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Introduction

Quality matters when it comes to the implementation 
of evidence-based practices and correctional pro-
grams designed to reduce offender recidivism. The 
corrections field is replete with examples of ineffective 
implementation strategies that do not adequately ad-
dress the known factors that impede successful imple-
mentation (Whetzel and Johnson, 2019). Oftentimes, 
project managers and planners adopt evidence-based 
curricula or approaches and spend a great deal of time 
on designing sophisticated programs or strategies 
rooted in scientific evidence, only to fall short in their 
implementation. Criminologists tend to view program 
implementation as being at least as important as pro-
gram content, strategy, or intervention itself (Duwe, 
2017; Gendreau, Goggin, & Smith, 1999; Haas, 2013; 
Lipsey & Cullen, 2007).

Factors that impact implementation range from sys-
tem-level issues, including the organizational culture 
itself, to the individual attitudes and orientation of 
correctional staff (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, 
& Wallace, 2005; Haas & DeTardo-Bora, 2009; Haas, 
Hamilton, & Hanley, 2005; Stohr, Hemmens, Collins, 
Iannacchione, Hudson, & Johnson, 2012; Van Voorhis, 
Cullen, Linke, & Wolfe, 1991). These factors can often 
be traced to rather practical or everyday aspects of 
project planning.

Failure on the part of project managers and planners 
to recognize the complexity of a new project often 
leads to poor implementation and fidelity to the pro-
gram model or design. Many of the factors associated 
with implementation problems are rather mundane but 

also quite common. These include:

• Failure to allocate proper or sufficient resources 
to the program or project.

• Poor staff attitudes, orientation, and weak buy-in 
to the innovation.

• Insufficient administrative, leadership, and mana-
gerial involvement and support. 

• Inadequate training to achieve staff competency 
in assigned tasks. 

• Poor communication or collaboration among inte-
gral systems and staff.

• Failure to recognize the most plausible or likely 
barriers to implementation.

• Limited data use to monitor progress, review 
performance, assess and facilitate corrective deci-
sions, and provide feedback to staff.

• Poor adherence to the program model and/or 
evidence-based practice.

This brief provides an illustrative case example of 
how implementation science can be used to inform 
process and performance measures to monitor imple-
mentation. Using a project of the Virginia Department 
of Corrections (VADOC) and the project’s evaluation 
as an example, we examine common factors that are 
known to influence implementation of programs or 
projects and offer an example of how to measure and 
track them through a real-life case study. The aim is to 
offer guidance to project planners, managers, and eval-
uators on how to take our knowledge of implementa-
tion science and translate it into meaningful process 
and performance measures. 
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Key Components of Implementation 
Science

Dean Fixsen and his colleagues at the National Imple-
mentation Research Network (NIRN) define implemen-
tation science as “the study of factors that influence 
the full and effective use of innovations in practice” 
(Blase, Van Dyke, Fixsen, & Wallace Bailey, 2012). 
Drawing on research from a variety of disciplines, 
Fixsen and colleagues at NIRN have not only identified 
many of the factors that facilitate the sound imple-
mentation of new programs or practices, but they 
have developed a model for planning and monitoring 
implementation efforts in the field. Known as the Ac-
tive Implementation Framework, the model describes 
the key stages and drivers of implementation, and it is 
a valuable tool for guiding program implementation ef-
forts in corrections and other criminal justice settings. 
We chose to use NIRN’s Framework to help facili-
tate the implementation of the Automated Response 
Matrix (ARM) project in the Virginia DOC, and more 
specifically as a basis for the creation of measures that 
will help monitor implementation quality and progress 
(see page 3 for a description of the ARM project).

NIRN’s model consists of four Implementation Stag-
es—exploration, installation, initial implementation, 
and full implementation. As a new project, program, or 
innovation progresses through each successive stage, 
it moves from the early assessment of project needs, 
availability of resources (e.g., staffing, space, equip-
ment, training, and organizational supports), the orga-
nization’s readiness for change, leadership and staff 
buy-in, to the development of policies, procedures, 
and data systems to measure performance, reinforce 
accountability, and enable coaching and feedback 
along the way. 

In addition, NIRN’s model cites a series of Implemen-
tation Drivers that underlie the sequential stages. The 
drivers point to known factors that, if not addressed, 
can impede or diminish the quality of implementation. 
Implementation Drivers fall into three categories—
Competency, Organization, and Leadership (see Figure 
1). 

• Competency Drivers include focus on staff se-
lection, training quality, and coaching of staff 
charged with implementing the new ways of do-
ing business. Staff attitudes, receptivity, and belief 
in the usefulness of training, comfort with the 

topic, and ongoing coaching are of central impor-
tance.

• Organization Drivers are characterized by a 
variety of organization-level supports necessary 
for quality implementation. These drivers stress 
the importance of administrative and manageri-
al support for the innovation. Such support can 
play a key role in creating staff buy-in and help to 
ensure proper resources are in place to support 
the innovation. This includes the presence of ade-
quate data systems to support progress reporting, 
performance measurement, and informed adjust-
ments and decision-making.

• Leadership Drivers are both technical and adap-
tive. Technical leadership involves having leaders 
or administrators who are particularly adept at 
managing the change process in the organiza-
tion or system. These problems are often rather 
easy to identify and can be solved by leaders in a 
position of authority. Adaptive challenges can be 
more difficult to identify or define and requires 
more than an authority figure to resolve. Adap-
tive leadership is required where there is little 
agreement and less certainty of the problem and 
solutions. It is critical for identifying problems, 
arriving at shared solutions, motivating staff to 
make necessary changes, and monitoring progress 
toward a solution. 

Figure 1. Model of NIRN’s implementation drivers

These drivers are both integrated and compensatory 
in nature. Implementation drivers are integrated when 
the “philosophy, goals, knowledge, and skills related to 
the specific program or practice are consistently and 
thoughtfully expressed in each driver category” (NIRN, 
n.d.). This prevents the creation of “silos” and helps to 
provide consistency in motive and action across the 
drivers to ensure all actors (i.e., leadership, supervi-
sors, managers, and staff) within the organization are 
“moving in the same direction.” Compensatory“means 
that the skills and abilities not acquired or supported 
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through one driver can be compensated for by the 
use of another driver” (NIRN, n.d.). For example, if the 
selection of staff is restricted due to personnel eligi-
bility or available labor pools, then greater focus can 
be placed on training to compensate for the skills or 
abilities of staff.

In combination, these drivers inform the creation of 
measures and metrics known to influence the quality 
of implementation. In turn, the measures and metrics 
can be used to illustrate and convey whether the orga-
nization and its staff are moving in a direction condu-
cive to full and proper implementation. 

Virginia's Automated Response Matrix: 
A Case Study

VADOC’s Automated Response Matrix (ARM) project 
offers a practical case study to illustrate how the NIRN 
model can inform the creation of process and perfor-
mance measures to track implementation. The key 
drivers are used to gauge the implementation of the 
ARM and its progress, and to find areas that should 
be addressed to maximize the likelihood of successful 
implementation. 

Referred to as contingency management (CM), the 
ARM provides an automated means for community 
supervision officers (CSO) to apply behavioral contin-
gencies in response to an offender’s behavior. CM is 
based on the principles of operant conditioning and is 
considered an evidence-based approach to supervi-
sion. It involves the structured use of incentives (or re-
inforcements), combined with graduated sanctions (or 
a graduated series of sanctions), to encourage offender 
compliance with supervision conditions. Proper use of 
contingencies can serve as a motivator for supervisees 
to take part in treatment programming and follow su-
pervision conditions. There is a tremendous amount of 
empirical evidence that the use of reinforcements can 
modify human behavior (Baldwin & Baldwin, 2001).

To streamline guidance to CSOs on the use of behav-
ioral contingencies, the ARM is accessible online and 
embedded into VADOC’s case management data sys-
tem (CORIS). The system further simplifies VADOC’s 
efforts to monitor the use of incentives or sanctions 
among CSOs. It also supplies the necessary data to 
monitor CSO compliance and evaluate relative impact 
of incentives and sanctions on case outcomes (Haas, 
2019).

Prior to the ARM, the use of technology to guide the 
consistent use of graduated sanctions and prosocial 
incentives was not available. As a result, less specif-
ic guidance was given to CSOs on the application of 
incentives and sanctions in response to behaviors 
(Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2017). The 
ARM is expected to lead to greater consistency among 
officers in their application of behavioral contingencies 
and increase the use of incentives in the supervision 
and treatment of offenders in the community. The 
hope is that it will lead to a reduction in the number of 
technical violations, jail admissions, and the commis-
sion of new offenses.

A Framework for Measuring Performance

Based on NIRN’s implementation science model, 
this case study illustrates how project managers and 
planners can use a survey approach, combined with 
a systematic review of program documents and oth-
er materials, to gauge the quality of implementation. 
The CSO ARM Implementation Survey captures key 
indicators at the Initial Implementation Stage and is 
designed to be repeated through Full Implementation. 
Per NIRN’s guidance, Full Implementation is achieved 
when a minimum of 50% of CSOs have met VADOC’s 
fidelity criteria, and the ARM is in full operation for 
more than 6 months with all operational issues re-
solved. The survey was administered within 3 months 
of initial implementation (i.e., VADOC’s ARM training 
and CSOs beginning to use the system). 

The measurement of these process and performance 
measures are part of a broader, 5-year implementation 
and outcome evaluation of the ARM and the impact of 
incentives and sanctions on case outcomes. The eval-
uation is designed to a) inform the early development 
and deployment of the ARM, b) examine officer deci-
sion-making and their use of incentives and sanctions, 
and c) assess the impact of officer decision-making on 
outcomes (e.g., violations, revocation, and recidivism). 
It also assesses any cost savings associated with the 
reduction of jail and prison admissions. The larger 
evaluation involves multiple modes of data collection 
in addition to the document and material reviews and 
the CSO survey.

The evaluation design consists of CSOs in 10 treat-
ment probation and parole districts (i.e., CSOs trained 
on the ARM and actively using the system) and 10 
comparison districts (i.e., no training nor use of the 
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ARM) stratified by district size and geographic lo-
cation in the state. The inclusion of the comparison 
group allows for analytic comparison on the key 
indicators over time and across study groups. All CSOs 
with active supervision caseloads in each district were 
eligible for the survey, except for top district execu-
tives (chiefs and their deputies).

Constructing the Measures

The CSO ARM Implementation Survey captures the 
three categories of implementation drivers—compe-
tency, organization, and leadership. We use a combi-
nation of pre-existing scales and measures developed 
by the author. All scales achieved a Cronbach alpha of 
.70 or higher, which shows a high degree of internal 
consistency or reliability. Policies and procedures, the 
ARM User’s Manual and related guidance, training 
protocols, and a monthly tracking sheet are the focus 
of the evaluator’s document reviews.

The CSO ARM Implementation Survey captures the 
three categories of implementation drivers—compe-
tency, organization, and leadership. We use a combi-
nation of pre-existing scales and measures developed 
by the author. All scales achieved a Cronbach alpha of 
.70 or higher, which shows a high degree of internal 
consistency or reliability. Policies and procedures, the 
ARM User’s Manual and related guidance, training 
protocols, and a monthly tracking sheet are the focus 
of the evaluator’s document reviews.

Although drivers are integrated and compensatory, for 
the purpose of this discussion and ease of presenta-
tion, we consider each driver separately, in terms of its 
constructs and the measures derived from them. We 
begin with a discussion of organization drivers.

The Measurement of Organizational Drivers

The Organization category consists of three driv-
ers—systems interventions, facilitative administration, 
and decision support data systems (see Figure 2). 
The systems interventions driver refers to managerial 
supports that leadership can provide. They work to 
remove system barriers by working with groups that 
are both internal and external to the organization. 
This requires maintaining focused leadership, work-
ing through necessary policy and procedural changes, 
overcoming threats to fidelity and sustainability, and 
staying connected with implementers at multiple lev-
els of the organization. The facilitative administration 
driver refers to executive staff who have the authority 
to change structures, roles, and functions within an 
entire organization. They routinely interact with out-
side organizations and look for ways to support staff’s 
use of an innovation such as the ARM. Facilitative 
administrators work to reduce barriers to implementa-
tion and secure the necessary resources and supports 

CATEG0RY DRIVERS INDICATORS

Organizational
Drivers

System
Interventions

Facilitative
Administration

Decision
Support Data

Systems

CORIS Update with 
ARM

Barriers to Use 
Administration 
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Manual Trainers and 

"Super- Users" 
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Technical
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Figure 2. Driver Category, Drivers, and ARM pro-
cesses and performance indicators 
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to make a project successful. The decision support 
data systems driver encourages the use of data to 
drive decision-making, preferably at every level of the 
organization.  

A combination of document reviews and the CSO’s 
survey were used to examine each of the three orga-
nization drivers. VADOC followed the tenets of the 
NIRN implementation science model closely to guide 
early planning related to establishing data systems 
and ample administrative and leadership supports 
and training. To meet the goal of aligning policies and 
practices with science, VADOC leadership were en-
gaged from the start of the project. Project planners, in 
collaboration with executive leadership, key program 
administrators, and project managers, established a 
SMART Supervision Steering Committee to consider 
policy and procedural changes, technical aspects of 
the ARM integration into CORIS, data needs, and cre-
ated a “dashboard” to measure key indicators of ARM 
use by CSOs.

Once leadership was oriented to the project, efforts 
were made to create buy-in at the officer level by iden-
tifying “super-users” from each of the probation and 
parole districts. As content experts, super-users were 
involved in every aspect of ARM development and 
implementation (e.g., system customization, training 
facilitators, system testing and feedback). The SMART 
Committee and super-users created an ARM User’s 
Manual to supply clear instructions to district chiefs 
and CSOs on how to navigate the ARM and enter the 
required information. Additionally, staff teams were set 
up to create learning plans to educate staff on the use 
of both incentives and sanctions as an evidence-based 
correctional practice and their relationship to evi-
dence-based practices (e.g., Risk-Needs-Responsivity 
principles, assessment, collaborative and strengths-
based approaches to case management). Following a 
series of workshops built on the learning plans, there 
were other trainings on the technical aspects of the 
system and how officers would complete the ARM 
within CORIS.

Progress and performance on these key aspects of im-
plementation were observed through regular check-ins 
with super-users and district chiefs and deputies. As 
independent evaluators, we continue to use monthly 
evaluation meetings and quarterly SMART Committee 
meetings to monitor the status of the ARM’s integra-
tion into CORIS, modification in policies and proce-

Time and workload constraints

The ARM can't be used in a time-efficient way.
I don't have ample time to properly use the ARM.
The ARM takes too much time to complete.
Oftentimes my job is too busy for me to use the 
ARM.

Caseload
Caseload size makes it difficult to correctly use the 
ARM.

I believe the ARM is too burdensome to use with my 
caseload.

dures, ongoing trainings, and presentations provided 
to VADOC leadership and district chiefs and deputies. 
The dashboard was created to monitor CSOs use of 
the ARM and captures several key indicators of use, in-
cluding the number of incentive and violation respons-
es, the behaviors associated with the contingencies 
provided by CSOs, court cases, and the number and 
percentages of supervisees. These metrics are calcu-
lated at both the officer and district levels and updated 
on a monthly basis.

We used the CSO survey to supplement the dash-
board metrics at the organization level. Namely, we 
assess the degree to which “barriers” (i.e., obstacles 
to implementation) are likely to be influencing CSO’s 
use of the ARM. The presence or absence of barriers 
reflect leadership’s ability to deal with obstacles that 
can hamper full implementation. CSOs are less likely 
to use the ARM to its fullest potential if they perceive 
either internal or external barriers to its use. 

For the ARM project, barriers may come in the form of 
weak support from VADOC leadership or the courts 
and its actors. Other barriers include CSO time con-
straints, caseload levels, too few incentives available 
for use, or a lack of resources. We captured barriers 
across multiple categories and created an overall 
barrier composite measure for analytic purposes. De-
veloped by the author, Figure 3 shows the categories, 
scales, and individual items used to capture potential 
barriers to CSOs’ use of the ARM.

Figure 3. Categories, scales, and individual items for 
barriers to ARM use*
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* Likert response options include “very strongly disagree,” “disagree,” 
“somewhat disagree,” “somewhat agree,” “agree,” “very strongly agree.”

The Measurement of Leadership Drivers

The Leadership category consists of two drivers—
technical and adaptive (see Figure 2). The presence 
of both is necessary for managing the change process 
and problems effectively, arriving at shared solutions, 
motivating staff to make the necessary changes, and 
monitoring progress toward a solution. We measured 
and produced metrics via the survey using a selec-
tion of modified, pre-existing scales from the Imple-
mentation Leadership Scale (ILS) (Aarons, Ehrhart, 
& Farahnak, 2014). Originally developed to evaluate 
implementation leadership related to evidence-based 
practices, the ILS captures the following four content 
domains:

• Proactive measures the extent to which agency 
leadership establishes clear standards and devel-
ops plans and obstacles to facilitate implementa-
tion of the ARM.

• Perseverant measures the extent to which agency 
leadership perseveres through ups and downs, 
carries on through challenges, and reacts to critical 

issues regarding implementation of the ARM.
• Knowledge measures the extent to which agency 

leadership is knowledgeable about the ARM and is 
able to answer questions from staff as they arise.

• Supportive measures the extent to which agency 
leadership supports staff to use the ARM and to 
learn more about the ARM, and recognizes and 
appreciates employee efforts in using the ARM.

Figure 4. Modified Implementation Leadership Scale 
(ILS) and items to measure ARM administrative and 
leadership supports*

In most instances, the court will not follow the rec-
ommendations I make using the ARM.

My case decisions with the ARM will not be support-
ed by the court.

Lack of resources
I haven't been given ample resources to successfully 
implement the ARM.

Availability of incentives
There are too few options for incentives in my dis-
trict for the ARM to be useful.

Leadership Support
My organizational leaders will not support the deci-
sions I make using the ARM.

CSO beliefs
I don't believe the challenges to using the ARM can 
be overcome.

The amount of effort it takes to use the ARM is too 
much.

My organizational Leaders...

Proactive
• have developed a plan to facilitate the implemen-

tation of the ARM.
• have removed obstacles to the implementation 
       of the ARM.
• have established clear department standards for 

the implementation of the ARM.

Knowledgeable
• are knowledgeable about the ARM.
• are able to answer my questions about the ARM.
• know what they are talking about when it comes 

to the ARM.

Supportive
• recognize and appreciate employee efforts to-

ward successful implementation of the ARM.
• support employee efforts to learn more about the 

ARM.
• support employee efforts to use the ARM.

Perserverant
• carry on through the challenges of implementing 

the ARM.
• react to critical issues regarding the implementa-

tion of the ARM by openly and effectively ad-
dressing the problem(s).

* Likert response options include “very strongly disagree,” “disagree,” 
“somewhat disagree,” “somewhat agree,” “agree,” “very strongly agree.”
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• Support for Rehabilitation captures the degree to 
which CSOs believe in the efficacy of treatment 
and support it as a goal of corrections.

• Efficacy of Incentives measures CSOs’ beliefs in 
the effectiveness of incentives or reinforcements 
to influence or change behavior. 

• Dual-Role Relationships Inventory-Revised 
(DRI-R) is used to measure the degree to which 
CSOs approach supervisees in a collaborative, 
caring manner characterized by trust and fairness. 

• Strengths-Based Approach measures the de-
gree to which CSOs look to identify supervisees’ 
strengths, uses supervisees’ strengths as a tool to 
motivate, looks for strengths in supervisees, and 
seeks the supervisees’ participation in developing 
case plans.

• CSO Training ARM Competency measures CSOs’ 
belief that they received adequate training, are 
comfortable using the ARM, find it easy to use, 
and are clear on the steps required to complete 
the ARM. 

• Support for the ARM is a direct measure of CSOs’ 
support for the adoption and use of the ARM. It 
captures CSOs’ belief that the ARM is a good idea 
for their office, appropriate for the offender pop-
ulation they supervise, and useful in the manage-
ment of their cases.

Table 1 displays the scales, sources, and items used to 
measure the Competency Driver category. The scales 
and items are divided into attitudes and orientation, 
case management approach, training competency, and 
support for the ARM. In combination, these scales and 
items capture the selection, training, and feedback 
drivers through indicators of CSOs’ buy-in or support 
for the ARM and evidence-based case management 
approaches.

The Measurement of Competency Drivers

The Competency category consists of three drivers—
selection, training, and coaching (see Figure 2). These 
drivers underscore the importance of CSOs feeling 
confident in the use of the ARM. They also point to a 
need for CSOs to understand why use of the ARM is 
important from an evidence-based perspective. VA-
DOC recognized this in the development of its learn-
ing plans and trainings; therefore, we measured both 
training competency regarding CSO’s prepared\ness 
for implementing the technical aspects of the ARM as 
well as the underlying attitudes and beliefs that can 
impact ARM use and support. 

Staff attitudes and orientation are of special impor-
tance among these drivers. It is not always possible for 
correctional agencies and organizations to control staff 
selection stringently. As a result, project managers and 
planners often must compensate for CSOs attitudes 
that run counter to ARM implementation through 
extensive training, feedback, and oversight. 

Staff attitudes and orientation can make or break the 
success of an innovation by influencing behavior. For 
instance, officer beliefs in relation to the efficacy of 
reinforcements, treatment, and rehabilitation can run 
counter to the use of the ARM and result in less use. 
CSOs who are more human service oriented and sup-
portive of rehabilitation are likely to back the use of 
the ARM. Likewise, CSOs who believe incentives can 
be a useful tool to change behavior are also likely to be 
supportive of the ARM.

Maximizing the use of the ARM requires CSOs to en-
gage supervisees in a collaborative, caring manner that 
builds mutual trust and respect, thereby rewarding 
the positive while holding supervisees accountable for 
supervision violations. CSOs opposed to collaborative 
and strengths-based approaches to case management 
may be less likely to use incentives and in turn the 
ARM. 

To capture the training, attitudinal, and case manage-
ment dynamics of the competency drivers, we used 
a combination of new and previously used modified 
scales.

• Human Services Orientation measures the extent 
to which CSOs are oriented toward a human ser-
vice approach to case management. 
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Table 1. Competency driver scales, sources, and items

Scales and Source Items

ATTITUDES AND ORIENTATIONS

Human Service Orientationa

Robinson, Porporino & 
Simourd, 1993
 

I prefer a job that gives me the opportunity to help people solve their problems.

I can get a lot of satisfaction from working with people who are less fortunate than I am.

For me, a job that involves talking to people about their problems is more meaningful than a 
job that involves only casual contact with other people.

Work that allows me to help other people makes me feel like I am really making a difference.

I don't necessarily have to work with people in order to feel like I'm making a contribution.

If I was to start looking for a new career tomorrow, I'd probably look for work in one of the 
helping professions.

Administrative work is OK, as long as it contributes to solving the major problems in society.

Generally, I tend to get more satisfaction from working with people than from other parts of 
my job.

Support for Rehabilitationa

Cullen, Lutze, Link, & 
Wolfe, 1989

All rehabilitation programs have done is to allow offenders who deserve to be punished to 
get off easily.

Rehabilitating a offender is just as important as making an offender pay for his or her crime.

The most effective and humane solution to the crime problem in America is to make a 
strong effort to rehabilitate offenders.

We should stop viewing offenders as victims of society who deserve to be rehabilitated and 
start paying more attention to the victims of these offenders.

The only way to reduce crime in our society is to punish offenders, not try to rehabilitate 
them.

I would support expanding the rehabilitation programs with offenders that are now being 
undertaken in our prisons.

One of the reasons why rehabilitation programs often fail with offenders is because they are 
under-funded; if enough money were available, these programs would work.

The rehabilitation of adult offenders just does not work. ®

The rehabilitation of offenders has proven to be a failure. ®

Efficacy of Incentivesa

Author
 

I am sure that using incentives improves the behavior of offenders.

I believe the use of incentives results in the best outcomes for offenders.

Incentives are important for changing the behavior of offenders.

Incentives are more important than sanctions for influencing an offender’s behavior.

Incentives do little to change the behavior of offenders. ®

I believe incentives are necessary for changing offender behavior.

Use of incentives can change the behavior of offenders.

The benefits of giving offenders more incentives will be minimal. ®
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Scales and Source Items

CASE MANAGEMENT APPROACH 

Caring-Fairnessb

Skeem, Louden, Polaschek, 
& Camp, 2007

 

I explain to offenders what they are supposed to do and why it would be good to do it.

I try very hard to do the right thing by offenders on my caseload.

When the offender has trouble doing what is required, I talk to them and listen to what they 
have to say.

If the offenders on my caseload break the rules, I calmly explain to them what has to be 
done and why.

I am enthusiastic and optimistic with the offenders on my caseload.

I encourage the offender to work together with me.

I take into consideration the unique situation of offenders when deciding what they need to 
do.

I am really devoted to helping offenders I supervise overcome their problems.

I am very warm and friendly with all offenders.

I treat all offenders fairly.

I really care about the personal concerns of offenders on my caseload.

I praise the offenders for the good things they do.

When offenders on my caseload are going in a bad direction, I talk with them before taking 
serious action.

I genuinely want to help the offenders on my caseload.

I consider the views of offenders on my caseload.

I give offenders enough room to voice complaints.

I take enough time to understand the offenders on my caseload.

I take offenders needs into account when supervising them.

I show the offender respect in absolutely all of my dealings with them.

Trustb

Skeem, Louden, Po-
laschek,& Camp, 2007

I trust offenders to be honest with me.

Offenders on my caseload feel free to discuss with me the things that worry them.

Offenders on my caseload seem to feel safe enough to be open and honest with me.

I know that I can trust offenders on my caseload.

Toughnessb

Skeem, Louden, Polaschek 
& Camp, 2007

Given my job, I make tough demands of the offenders on my caseload.

Offenders on my caseload seem worried that I am looking to punish them.

If they do something wrong, I put them down to prevent the problem from happening again.

I expect offenders to do things independently and don’t help them too much.

I talk down to offenders on my caseload.
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Scales and Source Items

CASE MANAGEMENT APPROACH 

Strengths-based Approachc

Ameen, Loeffler-Cobia, 
Clawson, & Guevara, 2010

 

I explain to offenders what they are supposed to do and why it would be good to do it.

I try very hard to do the right thing by offenders on my caseload.

When the offender has trouble doing what is required, I talk to them and listen to what they 
have to say.

If the offenders on my caseload break the rules, I calmly explain to them what has to be 
done and why.

I am enthusiastic and optimistic with the offenders on my caseload.

I encourage the offender to work together with me.

I take into consideration the unique situation of offenders when deciding what they need to 
do.

I am really devoted to helping offenders I supervise overcome their problems.

I am very warm and friendly with all offenders.

I treat all offenders fairly.

I really care about the personal concerns of offenders on my caseload.

I praise the offenders for the good things they do.

When offenders on my caseload are going in a bad direction, I talk with them before taking 
serious action.

I genuinely want to help the offenders on my caseload.

I consider the views of offenders on my caseload.

I give offenders enough room to voice complaints.

I take enough time to understand the offenders on my caseload.

I take offenders needs into account when supervising them.

I show the offender respect in absolutely all of my dealings with them.

CSO TRAINING AND SUPPORT FOR THE ARM

CSO Training Competencya

Author

I learned enough about the ARM before I had to use it in my work.

I am comfortable using the ARM.

I am clear about the steps necessary to complete the ARM.

I received adequate training on the ARM.

The ARM is easy to use.

I am sure that I can properly use the ARM.

I’m not clear on how to use the ARM. ®

Support for the ARMa

(Author)

The ARM is a good idea for our office.

I am satisfied that the ARM is appropriate for this offender population.

I support the ARM initiative.

The ARM is useful for managing my caseload.

® represents the item is reversed; a Likert response options include “very strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “somewhat disagree,” “somewhat 
agree,” “agree,” “very strongly agree” b “never,” rarely,” “occasionally,” “sometimes,” “often.” “very often,” “always” c “not at all,” “rarely,” 
“sometimes,” “most of the time,” “always” 
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managers and planners to consider as they work to 
improve the chances of successful implementation. 
Consideration might be given to what can feasibly be 
done to either reduce the time it takes to complete 
the ARM or work with leadership to find ways to make 
time more manageable for CSOs. Such solutions may 
result in greater ARM support among CSOs and im-
prove implementation quality. 

These findings led to conversations among the SMART 
Steering Committee, VADOC leadership, district 
chiefs, and the evaluator on how best to tackle CSOs’ 
concerns.

Table 2. CSO reported level of support and perceived 
barriers to ARM use at baseline

Performance Measure Mean* SD

Barriers to ARM Use

 Time and workload 4.17 1.23

 Low court support 3.57 1.26

 Lack of leadership support  2.14 0.96

 Too few incentives 3.27 1.40

 Lack of resources 2.96 1.32

 Barriers composite 3.67 0.99

Support for the ARM

CSO ARM Support 3.51 1.43

* Higher mean scores indicate a greater perceived barrier on the 
part of CSOs; SD = Standard deviation

VADOC continues to use the baseline findings from 
the CSO survey to steer activities to improve on the 
baseline metrics. The SMART Steering Committee be-
gan to explore ways to bolster efforts to reduce time 
and workload concerns of CSOs and mitigate officers’ 
feelings of a lack of support from courts in the proba-
tion and parole districts. Similar metrics from the sur-
vey were used to develop strategies to address other 
concerns. All these efforts continue, and subsequent 
administrations of the survey will determine whether 
the “needle” or metric for each barrier has moved in a 
direction indicative of improved implementation.

Assessing the Quality of Implementation Across Study 
Groups. As previously described, we established a 
comparison group of CSOs without exposure to the 

Constructing the Measures
It is beyond the scope of this brief to review all the 
results; however, a couple of examples from the CSO 
survey help to illustrate how performance metrics can 
be used to assess implementation. Early evaluation 
activities centered on the early development and de-
ployment of the ARM. NIRN’s implementation science 
model was used as a guide for assessing these early 
processes, including the review of early training pro-
tocols, the contents of learning plans, and the devel-
opment of policies and procedures. As noted above, 
the survey was administered after the ARM trainings 
and CSOs began using the ARM in practice (i.e., Initial 
Implementation). This was the first of three planned 
survey administrations over the course of the evalua-
tion period. We designed the survey to measure both 
the processes associated with ARM implementation 
and generate performance metrics both over time and 
across study groups.

Assessing Quality of Implementation Over Time. To 
examine change over time, we first used the drivers 
and their indicators to create performance metrics 
at baseline. A series of univariate metrics (i.e., mean, 
standard deviation, frequency, and percentages) were 
calculated for each indicator. As part of the broader 
evaluation, metrics were calculated for both the scales 
and the individual items that comprise each scale. 
Likewise, results were presented for the total sample 
of CSOs and by probation and parole district with the 
total sample serving as the average or “norm” across 
districts. For the purposes of this brief, however, we 
limit our discussion to the scale results at baseline (see 
Table 2).  

The results in Table 2 provide an example of how 
we used knowledge of implementation drivers and 
specific metrics to assess impediments to the use of 
the ARM. For ease of interpretation, each scale was 
standardized with a minimum and maximum mean 
score value of 1 to 6. This helps to figure out which 
barriers pose more or less of an obstacle to implemen-
tation. Higher mean values reflect a greater perceived 
barrier to implementation. As depicted in Table 2, the 
results show that some barriers are more of an obsta-
cle to implementation than others. For instance, CSO 
responses suggest time and workload concerns, too 
few incentives, and lack of perceived support from 
the courts are potential barriers to implementation. 
This information supplies potential targets for program 
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Table 3. T-test comparison of CSO attitudes and ori-
entation and case management approach

Indicators Tx C t

Attitudes and Orientation

Human service orientation 4.17 1.23

Support for rehabilitation 3.57 1.26

Efficacy of  incentives 2.14 0.96

Case Management Approach

Dual-role  Relationship 
Inventory (DRI-R) 3.27 1.40

Caring 2.96 1.32

Trust 3.67 0.99

Strengths-based  approach 3.51 1.43

* p < .05; Tx = treatment group; C = comparison group; t = t-score

Like the earlier example, each scale was standardized 
with a minimum and maximum mean score value of 1 
to 6. For analytic purposes, we also create a composite 
measure for the DRI-R. This is worth noting because 
we can see relatively high mean scores on some 
indicators compared to others. For instance, we see 
mean scores above 4 for all attitude and orientation 
measures and for “caring” and the composite mea-
sure of the DRI-R indicator. Lower mean scores are 
shown for CSOs’ use of a strengths-based approach 
to case supervision and trust in the supervisee. These 
baseline scores can be used to access change in these 
indicators over time as project managers and planners 
continue with information dissemination activities 
and trainings designed to create greater buy-in among 
CSOs.

In addition, the results of the t-tests show no dif-
ference in the mean attitudes or case supervision 
approaches between the treatment and comparison 
groups. This is a sign that the trainings did not make a 
difference in the CSOs’ attitudes, nor did it influence 
officer approaches to supervision; however, this find-
ing might be due in part to the relatively high mean 
scores on each scale for both groups. Nevertheless, 
this is an example of how implementation drivers can 
be used to inform indicators, and result in key process 
and performance metrics to assess and monitor imple-
mentation quality.

ARM as part of the broader evaluation. A comparison 
group allows for another basis of comparison to assess 
implementation quality. 

Successful implementation of the ARM requires CSOs 
to be proficient in many aspects of case management 
and supervision. It is necessary to know how to com-
plete the technical aspects of the ARM as well as deliv-
er incentives and sanctions effectively (e.g., effective 
approval and disapproval techniques). Additionally, it 
requires CSOs to establish rapport with supervisees 
that is conducive to learning and behavior modifica-
tion. CSOs are encouraged to foster collaborative, 
caring relationships with supervisees that are charac-
terized by mutual respect. They may also choose to 
recognize and work with both the needs and strengths 
of supervisees to reduce technical violations and im-
prove other case outcomes.

As part of the ARM training, the VADOC learning plans 
built in information on the importance of reinforce-
ments or incentives and other evidence-based practic-
es related to the effective use of the ARM. This infor-
mation was intended to educate and/or refresh CSOs’ 
understanding of the research evidence behind the use 
of reinforcements, graduated sanctions, and behavior 
change. Given that we know that attitudes can impact 
implementation, it was hoped that such information 
would encourage the use of incentives and augment 
CSOs’ support of the ARM. 

As a result, we assessed whether the trainings had a 
positive influence on CSOs’ beliefs and approach to 
supervision. To test for any differences between the 
two study groups, we calculated means and conducted 
a series of independent sample t-tests. Performance 
metrics include a comparison of means, standard devi-
ations, and the resultant t-test statistic (see Table 3). 
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Conclusion

In recent years, the field of implementation science 
has offered a great deal of guidance for correctional 
professionals tasked with assessing and monitoring 
project or program performance. This has helped 
project managers and planners design approaches for 
identifying and measuring the factors most closely 
related to implementation. Using an actual project 
developed by the Virginia Department of Corrections, 
we offered an example of how implementation science 
can be used to inform the identification and selection 
of performance metrics. 

Our approach began with a close look at the Imple-
mentation Stages and Drivers identified by the NIRN 
Active Implementation Framework. We illustrated 
how to translate the constructs into specific scientific 
measures useful for both assessing and monitoring 
implementation quality. To assess performance based 
on NIRN’s model, we conducted a systematic review 
of early planning documents and combined this infor-
mation with results of a survey of CSOs. In combina-
tion, these two sources of data allowed us to examine 
quality at the initial implementation stage, with plans 
to repeat the survey periodically through full imple-
mentation. This process will allow us to gauge imple-
mentation over time and across study groups. Addi-
tionally, these process measures will be used as control 
variables as we seek to assess and interpret case 
outcomes. We hope that this case study will assist 
other jurisdictions in their efforts to design, implement, 
and monitor the performance of innovative projects or 
programs. 
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