community agencies or businesses, or participants’
homes. After completing the informed consent process and being
assured that their answers would be kept confidential, participants
completed a semistructured interview and the measures of relationship quality and personality described below. These meetings
took approximately 1 to 2 hours to complete, and participants were
paid for their time. After the meeting, RAs reviewed and coded
participants’ criminal justice records for information relevant to
the study measures. An average of 16.4 months (SD ⫽ 2.03; range:
13 to 21 months) from the date of the interview, RAs reviewed
official parole office records and state parole databases to code
rearrest. This follow-up period is methodologically sound, given
that studies featuring follow-up periods of 3 to 6 years have
reported more than half of all rearrests of released adult offenders
occur within the first year (Walters, 2003; Langan & Levin, 2002).

Measures
Dual role relationship quality. Offender-officer relationship
quality was assessed using the offender version of the DRI-R
(Skeem et al., 2007). Each of the 30 items is rated on a 7-point
Likert-type scale (“never” ⫽ 1 to “always” ⫽ 7). In the present
study, the average item score for each of the three DRI-R scales
and the total score was calculated, allowing for a maximum of 20%
of each scale’s items to be missing. DRI-R total scores are rendered by summing the “Caring and Fairness” and “Trust” scales
with the inverse of the “Toughness” scales. As suggested earlier,
DRI-R total and factor scores demonstrate a theoretically meaningful and distinct pattern of associations with offender-officer
behaviors during supervision meetings, as well as with measures of
symptoms and motivation (Skeem et al., 2007). Adequate levels of
internal consistency for DRI-R factor and total scores have been
previously established in offenders with mental disorders (␣ ⫽ .87 ⫺
.96; Skeem et al., 2007), and adequate levels were observed in this
sample of general offenders (␣ ⫽ .75 ⫺ .95). Each of the DRI-R
factors was highly intercorrelated in this study (see Table 1), as in
prior research (Skeem et al., 2007). In addition to DRI-R total and
scale scores, we also used a trichotomization of the DRI-R total
scores into low, medium, and high groups in analyses, using cut
scores of 4.57 and 5.44.
Rearrest. Official state records were reviewed for information on the chief outcome of interest: the number of days until first
rearrest. We chose rearrest rather than revocation of parole as our
chief outcome measure for two reasons. First, because parole
officers have less discretion over rearrests than revocation, rearrests arguably are more independent of the quality of the officeroffender relationship. Second, rearrests are a cleaner index of
behavior that violates public safety than revocation (which can be
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Table 1
Intercorrelations Among DRI-R Total and Factor Scores
MPQ scale
DRI-R
DRI-R
DRI-R
DRI-R
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ⴱ

DRI-R total

DRI-R caring-fairness

DRI-R trust

DRI-R toughness

1.00
.99ⴱⴱⴱ
.92ⴱⴱⴱ
–.57ⴱⴱⴱ

—
1.00
.86ⴱⴱ
–.58ⴱⴱⴱ

—
—
1.00
–.49ⴱⴱ

—
—
—
1.00

Total
Caring-Fairness
Trust
Toughness

p ⬍ .05.

ⴱⴱ

p ⬍ .01.

ⴱⴱⴱ

p ⬍ .001.

based on minor technical violations rather than new crimes and
new victims). In this study, the majority (55%) of offenders were
rearrested. The average days until first rearrest was 153 (SD ⫽
108.05, range: 2 to 400 days). Typically, a parolee’s first arrest
was for nonviolent offenses (85%) including drug possession and
sales, theft, and burglary, but a minority of parolees’ first arrests
was for violent offenses (15%) including assault, robbery, and
attempted murder. For analyses, the outcome was coded as either
present or absent for the participant, and the dates of each outcome
were recorded to permit survival analyses, which take participants’
varying lengths of follow-up into account.
Potential third variables. Several potential third variables
were examined.
Personality. Traits were assessed with the Multidimensional
Personality Questionnaire-Brief Form (MPQ-BF; Patrick, Curtin,
& Tellegen, 2002), a 155-item (yes/no) self-report questionnaire
that is strongly correlated with its parent measure (Patrick et al.,
2002). The MPQ has three scales that generate normalized T scores
(Patrick et al., 2002). The Positive Emotionality (PEM; M ⫽
52.39, SD ⫽ 8.32) scale assesses social potency, achievement, and
social closeness (e.g., “I often feel happy and satisfied for no
particular reason.”). Negative Emotionality (NEM; M ⫽ 57.09,
SD ⫽ 10.81) assesses stress reactivity, alienation, and aggression
(e.g., “Occasionally I have strong feelings [like anxiety or anger]
without really knowing why.”). Constraint (CON; M ⫽ 48.48,
SD ⫽ 7.23) measures self-control, harm avoidance, and traditionalism (e.g., “I am more likely to be fast and careless than to be
slow and plodding.”).
MPQ-BF scales evinced adequate levels of internal consistency
in past research (␣ ⫽ .75 – .84; Patrick et al., 2002), and in this
study (␣ ⫽ .68 – .91). Evidence of the MPQ-BF’s construct
validity are suggested by its demonstrated associations with Buss
and Plomin’s (1984) Emotionality–Activity–Sociability–
Impulsivity Temperament Survey, Fear Survey Schedule III (Arrindell, Emmelkamp, & van der Ende, 1984), Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Terry, 1988), and other established
personality scales (see Patrick et al., 2002). Further, research
indicates a similar pattern of relations between MPQ scales and
personality constructs including interpersonal dominance, and disinhibition is observed in twin, undergraduate, and correction samples suggesting the measure’s applicability in offender populations
(Patrick et al., 2002; Hall, Benning, & Patrick, 2004; Kennealy,
Hicks, & Patrick, 2007).
Risk. Offenders’ risk of recidivism was assessed using Part 1
of the Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI;
Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2004). Part 1 is a 43-item scale that
yields a total score by measuring 8 well-established risk factors for
recidivism (i.e., Criminal History, Antisocial Pattern, Education/

Employment Problems, Family/Marital Problems, Leisure/
Recreation Problems, Procriminal Companions, Alcohol/Drug
Problems, Procriminal Attitude/Orientation). These total scores
robustly predict both general (r ⫽ .41) and violent (r ⫽ .29)
recidivism (Andrews et al., 2004). Adequate levels of internal
consistency were observed for LS/CMI total scores in past
research (␣ ⫽ .91; Girard & Wormith, 2004) and in this study
(␣ ⫽ .80).
Interrater reliability typically is more difficult to establish than
simple internal consistency. Prior to working on the study, all 4
RAs received extensive training on how to establish rapport,
conduct effective interviews, and administer and score the LS/
CMI. As a part of training, each interviewer attained a predefined
level of agreement (intraclass correlations; ICC ⱖ .85) by independently completing two LS/CMI training cases. Feedback and
supervision were provided in between each case. Further, ongoing
meetings were held during the course of the study where interviewers completed additional training cases to protect against rater
drift. For both the initial (n ⫽ 2) and ongoing (n ⫽ 5) training
cases, interrater reliability for the LS/CMI was assessed via ICC
(Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). Interrater reliability for LS/CMI total
scores of the initial cases (ICC ⫽ .92) and ongoing training cases
(ICC ⫽ .88) was good (see Fleiss, 1981).

Results
This study’s aims were addressed in two steps. First, to assess
whether the association between dual role relationship quality and
rearrest generalizes to general offenders, we conducted a series of
survival analyses via Cox proportional hazard regressions. We did
so because survival analysis corrects for variation in length of
follow-up period among participants, which was present in this
study. Second, to determine whether dual role relationship quality
predicted rearrest above and beyond offenders’ problematic traits
and risk level, we conducted incremental utility analyses via Cox
proportional hazard regressions.. These analyses were conducted
using SPSS 16.0.
Prior to addressing the study aims, we conducted preliminary
analyses to rule out the possibility that DRI-R data were nonindependent. Because some participants shared parole agents, there
was a possibility that DRI-R ratings reflected a parole agent effect.
If so, the data would be dependent upon, and “cluster” within,
agents. To test this possibility, we fit multilevel models to the
DRI-R data and tested the relative fit of two nested models using
the “xtmixed” command in STATA 10.1. Results indicated that the
model that added clustering within agents did not significantly
improve fit, relative to the model that included no clustering (2 ⫽
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0.10, ns). Given this evidence, the main study aims were addressed
without clustering or nesting by parole agent.
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Aim 1: Does the Association Between Dual Role
Relationship Quality and Rearrest Generalize to
Offenders Without Mental Illness?
A series of three survival analyses were conducted to examine
predictive utility of dual role relationship quality for rearrest.
Specifically, three predictors (i.e., DRI-R total scores, trichotomized DRI-R total scores, and DRI-R factor scores) were examined in relation to rearrest.
DRI-R total scores significantly predicted the number of days
until first rearrest (2 ⫽ 10.77, df ⫽ 1, p ⬍ .001). For each one
point increase in DRI-R total scores (range 1–7), there is a 31%
reduction in the rate of rearrest, Hazard Ratio (HR) ⫽ 0.69,
Confidence Interval (CI) [.55, .86], p ⬍ .001. Similarly, trichotomized DRI-R total scores significantly predicted the number of
days until first rearrest (2 ⫽ 7.23, df ⫽ 2, p ⬍ .05). Figure 1
displays the number of days of survival in the community without
rearrest as a function of the sample’s trichotomized DRI-R total
score. In comparison with the low scoring group, the medium
scoring group was not at a significantly lower risk of rearrest, but
the high scoring group had a 57% reduction in the rate of rearrest,
HR ⫽ 0.43, CI [.23, .81], p ⬍ .01.
For DRI-R scale scores, each of the scales was entered together
in a forward stepping algorithm that utilized the likelihood ratio to
determine which variables were retained or removed. Analyses

Figure 1.

revealed that the DRI-R Caring-Fairness scale, the largest scale,
significantly predicted the number of days until first rearrest (2 ⫽
11.52, df ⫽ 1, p ⬍ .001). For each one point increase in the DRI-R
Caring-Fairness score (range 1–7), the rate of rearrest decreased by
25%, HR ⫽ 0.75, CI [.64, .89], p ⬍ .01. Although the Trust and
Toughness scales did not independently predict rearrest, this may
partially be based on their strong intercorrelations with CaringFairness, as both scales significantly predicted rearrest when entered by themselves. Together, these results suggest that the scales
share significant predictive utility for rearrest.
Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analyses were also
conducted to assess the degree of association between DRI-R total
scores and rearrest. This analysis renders an estimate of the area
under the curve (AUC), which represents the probability that a
randomly selected parolee who was not arrested will have a higher
dual role relationship quality rating than a randomly selected
parolee who was arrested (Swets, 1988). An AUC value of .50
indicates a tool does not improve prediction beyond chance,
whereas as a value of 1.00 reflects perfect accuracy (Steadman, et
al., 2000). In this study, DRI-R total scores had an AUC value of
.68, CI [.58, .78], p ⬍ .01, which is considered a medium effect
size according to Cohen’s standards (see Rice & Harris, 2005).
This AUC value is (a) considered fairly large within treatment
research (Kraemer et al., 1999), and (b) within range of risk
assessment tools for predicting recidivism (e.g., Manchak, Skeem,
& Douglas, 2008; Barbaree, Seto, Langton, & Peacock, 2001).
This suggests that DRI-R total scores significantly improve pre-

Parolee’s survival function for arrest by DRI-R trichotomization.
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diction beyond chance levels. Nonetheless, AUC values will not be
emphasized because this analysis is not optimal for outcomes that
vary in length of follow-up period among participants.
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Aim 2: Does Dual Role Relationship Quality Predict
Rearrest Above and Beyond the Effects of Offender
Traits and Risk Level?
Prior to conducting incremental utility analyses, we first tested
whether (a) measures of personality and risk-level significantly
predicted rearrest, and (b) scores on these measures were correlated with DRI-R scores. First, in a series of survival analyses in
which the MPQ scales or the LS/CMI total score was entered in a
forward stepping algorithm, we found that Negative Emotionality,
range: 22 to 78; 2 ⫽ 6.19, df ⫽ 1, p ⬍ .05; HR ⫽ 1.03, CI ⫽
[1.01, 1.06], p ⬍ .05, and LS/CMI total scores, range: 0 to 43;
2 ⫽ 6.83, df ⫽ 1, p ⬍ .01; HR ⫽ 1.06, CI [1.02, 1.11], p ⬍ .01,
significantly predicted days until first rearrest. Second, as shown in
Table 2, DRI-R Trust scores were weakly but significantly inversely associated with both Negative Emotionality (r ⫽ –.26, p ⬍
.01) and LS/CMI total scores (r ⫽ –.19, p ⬍ .05). Given that
measures of personality and risk-level (a) predicted rearrest and (b)
were correlated with DRI-R scores, we conducted a series of
incremental utility analyses to determine whether DRI-R scores
predicted the number of days until first arrest, above and beyond
negative emotionality traits and risk level for rearrest.
Specifically, we conducted a series of survival analyses utilizing
a forward conditional (stepwise) entry procedure, where either the
MPQ Negative Emotionality scale or LS/CMI total scores were
entered in the first block, and DRI-R total or scale scores were
entered in the second block. First, findings reveal that both MPQ
Negative Emotionality and DRI-R total scores significantly predicted number of days until first rearrest after controlling for each
other (2 ⫽ 14.58, df ⫽ 2, p ⬍ .001). Specifically, the initial block
featuring MPQ Negative Emotionality scale was significant, 2 ⫽
6.19, df ⫽ 1, p ⬍ .05; HR ⫽ 1.03, CI [1.01, 1.06], p ⬍ .05. The
inclusion of DRI-R total scores, HR ⫽ 0.71, CI [.56, .90], p ⬍ .01,
in the second block significantly improved the prediction of the
number of days until first rearrest after taking into account personality (2 ⫽ 7.61, df ⫽ 1, p ⬍ .01).
Second, findings reveal that both LS/CMI and DRI-R total
scores significantly predicted the number of days until first rearrest
after controlling for each other (2 ⫽ 15.28, df ⫽ 2, p ⬍ .001).
Specifically, the initial block with LS/CMI total scores was significant, 2 ⫽ 6.83, df ⫽ 1, p ⬍ .01; HR ⫽ 1.06, CI [1.02, 1.11],
p ⬍ .01. The addition of DRI-R total scores, HR ⫽ 0.71, CI [.57,
.90], p ⬍ .01, in the second block significantly improved the
prediction of the number of days until first rearrest after taking into
account risk (2 ⫽ 7.50, df ⫽ 1, p ⬍ .01).
All results remained consistent when substituting DRI-R
Caring-Fairness scores for DRI-R total scores in the second step of
the survival model and when controlling for ethnicity and gender.
There were no interactions between personality, risk, and relationship quality scores.1 In sum, findings indicate that offenders with
higher levels of offender-officer relationship quality, specifically
relationships characterized by caring and fairness, are less prone to
supervision failure even when controlling for the influence of
personality and risk-level.
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Although “high quality relationships” are viewed as an essential
element in the dominant model of correctional treatment (Andrews, 2011), few studies have directly examined the nature of
good officer-offender relationships and their role in reducing criminal behavior. Moreover, it seems that even fewer studies have
examined the extent to which the association between relationship
quality and rearrest is spurious—less reflective of pre-existing
offender characteristics than a supervision process that influences
outcomes. This study addresses these understudied issues at the
dyad level with general offenders. Its main findings may be organized into two points. First, dual-role relationships characterized
by a firm, fair, and caring approach help protect against rearrest
among general offenders. This suggests that the process of supervision is important. Second, the quality of the dual role relationship predicted rearrest, above and beyond the influence of offenders’ problematic personality traits and level of risk for rearrest.
This suggests that the apparent protective factor of firm, fair, and
caring relationships is not attributable to these pre-existing offender characteristics. It seems that, even for high risk offenders
with negative traits, strong officer-offender relationships can be
established and reduce the risk of rearrest.
Before further discussing these findings, we note this study’s
limitations. First, although we examined the impact of pre-existing
offender characteristics on dual role relationship quality, we were
unable to examine the impact of officer characteristics. This is
notable because ample evidence exists indicating that therapist
characteristics can have an important impact on the therapeutic
alliance (see Ross et al., 2008). Future research that examines these
issues in the dual role context is needed. Second, we did not
examine the consistency between a parolee’s perceptions of dual
role relationship quality and the officer’s actual behavior and their
interactions. Although this could lead to concerns of cognitive
biases including halo effects where an offender’s rating of dualrole relationship quality is influenced by other unrelated officer
characteristics, a recent study with the DRI-R in a sample of 90
probationers limits such concerns (Skeem, Eno Louden, Polaschek
& Camp, 2007). Specifically, this study shows that probationers’
DRI-R ratings have been shown to predict observers’ independent
ratings of process, including the degree of officer confrontation
and probationer resistance coded in officer-probationer meetings.
This suggests that probationers’ DRI-R ratings relate in a coherent
manner to officers’ confrontational behavior and probationers’

1

To test if dual role relationship quality’s predictive utility for supervision failure is in fact due to the relationship and not a function of the
personality or risk-level of the offender, we conducted additional survival
analyses. Each analysis featured the DRI-R total score with either the MPQ
Negative Emotionality scale or LS/CMI total scores entered on the first
step, while the interaction between the DRI-R total score with either the
MPQ Negative Emotionality scale or LS/CMI total scores were entered on
the second step. These interaction terms for both personality and risk were
not predictive of the number of days until first arrest when included in each
of the previously described incremental utility models. Overall, the results
suggest that good relationships are important regardless of personality or
risk-level.
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Table 2
Bivariate Associations of DRI-R with Personality and Risk-Level
Measure

DRI-R total

DRI-R caring-fairness

DRI-R trust

DRI-R toughness

MPQ Positive Emotionality
MPQ Negative Emotionality
MPQ Constraint
LS/CMI Total Score

–.13
–.09
.02
–.14

–.14
–.03
.00
–.13

–.09
–.26ⴱⴱ
.08
–.19ⴱ

.07
.13
.00
.17
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ⴱ

p ⬍ .05.

ⴱⴱ

p ⬍ .01.

resistance and indicates that cognitive biases do not appear to play
a large role in probationer ratings. Third, we relied upon official
records to capture rearrest. Because official records capture only
incidents that are detected by authorities and that authorities
choose to pursue, it underrepresents behavior that is grounds for
rearrest. Future designs that incorporate more sources of information in the measurement of rearrest would be beneficial. Fourth,
high-risk parolees with difficult personality traits may be more
likely to decline to participate. Although this could not be statistically tested for in this sample, our sample appears to include a
good proportion of offenders at high risk as indicated by the
LS/CMI total scores (M ⫽ 24.80, SD ⫽ 5.82, range ⫽ 11 to 36).
Fifth, the sample included a very limited number of women (n ⫽
11). Further research is needed to evaluate how well the findings
generalize from men to women.

Finding 1: Strong Dual Role Relationship Quality
Protects Against Rearrest Among General Offenders
Consistent with previous research in offenders with mental
illness (Skeem et al., 2007), DRI-R total scores predicted rearrest
in general offenders. This finding indicates that community supervision relationships that are characterized by trust, caring and
fairness, and an authoritative style bode well for offenders,
whether they have a mental illness or not. The apparent protective
factor of high quality dual role relationships on rearrest is consistent with (a) the relatively strong effect of the therapeutic alliance
on clinical outcomes (see Horvath & Symonds, 1991; Krupnick et
al., 1996; Connors et al., 1997), (b) the effect of officers’ “balanced” (care ⫹ control) supervision orientations on criminal justice outcomes (Klockars, 1972; Paparozzi & Gendreau, 2005), and
(c) the program-level effect of “core correctional practice” (high
quality relationships and high quality structuring skills) on rearrest
(Dowden & Andrews, 2004).
When evaluating the predictive utility of the DRI-R at the scale
level, results suggest that the Caring-Fairness scale drove most of
the protectiveness. Although both the Trust and Toughness scales
predicted rearrest independently, neither did so when controlling
for their shared variance with the Caring-Fairness scale. This is
consistent with previous findings based on a sample of offenders
with mental illness (Skeem et al., 2007). Still, this effect may
reflect limitations of the DRI-R measure more than convey the
relative importance of Caring-Fairness, Trust, and Toughness.
These DRI-R scales are highly intercorrelated (Skeem et al., 2007),
and the Caring-Fairness scale (20 items) is substantially longer
than the Trust and Toughness scales (5 items each). Further investigations using alternative (and perhaps less highly intercorrelated) measures of Caring-Fairness, Trust, and Toughness are

needed to clarify this issue and establish dual role relationship
quality as a causal protective factor.

Finding 2: Protective Factor of Strong Dual Role
Relationships is not Attributable to Pre-Existing
Positive Offender Traits or Low Risk-Levels
In this study, we ruled out two promising alternative explanations for the effect of dual role relationship quality on rearrest. Although dual role relationship quality, personality traits,
and risk-level were correlated with one another, each still
independently predicted rearrest. This suggests that the DRI-R
is not merely tapping pre-existing offender variables; instead, it
appears to tap something inherent to the relationship between
the offender and officer (for additional evidence, see Skeem et
al., 2007). This finding is consistent with previous research
from the psychotherapy literature. In that context, clients with
problematic personality traits tend to have weaker therapeutic
alliances, but therapists can still establish good alliances with
patients who have these traits (for examples with borderline
personality, see Gunderson, Najavits, Christoph, Sullivan, &
Sabo, 1997; Lingiardi, Ludovica, & Baiocco, 2005; Ross et al.,
2008). Nonetheless, a dearth of research on the role of problematic personality traits in the relationship between the therapeutic alliance and clinical outcomes in the psychotherapy
literature limits the degree that generalization across contexts
can be gauged. Our findings help to address the concern that
offenders with positive traits or low risk level happen to be
easier to relate to . . . and less likely to recidivate, independent
of the effect of firm, fair, and caring relationships. Instead, it
seems that good dual role relationships protect against rearrest
for “easy” offenders as well as more “difficult” offenders who
are at high risk of rearrest or have problematic personality
traits. Although these individuals may be somewhat more difficult to relate to (correlations of .19/.26), our findings suggest
that positive relationships can be established with them . . . and
are likely to help. Taken together, these results underscore the
importance of high quality officer-offender relationships as an
integral component of core correctional practice. They also help
to define and concretize what high quality relationships really
are in these contexts, via the DRI-R operationalization.
Although the present study does rule out alternative explanations, it does not identify the mechanism by which dual role
relationship quality improves criminal outcomes (as is the case
in the psychotherapy literature; see Ross et al., 2008). Based on
research on procedural justice, the therapeutic alliance, and
probation and mental health, Skeem and colleagues (2007)
hypothesized two potential mechanisms. First, procedural jus-
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tice may function as a mechanism. Offenders are more likely to
follow the rules when they believe legal authority figures make
decisions about them in a caring, fair, and respectful manner
(Tyler & Huo, 2002). They may be more likely to break the
rules when they are involved in an authoritarian relationship
with an officer that violates these principles on an ongoing
basis. A second mechanism may be the power afforded when
officers balance their “controlling” and “caring” roles. According to Klockar’s (1972) ethnography, when officers balance
these roles, they achieve a much broader base of power for
changing behavior in the prosocial direction than when they act
exclusively as cop or counselor. When supervised by a balanced officer, offenders may realize that what they cannot
achieve by complying perfectly with the rules may be achieved
by disclosing these problems to the officer and appealing to him
or her for help. This is the means toward solving the dual role
dilemma (i.e., that problematic behavior is punishable, but must
be disclosed to be targeted and changed in supervision). These
hypotheses offer guidance for future studies, which are needed
to better identify the mechanism of the effect of dual role
relationship quality on rearrest.

Implications for Community Corrections Supervision
& Future Research
As suggested by Dowden and Andrews (2004), officers are a
crucial component in the supervision of offenders; the way they
deliver the elements of a correctional program are just as
important as the design of the program itself. Our findings
support the importance of process in the supervision of offenders. This raises a question of whether effective officers are
“born” or “made.” Similar questions have been raised in the
psychotherapy literature. Much of the research on the therapeutic alliance has focused on identifying characteristics of clinicians (e.g., warm, honest, flexible, and confident) who are
effective at building a positive therapeutic alliance with their
clients (see Ackerman & Hilsenroth, 2003, for a review). More
recently, researchers have developed programs to train clinicians how to develop positive working relationships with clients by focusing on such skills as showing empathy, building a
bond, and identifying and working with resistance (Carpenter,
Escudero, & Rivett, 2008; Castonguay, 2000; Crits-Christoph et
al., 2006). Such training programs could be developed to teach
relevant skills to officers with focus on the likely mechanisms
for officers’ ability to effect behavior change in offenders as
captured by the DRI-R. This training would need to move
beyond what has been developed for therapists to address the
reality of officers’ dual roles and involuntary clients.
More broadly, this study highlights offender-officer relationship quality as an important target for change in practice and
policy, particularly in this era of scarce resources. Savings can
add up quickly for each offender who successfully completes
community supervision rather than being reincarcerated. The
Pew Center on the States recently estimated that the cost of
housing a single inmate is more than 20 times as high as
supervising that individual via community corrections ($78.95
per day vs. $3.42; Pew Center on the States, 2009). In the single
parole agency we studied, where officers managed similarly
large caseloads with limited resources, those who established
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firm, fair, and caring relationships with offenders were more
effective in saving taxpayer dollars and protecting public safety
than those who did not. Beyond buying packaged treatment
programs for offenders, it seems crucial to attend to how
officers supervise their clients. Outcomes might be improved as
much by improving supervision processes as by investing further resources in new programs.
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