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Abstract
The body of evidence that the working alliance is associated with positive outcomes 
for mandated clients is growing. The aim of this research was to investigate the 
influence of several characteristics of probation officers (POs) and offenders on the 
course of the working alliance during probation supervision. This study examined 
the patterns on the four alliance subscales: Trust, Bond, Goals-Restrictions, and 
Reactance of the Working Alliance With Mandated Clients Inventory (WAMCI) in 
201 offenders and their 137 POs. Three patterns on each alliance subscale were 
found: deteriorating, improving, and stable. Multinomial logistic analysis revealed 
that change of POs and the preference of the PO to maintain rules were associated 
with a deteriorating Trust pattern. From the perspective of the offenders, being 
motivated to take part in supervision was associated with a stable pattern on every 
alliance subscale, but having problems with substance use increased the likelihood of 
a deteriorating pattern on every alliance subscale.
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Introduction

The working alliance between the practitioner and the client in psychotherapy treat-
ment has been found to account for an important part of the variance in outcome across 
different psychotherapy modalities (Horvath, Del Re, Flückiger, & Symonds, 2011; 
Martin, Garske, & Davis, 2000). The practitioner–client relationship is considered 
increasingly important in mandated treatment as well. In the theoretical framework of 
probation supervision, the relationship between the offender and the probation officer 
(PO) is suggested to be an effective factor (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). To explore the 
importance of this relationship, several researchers have applied the concept of alli-
ance to the domain of mandated treatment (Florsheim, Shotorbani, Guest-Warnick, 
Barrat, & Hwang, 2000; Menger, 2018; Polaschek & Ross, 2010; Ross, Polaschek, & 
Ward, 2008; Skeem, Eno Louden, Polaschek, & Camp, 2007). It should be noted that 
the relationship between the PO and the offender differs from the relationship in vol-
untary psychotherapy. The PO not only has a helping or problem-solving role but also 
a controlling or surveilling role (Trotter, 2015). This dual role may hinder the forming 
of the working alliance. Still, research has shown that offenders are able to form a 
positive alliance with their PO (Tatman & Love, 2010).

One focus of research in voluntary psychotherapy has been the development of the 
working alliance over the course of treatment: The alliance is essentially dynamic, and 
one point in time cannot cover a process of therapy with all its strains and changes 
(Doran, 2016; Stiles & Goldsmith, 2010). Kivlighan and Shaughnessy (1995, 2000) 
conducted two studies on the dynamic development of the alliance in short-term volun-
tary psychotherapy. The first study included 21 clients and 21 novice counselors and 
found only one pattern of linear growth of alliance. The second study consisted of two 
samples, one of 38 and one of 41 clients, and their novice counselors found three pat-
terns—stable, linear growth, and curved high-low-high. The curved pattern was associ-
ated with the improvement of counseling outcome. However, these findings were not 
replicated in later studies. For example, in other studies on short-term psychotherapy 
(four to 40 sessions), a stable pattern and one of linear growth have been found (De 
Roten et  al., 2004; Stevens, Muran, Safran, Gorman & Winston, 2007; Stiles et  al., 
2004), but not a curved one. Instead, some clients with a sharply defined V-shaped pat-
tern had better outcomes (Stiles et al., 2004). However, those patterns were not found 
in other studies (De Roten et al., 2004; Kramer, De Roten, Beretta, Michel, & Despland, 
2009; Stevens, Muran, Safran, Gorman, & Arnold, 2007). Three studies have been con-
ducted in long-term voluntary psychotherapy (60-300 sessions). An improving, stable 
pattern of alliance was reported by Loos et  al. (2015) in a large international study 
including 588 clients with severe mental illness from six different European countries. 
Similar results were found in a study with 128 adult outpatients experiencing mood or 
anxiety disorders (Ollila, Knekt, Heinonen, & Lindfors, 2016). In their study with 201 
outpatients of a psychiatric clinic, Hersoug, Høglend, Havik, and Monsen (2010) found 
three patterns of alliance: improving, deteriorating, and stable.

In terms of patterns of the working alliance in mandated treatment, three studies are 
relevant to consider here. First, assessing the alliance among adolescent delinquent 
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boys in community-based residential programs, Florsheim et al. (2000) noted that a 
stable-high or improving pattern of alliance was related to lower recidivism rates. 
However, a decreasing pattern of alliance was not related to higher rates, contrary to 
the findings of studies on voluntary psychotherapy that yielded evidence that declining 
alliance is usually associated with poor outcome (Horvath, Del Re, Flückiger, & 
Symonds, 2011). Second, in a study focusing on youth with disruptive behavior diag-
nosis living in a group-home, an improving alliance was related to subsequent improv-
ing behavior after 6 months, but not after 12 months (Duppong Hurley, Van Ryzin, 
Lambert, & Stevens, 2015). Third, Polaschek and Ross (2010) found a comparable 
effect in a group treatment of 50 high-risk male adult delinquents. Improving alliance, 
as rated by the therapists, was significantly associated with behavioral change. 
However, alliance in early phase of treatment was not associated with behavioral 
change.

A second focus of research in the field of psychotherapy has been on the factors 
determining the development of the alliance between the therapist and patient. In their 
review, Ross et al. (2008) proposed a revised theory of the working alliance. They 
considered attachment style, interpersonal and professional skills, personality, and 
goals and expectations of treatment, alliance, and change as the therapist-related pre-
dictors for the quality of the alliance. Menger and Donker (2016) added several impor-
tant factors specifically for the context of probation: prosocial values, a hybrid role 
taking (both care and control) of the PO, and the capability to ask for feedback. 
According to Ross et al. (2008), the predicting factors of the client are almost the same 
as the therapist’s: personality, attachment, interpersonal schemas, therapy-related 
competencies (readiness), goals, and expectations. Other studies found interpersonal 
style and paranoid disturbance (Cookson, Daffern, & Foley, 2012), limited insight 
(Barrowclough, Meier, Beardmore, & Emsley, 2010), criminal thinking (Linn-Walton, 
2015), and previous treatment experiences (Meier, Donmall, Barrowclough, McElduff, 
& Heller, 2005) as relevant factors for the development of alliance.

In sum, there is some preliminary evidence for distinctive patterns of alliance in the 
domain of voluntary psychotherapy. However, for the domain of mandated treatment, 
the research on the development of the alliance is scarce, and no firm conclusions can 
yet be drawn. In addition, there is a lack of knowledge of the predictors of the alliance 
patterns in mandated treatment. The current study aims to explore the predictors of the 
offender-rated alliance patterns. The first goal is to identify patterns in the perceived 
quality of the alliance that can be reliably discerned. The second aim is to explore the 
characteristics of the POs and the offenders that might be associated with the develop-
ment of the quality of the alliance.

Method

Design of the Study

Data were collected as part of a large prospective cohort study in a naturalistic setting 
in the Netherlands, exploring the characteristics of the alliance with probation clients 
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(Menger, 2018; Menger & Donker, 2016). They developed the inventory adapted to 
the context of mandated treatment: Working Alliance With Mandated Clients Inventory 
(WAMCI). The current report included two measurements with the WAMCI in pairs 
of offenders and POs during the course of community supervision. The scores of the 
offenders on both measurements were used, and the baseline variables of the POs and 
the offenders.

Participants and Setting

The initial sample (n = 302) comprised offenders from nine offices of the three proba-
tion organization in the Netherlands, covering urban and rural areas, who started com-
munity supervision between December 2011 and February 2013. In the Netherlands, 
community supervision is a trajectory of support and control during the execution of a 
suspended sentence or conditional release from prison. Typical supervision generally 
involves weekly to monthly in-person contacts between the offender and the PO over 
a period of 2 years to assure compliance with conditions (e.g., treatment attendance, 
employment, drug and alcohol abstinence). Support and surveillance are integrated 
components of the supervision. The interventions are grounded in the principles of 
social work, supplemented by the principles of the Risk-Needs-Responsivity Model 
(Bosker, Donker, Menger, & Van der Laan, 2016).

Primary inclusion criteria for the participants were the participant started a new 
supervision; it was not an extension of prior supervision; the participant was not 
treated in a forensic inpatient setting, able to communicate coherently according to the 
PO, had completed at least two sessions with a PO, and had sufficient command of the 
Dutch language. The present study consisted of 201 participants who had provided a 
minimum of two measurements of alliance ratings within 6 to 12 months, to compute 
alliance patterns. 137 POs were part of the study, of which 100 POs were matched with 
one participant, 28 POs with two participants, eight POs with three participants, and 
one PO with four participants.

Procedure

Eligible offenders who met inclusion criteria were identified by the intake coordina-
tion of the probation units. A research assistant first asked the POs to take part in the 
study, and then the POs made the request to the offender. Independent research assis-
tants arranged interviews with the offenders after their scheduled meeting with their 
PO at the probation office. During that interview, informed consent was obtained. The 
first interview was conducted between the second and the fifth supervision meeting, 
the second interview after the 6th to 9th month after the onset of the supervision. 
Participation was voluntary; the offender received €10 per interview. At the same time, 
the POs were asked to complete the PO version of the questionnaires on the computer. 
The probation organization provided the scores of the standardly coded risk assess-
ments, with official permission from the board of directors.
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Measures

Working alliance 

WAMCI. (Menger, 2018; Menger & Donker, 2016)—The WAMCI was developed for 
use in the context of mandated treatment and examines the PO–offender alliance. The 
WAMCI is largely based on the Working Alliance Inventory (WAI; Horvath & Green-
berg, 1989) and was specifically adapted for the mandated treatment in the Nether-
lands, by integrating items of the Dual Role Inventory (DRI-R; Skeem et al., 2007). 
The WAMCI subscales are more suited for the Dutch probation context than the DRI-R 
subscales; the subscales comprise less items about sanctioning and more items about 
common goal-setting and signaling difficult interaction. The offender version com-
prises 19 items and the PO version comprises 22 items. Trust (five items) implies trust 
in each other’s good intentions and trust in good outcome. Bond (six items) relates to 
the experience of being understood, valued, and respected. Goals-Restrictions (six 
items) is clear communication about tasks, goals, rules, and duties, and Reactance (six 
items) is the negative factor, concerning the offender’s experiences of the PO as puni-
tive and the PO’s experience of being too controlling. The response choices for the 
items are on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree). 
Adequate levels of internal consistency were established for the PO-rated subscales 
Trust, Goals-Restrictions, Bond, and Reactance (α = .69-.81). For the offender-rated 
version, the subscales Trust, Goals-Restrictions, and Bond have a good internal con-
sistency (α = .68-.74). However, the internal consistency for the subscale Reactance 
was insufficient (α = .49-.52). The WAMCI subscales have been shown to be predic-
tive for stagnations in supervision and dropout (Menger, 2018).

Potential Predictors of Offenders

Demographic variables.  The demographic variables include age, gender (1 = male, 2 = 
female), living conditions (1 = partner; 2 = partner and kids; 3 = kids, no partner;  
4 = no partner; 9 = else), active employment (0 = no job, 1 = paid job, 2 = volun-
teer work), and previous supervision (1 = yes, 0 = no).

Personal functioning variables.  Personal functioning variables include three variables 
about offender functioning rated by the PO: addicted to alcohol, drugs, or gambling; 
degree of conscientious development; and degree of mental handicap. Each of the 
items is rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale.

Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS).  The SIMS (Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000) 
contains four subscales (15 items): intrinsic motivation, identified regulation, external 
regulation, and amotivation. Of the items of the subscale intrinsic motivation, only one 
item was suitable for mandatory treatment (“I’m cooperating in the supervision, 
because I feel good when I do it”). Guay et al. (2000) reported adequate Cronbach’s 
values for the subscales identified regulation (.81), external regulation (.75), and 
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amotivation (.78). Each of the items is rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale. The SIMS 
has been proven reliable and valid (Guay et al., 2000; Skeem et al., 2007).

Willingness to Change Variables.  Eight separate variables about willingness to change 
were included, for example, “I am sure I can change my behavior”; “I would be sur-
prised if I finish this supervision.” These were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale.

Risk and needs assessment (RISc).  The RISc has been developed for probation service 
to assess the risk of recidivism and the criminogenic needs of the offender. The instru-
ment contains 12 scales corresponding to criminogenic needs, such as offending his-
tory, current offence, education and employment, relationships, thinking and behavior, 
attitudes. A criminogenic need is considered to be present when the score of a scale 
exceeds a certain threshold (Bosker, 2015). The psychometric qualities of the RISc are 
considered to be sufficient, and the internal consistency of the scales is adequate to 
good. The predictive validity for general recidivism was found to be moderate (Van 
der Knaap & Alberda, 2009). The total RISc score (risk-level) and the separate scale 
scores are used in the current study.

Potential predictors of POs 

Demographic variables of PO.  The demographic variables of PO include gender (1 = 
male, 2 = female), age, years of general work experience, years of experience with 
probation.

Change of PO.  until first interview (0 = same PO, 1 = one change, 2 = two changes, 
3 = three changes, 4 = four or more changes).

Single question variables.  Expected outcome. Fourteen separate variables about the 
expectation of the PO towards the risk of recidivism of the offender and the change of 
improvement of the lifestyle. For example, “This offender is definitely able to change 
his behavior”; “I think my client will be involved in crime easily.” The variables are 
rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale.
Counter-reactance of PO. Twelve separate variables about the reaction of the PO to 
the resistance, hostility, untruthfulness of the offender. Examples are “I am too accom-
modating to this offender” and “This offender says he is cooperating, but I do not 
notice it.” The variables are rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale.
Satisfaction with the job and with the organization. Seventeen separate variables. 
Examples are “As a PO I can mean a lot to my client” and “If things get tough, I 
receive sufficient support from the organization.” The variables are rated on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale.
Motivation for probation work. Twelve separate variables. Examples are “I am a PO 
because I care about victims of criminality” and “I am a PO because I prefer to work 
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with mandated clients instead of in a voluntary context.” The variables are rated on a 
7-point Likert-type scale.

Data Analysis

To identify subgroups of patterns of alliance during the first year of community super-
vision, the Reliable Change Index (RCI) was used. The RCI is a standardized differ-
ence score that was designed to assess effects in clinical settings (Jacobson & Truax, 
1991). It demonstrates whether the magnitude of a change can be considered reliable, 
by taking into account the associated error variance of the test (i.e., the WAMCI). To 
obtain the requisite amount of change, a confidence interval of 0.90 was used, along 
with the corresponding Z score >|1.65|. An RCI of >1.65 means an improving pattern, 
an RCI of <–1.65 a deteriorating pattern, an RCI between −1.65 and 1.65 indicates a 
stable pattern.

Because of the large number of potential predictors, we employed the following 
procedure. First, we conducted a univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) for each 
factor to examine between-group differences of the potential PO- and offender-predic-
tors (Supplemental Material containing tables of the results of the ANOVA is available 
online [ResearchGate]). To prevent the likelihood of finding significant results by 
chance, and to examine the effects in relation to each other, in the second place, the 
obtained significant predictors (p < .20) were subjected to a multinomial logistic anal-
ysis. This test was divided into two steps. In the first step, separate models were calcu-
lated for different predictor domains combining all significant predictors (p < .20; 
Fournier et al., 2009): for the offender, demographic variables, risk, motivation for 
supervision, and for the PO, demographic variables, counter-reactance, expected out-
come, satisfaction with job and organization, motivation for work. Nonsignificant pre-
dictors were eliminated from these domain-specific models by backward elimination 
until only significant predictors (p < .05) remained. Once all predictor variables of an 
alliance subscale were identified, they were entered into a full model containing all 
significant predictors to ascertain the effects of each variable while controlling for 
each of the other significant predictors. If needed, the same procedure of backward 
elimination was followed once more. Eight two-step separate multivariate models 
were calculated in this way, four for the PO-related and four for client-related 
predictors.

Results

Description of the Sample

Of the original sample (n = 302) who finished the first interview, 101 participants 
(33.4%) dropped out of the study. Of the dropout group, 30.7% finished the supervi-
sion in a negative way (dropout, returned to prison), 25.7% finished supervision in a 
positive way according to plan, 32.7% did no longer meet the criteria of the study (e.g., 
was hospitalized, psychotic, or moved), 10.9% refused further participation in the 
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study. The scores of alliance subscales at T1 did not differ between the dropout group 
and the remaining group. The F tests of the scores of the dropout group and the remain-
ing group were not significant.

Of the remaining 201 participants, 87.6% were men, 12.4% were women, and the 
mean age was 35.6 (SD = 12.8, range = 18-79). Cultural background was registered 
by the PO: in 56.7% of the participants, both parents were born in the Netherlands; of 
5.0%, one parent was born in a foreign country; of 22.9%, both parents were born in a 
foreign country. The ethnicity of the remaining 15.4% participants was unknown. The 
type of offense the offenders were convicted for are violent offenses 50%, property 
offenses without violence 16%, sex offenses 9%, property offenses with violence 8%, 
drugs offenses 8%, vandalism, disturbing the peace 5%, and vehicle-related offense 
2%.

Of the POs, 67.9% were women, 32.1% are men, and the mean level of experience 
in probation work was 6.7 years (SD = 7.3, range = 0.5-45 years). Their age was 
between 31 and 40 years: 33.6%, 21 to 30 years: 29.9%, 41 to 50 years: 19.0%, and 50 
to 66 years: 17.5%. Their mean level of general work experience was 15.8 (SD = 10.8, 
range = 1-46 years). A large proportion of the sample held a bachelor’s degree 
(90.5%), a small proportion (11.0%) a master’s degree, and one PO reported interme-
diate vocational education. Of 81.0% of the POs, both parents were born in the 
Netherlands; of 6.6%, one parent was born in a foreign country; of 12.4%, both parents 
were born in a foreign country.

Pattern Subgroups

The RCI analysis demonstrated that the largest proportion of each alliance subscale 
remained stable over the course of supervision. A small group of each alliance sub-
scale showed an improving or a deteriorating pattern. Table 1 presents the size of the 
subgroups with the means and standard deviation of the two measurements.

The course of mean scores of the pattern subgroups is shown in Figure 1.

Prediction Analyses

ANOVAs were used to test differences in the potential predictors between the alliance 
pattern subgroups. The data of 32 variables of the offender and 60 variables of the PO 
were analyzed. For the subscale Trust, the univariate ANOVAs (significance set at p < 
.20) yielded 13 offender-related and 20 PO-related potential predictors; for the sub-
scale Bond, 11 offender-related and 17 PO-related potential predictors; for the sub-
scale Goals-Restrictions, eight offender-related and 15 PO-related; and for the subscale 
Reactance, 13 offender-related and 16 PO-related potential predictors. The retained 
factors were the input for the multivariate tests. For each alliance subscale, the predic-
tors were examined with pattern subgroup membership as dependent variable. For the 
final prediction model, two analyses were executed per alliance subscale: one for the 
offender-related variables and one for the PO-related variables.
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Table 1.  Size, Mean and Standard Deviation of WAMCI Subscale Pattern Subgroups at Time 
Point 1 (T1) and Time Point 2 (T2).

Subscale Pattern n

T1 T2

M SD M SD

Trust Deteriorating 27 6.52 0.54 4.87 0.97
Stable 157 6.59 0.58 6.62 0.55
Improving 17 5.39 0.58 6.85 0.24

Bond Deteriorating 16 6.38 0.55 4.49 1.03
Stable 169 6.16 0.73 6.21 0.80
Improving 16 4.50 0.96 6.31 0.58

Goals-Restrictions Deteriorating 24 6.23 0.73 4.44 0.82
Stable 151 6.11 0.87 6.01 0.97
Improving 16 3.73 1.45 5.85 1.14

Reactance Deteriorating 14 5.96 0.60 3.76 0.69
Stable 176 5.68 0.95 5.66 0.91
Improving 11 3.67 0.90 6.15 0.98

Note. WAMCI = Working Alliance With Mandated Clients Inventory.

Figure 1.  Course of the three subgroups on the different subscales of the WAMCI (n = 201).
Note. WAMCI = Working Alliance With Mandated Clients Inventory.
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Trust.  Tables 2 and 3 present the final models of the multinomial logistic regression of 
the effects on the subscale Trust. The multivariate model of the PO variables explained 
32% of the variance in pattern subgroup membership (Nagelkerke R2 = .32). Change 
of PO increased the odds of belonging to the deteriorating subgroup relative to the 
improving subgroup. If the PO felt relieved when the offender did not show up, the 
more likely the offender belonged to the deteriorating subgroup relative to the improv-
ing subgroup. If the PO prefers to work in mandatory context instead of voluntary, the 
more likely the offender belonged to the deteriorating subgroup relative to the improv-
ing subgroup. More general work experience of the PO was related to the increased 
odds of belonging to the stable subgroup relative to the improving subgroup. If the PO 
is male, then more likely the offender belonged to the improving subgroup. If the PO 
doubts the offender will finish supervision, the more likely the offender belonged to 
the improving subgroup.

Table 2.  Multinomial Logistic Regression-Analysis Offender-Rated Trust Patterns, PO-
Predictors: Final Model.

Patterns Exp(B) Sig.

95% CI for Exp(B)

Lower Upper

Deteriorating vs. stable
  PO prefers mandated context 1.22 0.26 0.86 1.73
  Gender 0.59 0.41 0.17 2.09
  General work experience 0.97 0.31 0.91 1.03
  PO relieved if offender does not show up 2.04 0.07 0.95 4.38
  PO thinks offender will not finish 

supervision
1.44 0.06 0.98 2.11

  Change of PO 1.52 0.14 0.87 2.63
Deteriorating vs. improving
  PO prefers mandated context 1.92 0.01 1.18 3.15
  Gender (male) 0.10 0.01 0.02 0.61
  General work experience 1.10 0.08 0.99 1.21
  PO relieves if offender does not show up 0.72 0.51 0.26 1.94
  PO thinks offender will not finish 

supervision
0.85 0.50 0.52 1.38

  Change of PO 10.56 0.05 0.98 114.37
Stable vs. improving
  PO prefers mandated context 1.58 0.02 1.07 2.33
  Gender (male) 0.17 0.02 0.04 0.73
  General work experience 1.13 0.01 1.04 1.24
  PO relieves if offender does not show up 0.35 0.03 0.13 0.92
  PO thinks offender will not finish 

supervision
0.59 0.01 0.39 0.89

  Change of PO 6.96 0.11 0.67 72.53

Note. R2 = .32 (Nagelkerke), .23 (Cox and Snell). Model χ2(12) = 43.21. p < .001. PO = probation 
officer; CI = confidence interval. Data presented in bold indicate p < 0.05.
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The multivariate model of the offender variables explained 46% of the variance in 
subgroup membership (Nagelkerke R2 = .46). If the offender was more internally 
motivated, the more likely the offender belonged to the stable subgroup relative to the 
deteriorating subgroup. Three subscales of the RISc were related to pattern subgroup 
membership: lower scores on criminal history and mind-set (which means less crime 
and less criminal mind-set) were related to a lower odds of belonging to the improving 
subgroup relative to the stable or deteriorating subgroup. Offenders with higher scores 
on the education/work subscale or with an addiction were more likely to belong to the 
deteriorating subgroup relative to the stable or improving subgroup.

Bond.  The final models of the multinomial logistic regression of the effects on the 
subscale Bond are demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5. The multivariate model of the 
PO variables explained 24% of the variance in pattern subgroup membership 
(Nagelkerke R2 = .24). The more the PO preferred the mandatory context or had 
more concerns with offenders, the more likely the offender belonged to the deterio-
rating subgroup relative to the stable and improving subgroup. The more the PO 
was concerned with the victims, the more likely the offender belonged to the 
improving subgroup relative to the stable or deteriorating subgroup. The more the 

Table 3.  Multinomial Logistic Regression-Analysis Offender-Rated Trust Patterns, Offender-
Predictors: Final Model.

Patterns Exp(B) Sig.

95% CI for exp(B)

Lower Upper

Deteriorating vs. stable
  Crime history 0.68 0.01 0.51 0.90
  Work and education 1.39 0.02 1.06 1.82
  Criminal attitude 0.86 0.25 0.68 1.11
  Internal motivation 0.59 0.00 0.41 0.84
  Addiction 1.21 0.01 1.04 1.41
Deteriorating vs. improving
  Crime history 0.51 0.00 0.35 0.75
  Work and education 1.81 0.00 1.22 2.67
  Criminal attitude 0.56 0.01 0.37 0.84
  Internal motivation 0.89 0.62 0.55 1.42
  Addiction 1.35 0.01 1.08 1.69
Stable vs. improving
  Crime history 0.76 0.04 0.58 0.99
  Work and education 1.30 0.09 0.96 1.76
  Criminal attitude 0.65 0.01 0.47 0.90
  Internal motivation 1.51 0.02 1.07 2.13
  Addiction 1.12 0.21 0.94 1.33

Note. R2 = .46 (Nagelkerke), .33 (Cox and Snell). Model χ2(10) = 50.58. p < .001. CI = confidence 
interval. Data presented in bold indicate p < 0.05.
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PO believed in the motivation of the offender, the more likely the offender belonged 
to the stable or deteriorating subgroup relative to the improving subgroup. The 
multivariate model of the offender variables explained 13% of the variance in pat-
tern subgroup membership (Nagelkerke R2 = .13). More identified regulation of 
the offender increased the odds of belonging to the deteriorating or stable subgroup 
relative to the improving subgroup.

Table 4.  Multinomial Logistic Regression-Analysis Offender-Rated Bond Patterns, PO-
Predictors: Final Model.

Patterns Exp(B) Sig.

95% CI exp(B)

Lower Upper

Deteriorating vs. stable
  PO concerned with offenders 2.64 0.05 1.00 7.00
  PO concerned with victims 0.91 0.64 0.59 1.38
  PO prefers mandated context 1.76 0.05 1.00 3.11
  PO thinks offender can be motivated 0.69 0.20 0.39 1.22
Deteriorating vs. improving
  PO concerned with offenders 3.17 0.04 1.08 9.29
  PO concerned with victims 0.41 0.03 0.19 0.90
  PO prefers mandated context 1.97 0.05 1.02 3.80
  PO thinks offender can be motivated 1.41 0.33 0.71 2.82
Stable vs. improving
  PO concerned with offenders 1.20 0.48 0.73 1.98
  PO concerned with victims 0.46 0.02 0.23 0.89
  PO prefers mandated context 1.11 0.57 0.77 1.61
  PO thinks offender can be motivated 2.05 0.00 1.29 3.26

Note. R2 = .24 (Nagelkerke), .16 (Cox and Snell). Model χ2(8) = 29.35. p < .001. PO = probation 
officer; CI = confidence interval. Data presented in bold indicate p < 0.05.

Table 5.  Multinomial Logistic Regression-Analysis Offender-Rated Bond Patterns, Offender-
Predictors: Final Model.

Patterns Exp(B) Sig.

95% CI for exp(B)

Lower Upper

Deteriorating vs. stable
  Internal regulation 0.96 0.81 0.72 1.30
Deteriorating vs. improving
  Internal regulation 1.76 0.01 1.18 2.62
Stable vs. improving
  Internal regulation 1.82 0.00 1.35 2.45

Note. R2 = .13 (Nagelkerke), .09 (Cox and Snell). Model χ2(2) = 17.99 p < .001. CI = confidence 
interval. Data presented in bold indicate p < 0.05.
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Table 6.  Multinomial Logistic Regression-Analysis Offender-Rated Goals-Restrictions 
Patterns, PO-Predictors: Final Model.

Patterns Exp(B) Sig.

95% CI for exp(B)

Lower Upper

Deteriorating vs. stable
  PO concerned with victims 0.72 0.04 0.52 0.98
  PO thinks offender will recidivate 0.87 0.35 0.64 1.17
  PO concerned with offenders 1.04 0.86 0.67 1.62
Deteriorating vs. improving
  PO concerned with victims 0.48 0.01 0.27 0.83
  PO thinks offender will recidivate 0.51 0.01 0.32 0.82
  PO concerned with offenders 1.83 0.05 1.00 3.37
Stable vs. improving
  PO concerned with victims 0.67 0.10 0.41 1.08
  PO thinks offender will recidivate 0.59 0.01 0.40 0.87
  PO concerned with offenders 1.76 0.02 1.12 2.78

Note. R2 = .16 (Nagelkerke), .11 (Cox and Snell). Model χ2(6) = 20.24 p < .01. PO = probation officer; 
CI = confidence interval. Data presented in bold indicate p < 0.05.

Table 7.  Multinomial Logistic Regression-Analysis Offender-Rated Goals-Restrictions 
Patterns, Offender-Predictors: Final Model.

Patterns Exp(B) Sig.

95% CI for Exp(B)

Lower Upper

Deteriorating vs. stable
  Offender thinks he or she does not need the 

supervision
1.69 0.00 1.21 2.36

  Addiction 1.17 0.01 1.04 1.31
Deteriorating vs. improving
  Offender thinks he or she does not need the 

supervision
0.98 0.93 0.61 1.58

  Addiction 1.11 0.19 0.95 1.28
Stable vs. improving
  Offender thinks he or she does not need the 

supervision
0.58 0.01 0.40 0.85

  Addiction 0.95 0.40 0.83 1.08

Note. R2 = .23 (Nagelkerke), .17 (Cox and Snell). Model χ2(4) = 25.77 p < .001. CI = confidence 
interval. Data presented in bold indicate p < 0.05.

Goals-Restrictions.  The final models of the multinomial logistic regression of the effects 
on the subscale Goals-Restrictions are shown in Tables 6 and 7. The multivariate 
model of the PO variables explained 16% of the variance in subgroup membership 
(Nagelkerke R2 = .16). If the PO felt concern for victims of crime, the offender more 
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likely belonged to the stable or improving subgroup relative to the deteriorating sub-
group. If the PO was more involved with offenders, the offender less likely belonged 
to the improving subgroup relative to the deteriorating or stable subgroup. If the PO 
thought that the offender will recidivate, the more likely the offender belonged to the 
improving subgroup relative to the deteriorating or stable subgroup. The multivariate 
model of the offender variables explained 23% of the variance in subgroup member-
ship (Nagelkerke R2 = .23). Offenders who doubted the usefulness of the supervision, 
more likely belonged to the improving or deteriorating subgroup relative to the stable 
subgroup. Offenders with problems relating to addiction more likely belonged to the 
deteriorating relative to the stable subgroup.

Reactance.  The final models of the multinomial logistic regression of the effects on the 
subscale Reactance are demonstrated in Tables 8 and 9. The multivariate model of the 

Table 8.  Multinomial Logistic Regression-Analysis Offender-Rated Reactance Patterns, PO-
Predictors.

Patterns Exp(B) Sig.

95% CI for exp(B)

Lower Upper

Deteriorating vs. stable
  PO thinks offender does not need supervision 0.50 0.01 0.29 0.83
Deteriorating vs. improving
  PO thinks offender does not need supervision 0.49 0.03 0.25 0.94
Stable vs. improving
  PO thinks offender does not need supervision 0.98 0.93 0.64 1.51

Note. R2 = .10 (Nagelkerke), .05(Cox and Snell). Model χ2(2) = 8.31 p = .02. PO = probation officer; CI 
= confidence interval. Data presented in bold indicate p < 0.05.

Table 9.  Multinomial Logistic Regression-Analysis Offender-Rated Reactance Patterns, 
Offender-Predictors: Final Model.

Patterns Exp(B) Sig.

95% CI for Exp(B)

Lower Upper

Deteriorating vs. stable
  Offender needs only practical help 1.44 0.08 0.96 2.15
  Addiction 1.16 0.04 1.01 1.33
Deteriorating vs. improving
  Offender needs only practical help 0.97 0.92 0.56 1.67
  Addiction 1.08 0.43 0.90 1.29
Stable vs. improving
  Offender needs only practical help 0.68 0.05 0.46 1.00
  Addiction 0.93 0.31 0.81 1.07

Note. R2 = .15 (Nagelkerke), .08 (Cox and Snell). Model χ2(4) = 12.53 p < .001. CI = confidence 
interval. Data presented in bold indicate p < 0.05.
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PO variables explained 10% of the variance in subgroup membership (Nagelkerke  
R2 = .10). If the POs thought the offender did not need the supervision, the more likely 
the offender belonged to the deteriorating subgroup relative to the stable or improving 
subgroup. The multivariate model of the offender variables explained 15% of the vari-
ance in subgroup membership (Nagelkerke R2 = .15). Offenders who only needed 
practical help were more likely to belong to the improving subgroup than the stable 
subgroup. Offenders with problems relating to addiction were more likely to belong to 
the deteriorating subgroup than to the stable subgroup.

Discussion

The present study is the first to our knowledge to examine predictors of patterns of the 
offender-rated alliance in probation supervision. The study was novel in that it allowed 
for an examination of the association between a variety of pretreatment characteristics 
of the PO and the offender and the course of the offender-rated alliance. The strength 
of this study was the large naturalistic sample of dyads of offender and PO, with scores 
on alliance subscales on two moments in time during the community supervision.

An initial objective of this study was to determine groups of offenders with distinc-
tive patterns of alliance subscales. Of each of the alliance subscale, three subgroups 
were distinguished: those with an improving, a deteriorating, or a stable pattern. Three 
quarters of the offenders started with high initial ratings of the alliance subscales and 
remained stable. A small proportion of the sample showed a different course, starting 
high and decreasing or starting low and increasing. This finding is in line with 
Florsheim et al. (2000) who also found small improving and deteriorating groups.

The second aim of this study was to examine the predictors of the pattern of the 
offender-rated alliance subscales. The most important associations are discussed here. 
The course of the alliance subscales seemed sensitive to demographic factors and atti-
tudes of the PO. However, the effects were small. One year of work experience of the 
PO increased the likelihood of a stable Trust pattern instead of improving Trust pattern 
by 13%. With a male PO, the offenders were more likely to experience an improving 
pattern of Trust instead of a deteriorating or stable pattern. Change of PO had the 
greatest impact; offenders who had a change of PO were 10 times more likely to 
belong to the deteriorating subgroup relative to the improving Trust subgroup. This 
finding supports the common sense opinion that change of PO has an adverse impact 
on the development of the alliance. With a second or third PO, the mutual trust needs 
to be built up again from the outset, and at the same time, the offender has to overcome 
the loss of the previous relationship. This may damage the fragile alliance.

Regarding the attitudes of the POs, offenders of POs who prefer the mandated con-
text over voluntary context, were more likely members of the subgroups with a dete-
riorating Trust and Bond. If the PO felt relieved when the offender did not show up, a 
stable pattern of Trust is less likely for offenders. These results suggest that a PO who 
does not try to hide behind rules and who does not shy away from difficult offenders 
may be better able to form a stable or improving alliance with the offender. The PO 
needs to be supporting if possible, and strict if necessary. A more surprising result is 
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the combination of having concerns about victims of crime resulting in improving pat-
terns of Bond and Goals-Restrictions versus being more concerned about the offender 
resulting in deteriorating or stable patterns of Bond and of Goals-Restrictions. This 
may reflect a need for a certain emotional distance to offenders and awareness of the 
effect of their offenses. The view of Skeem et al. (2007) may provide more under-
standing; Skeem emphasized the importance of the dual-role relationship, referring to 
a relationship comprising a caring and controlling role. In her model of supervision, 
she stressed the need for a balance between being a cop and being a counselor to 
achieve a broad base of power. If the PO is only focused on caring for the offender, he 
or she will probably lose sight on potential risks and be too permissive. Leaning only 
to the side of the cop, the PO will be too authoritarian, which gives less room for trust 
and cooperation. So one-sided extremes may lead to a deterioration of the alliance 
subscales. The balance between care and control has to be intact. Finally regarding the 
PO-related predictors if the PO thinks the offender is not motivated or will recidivate 
again, the offenders were more likely to be in the improving and stable subgroups of 
all alliance subscales. A possible explanation for this finding is that once the PO rec-
ognizes low motivation, he or she will use strategies to increase the motivation of the 
offender, which may result in improved motivation.

With regard to the offender, three domains seem to predict the course of the alliance 
subscales. First, having problems with substance use increased the likelihood of a 
deteriorating pattern of each alliance subscale. Contrary to previous studies (Meier 
et al., 2005), this finding suggests a broad negative impact of an addiction on the alli-
ance building. It may reflect the difficulties the addicted offenders experience in get-
ting addiction under control and reintegrating in society simultaneously (Menger, 
2018). Second, offenders belonging to the stable Trust subgroup had lower (= more 
positive) RISc scores on education and work compared with offenders belonging to 
the deteriorating Trust subgroup. In addition, offenders belonging to the improving 
Trust subgroup had higher (= less positive) RISc scores on mind-set and criminal his-
tory compared with the offenders belonging to the stable and deteriorating Trust sub-
group. This implies that it is possible to improve the alliance with high-risk offenders, 
although it may be difficult at the start of supervision. This result is in contrast with 
Hart and Collins (2014), who found no effect of risk level on alliance, and with 
Kennealy, Skeem, Manchak, and Eno Louden (2012), who found a negative correla-
tion between the single-point Trust score of the DRI-R and risk. The difference may be 
explained by the fact that those studies used a single-point measurement instead of the 
measurement of a pattern of alliance. Third, offenders who were more motivated were 
more likely to be in the stable subgroups of all the alliance subscales. This suggests 
that being motivated for the supervision represents a good potential for a stable alli-
ance. A finding that is connected with motivation is that offenders with a deteriorating 
Reactance pattern stated that they needed more practical help. Previous studies found 
that offenders see their offending behavior as a by-product of practical problems, like 
financial or drug and alcohol problems and want specific assistance with these prob-
lems (Barry, 2000). This finding can provide a possible explanation for the association 
between the low motivation and improving patterns on the other subscales: a lower 
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motivation does not need to imply a deteriorating course of the alliance. When the PO 
is able to identify the needs of the offender, such as practical assistance, that can be the 
beginning of an improving alliance.

Limitations

There are several limitations to this study. First, the POs decided about the eligibility 
of the offender, and this may have caused a selection bias, for example, by limiting the 
inclusion of high-risk offenders. Thus, the group of probation offenders examined here 
may not be representative of all probation offenders. The study sample seemed to have 
a lower level of supervision than the population of the offenders in community super-
vision (Menger, 2018). However, the characteristics of the group of POs are compa-
rable with the population of officers of the Dutch probation organizations (Menger, 
2018). Second, all measures were based upon self-report and are, therefore, subject to 
biases like socially desirable responding. For instance, offenders’ replies to questions 
about the PO can be flattered because the offender mistrusts the investigator’s inde-
pendence. Third, an important limitation of the study was the measurement of several 
of the offender- and PO-related factors. Many of these factors were not composed of 
consistent scales, and the number of potential predictors (consisting of single items 
instead of scales) was large. Consequently, the use of many single-item measures 
would potentially increase the likelihood of measurement errors, although this has 
been corrected by the method of analysis.

Implications

This study showed that the attitude of the PO is associated with the offender’s 
changing perception of the alliance. This emphasizes the importance of the profes-
sionalism of the POs. Developing an attitude that balances supporting and moni-
toring the offender, should be advocated as part of the training of POs. To enhance 
a balanced attitude, regular reflective supervision is needed to stay unprejudiced 
and detached. In particular, a good way to weight the different values and interests 
is by ethical reflection (Pedersen, Hurst, Schildmann, Schuster, & Molewijk, 
2010).

The finding of an association between the change of the PO and the deteriorating 
Trust seems to indicate that differentiating tasks across more than one PO is ineffec-
tive. Building a relationship of trust between the offender and the PO requires a lot of 
effort, from both perspectives. For the offender, it is often difficult to trust someone 
due to their experience with unreliability, which is inherent to crime.

Further research is necessary to find out what kind of training results in desirable 
attitude of the POs. Future studies need to examine more closely the links between the 
attitude of the PO and patterns of alliance and subsequent results of the community 
supervision, such as recidivism. Studies should include the within-person variance and 
focus on the perspectives of both the PO and the offender. To gain more insight in the 
development of the alliance, more than two measurements will be needed.
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Conclusion

In this study, we have been able to associate the characteristics of offenders and 
POs to different patterns of change in the offender-rated working alliance sub-
scales. For the PO, it is important to remain emotionally distant and not to focus too 
much on the side of the victim or the side of the offender, or to make too much use 
of power. In addition, the characteristics of the clients appear to be important for 
the development of a good working alliance. A number of factors are limiting the 
development of a good working alliance, such as addiction, a history of crime or a 
criminal attitude. For these clients, it is difficult to maintain a good working alli-
ance. This study clearly shows that the working alliance is an interplay of two 
participants. A positive contribution from each participant will strengthen the work-
ing alliance. The offenders should be offered continuity to build a trustful relation-
ship and the POs should be offered training or supervision to stay involved at an 
appropriate distance.
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