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List of abbreviations

Abbreviation Full text

MCRI Murdoch Children’s Research Institute

AEDC Australian Early Development Census

SES Socio-economic status

GIRFTS Getting it Right from the Start

RTI Response to intervention
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Background
Educational attainment is recognised as the most influential social determinant of lifelong physical 
and mental health, and school engagement predicts later social, emotional and economic 
wellbeing. However, even at the start of primary school, there are significant inequities in health 
and development. The Australian Early Development Census (AEDC), a nationwide measure of early 
childhood development completed by teachers on all children at school entry, has shown significant 
socio-economic status (SES)-based disparities across all key areas of early childhood development. 
Specifically, the AEDC 2021 results clearly show that children in areas of greatest SES disadvantage 
have the highest rates of developmental vulnerability in the language and cognitive domains compared 
to those in the most advantaged areas. These recognised inequities are also reflected in later schooling 
and do not resolve but increase over time (Goss et al., 2016; Mullis et al., 2017).

The Alice Springs (Mparntwe) Education Declaration (Department of Education, Skills and 
Employment, 2019) emphasises the need for education to be equitable. The use of a response 
to intervention (RTI) framework can help schools support as many students as possible in the classroom 
through high-quality evidence-based instruction. This is in addition to identifying and subsequently 
providing increasing and more intensive support at different ‘tiers’ for children who are at risk of 
developing learning difficulties. RTI is a conceptual framework centred around using student outcome 
data and a problem-solving process to drive decisions around classroom instruction and support 
(RTI Action Network, n.d.).

Getting it Right from the Start (GIRFTS) aims to evaluate whether a specifically designed RTI approach 
for oral language and reading instruction targeted to the early years of school can improve children’s 
language and reading when compared with usual teaching practice by the beginning of Grade 2. 
Acknowledging that learning challenges persist – or increase – over time, the goal is to address the 
needs of children at risk of learning difficulties early so that we can be ‘getting it right from the start’.

In addition to measuring student outcomes in oral language and literacy in Grade 2, GIRFTS will also 
undertake a comprehensive implementation and process evaluation to examine the effectiveness 
and fidelity of RTI implementation within schools, and the barriers and enablers of implementation that 
impact on its success. This includes an examination of schools’ readiness for change and its impact 
on implementation and student outcomes. While our findings focus on the RTI framework, they also have 
relevance to the greater knowledge base related to implementation science in an education setting.

Readiness for change

Readiness for change is the developmental process by which an organisation increases its capacity 
and willingness to engage in a new activity (Peterson, 2013). A high level of readiness for change has 
long been theorised by implementation practitioners and scholars across multiple disciplines as a critical 
component of implementation success. Researchers speculate that developing a better understanding 
of the factors that influence organisational readiness for change is vital if we want to better understand 
implementation variability, as well as for enhancing the scale up of interventions as they move into new 
settings and contexts.
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With the aim of better understanding variations in schools’ readiness to implement RTI, a measure 
of organisational readiness for change was included in the 2022 baseline School Staff Training Survey 
as part of the GIRFTS project. This survey was only distributed to schools implementing RTI in 2022. 
These schools are known as Cohort 1.

A scoping review was conducted focusing on readiness for change instruments that had been used 
in educational settings. Forty-seven articles were included in the review, but a fit for purpose instrument 
was not discovered. Instead, using the constructs and items identified in the review as most likely 
to influence school staff readiness for change, a measure consisting of 22 items across 10 constructs was 
designed. The 10 included constructs are: Buy-in, Peer support, Leadership support, Perception of need, 
Tolerable stress levels, Tolerable workload levels, Openness to change, Resources, Tolerable effort 
and Self-efficacy. Table 1 provides a definition of each of the constructs.

Table 1: Definitions of the 10 constructs included in the baseline readiness for change measure

Construct Definition

Buy-in A belief that the program addresses a need for students and is an 
improvement on current practice.

Peer support When individuals at the same level within a school provide each other with 
knowledge, resources, experience, emotional, social and/or practical help 
to implement the program.

Leadership support When leaders within a school provide their staff with knowledge, resources, 
experience, emotional, social and/or practical help to implement the program.

Perception of need An individual’s belief that the program is desirable and/or useful for the 
school community.

Tolerable  
stress level

An emotional and physical response that an individual feels when they 
experience something new, unexpected or when they feel they have little 
control over a situation.

Tolerable 
workload level

An individual’s perception of the amount of work that is expected or that they 
have been assigned.

Self-efficacy An individual’s belief in their ability to perform a set of behaviours to produce 
a specified outcome.

Resources An individual’s perception that they have access to staff and/or materials 
to implement the program.

Openness 
to change

An individual’s willingness to alter a current behaviour or belief.

Tolerable 
effort level

An individual’s perception of the amount of effort they will be required 
to expend to produce a specified outcome.
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The 22 items were scored on a 6-point Likert scale (Strongly Agree, Agree, Somewhat Agree, 
Somewhat Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree) with a seventh option ‘I don’t know’ also included.

For each school, a score for each item was determined with Strongly Agree scored as 6, 
Strongly Disagree as 1 and ‘I don’t know’ as 0. As per the measure’s protocol, 3 items were reverse 
scored. To determine the score for each readiness for change construct, the score of each item 
or items within the construct was averaged by the number of survey respondents at each school 
(including ‘I don’t know’ responses).

Key findings
A total of 32 school staff from the 9 Cohort 1 schools completed the readiness for change items included 
in the baseline 2022 Staff Training Survey.

Development of a readiness profile for each Cohort 1 school

Each school’s baseline readiness for change data was analysed to determine the school’s readiness profile. 
The readiness profile for each Cohort 1 school is the sum of the average of the 10 readiness for change 
constructs for the individual school. The higher the readiness profile score, the more likely the school 
is to be ready for change, with the highest possible score being 60. Figure 1 shows the readiness 
profiles in ranked order.

Figure 1: Ranked readiness profiles of Cohort 1 schools
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As Figure 1 indicates, School E has the highest readiness profile, while School C has the lowest 
readiness profile. This suggests that School E is more ready to implement the GIRFTS intervention 
than School C and is therefore likely to experience fewer barriers to implementation than School C. 
However, further research is planned to determine if this baseline prediction is accurate and if 
the variations in the baseline readiness profiles are significant – i.e., if the 7.41-point difference 
between School E and School G translates into a measurable difference in implementation success 
(See Next steps for further details).

Identified barriers for change in Cohort 1 schools

The baseline readiness for change data were further analysed to determine the barriers to change 
experienced across the Cohort 1 schools. Each barrier to change is the sum of the average of each 
individual school’s score for each of the 10 readiness for change constructs. The results of this analysis, 
as shown in Figures 2 and 3, indicate that inaccuracies will occur if data from multiple schools are 
combined to predict the relative order of barriers to change at the school level. 

Figure 2 ranks the barriers to change across the Cohort 1 schools, with the total average score of each 
of the 10 readiness for change constructs summed and ordered. A lower score indicates a lower level 
of readiness for change being reported by the schools, and hence is considered a higher barrier for 
change. Figure 2 predicts that 2 constructs – Tolerable workload and Tolerable stress – are likely to 
be the most significant barriers that Cohort 1 schools will face in supporting their staff to increase their 
readiness for change, with both constructs scoring significantly lower scores than the remaining 8 
constructs. In contrast, there is only a 7-point difference between the predicted third-highest barrier – 
Self-efficacy – and the lowest barrier – Perception of need.

Figure 2: Ranked barriers to change across Cohort 1 schools
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Comparing Figure 2 to Figure 3 demonstrates the importance of using school-specific data to identify 
barriers to change within each school. Figure 3 provides a box and whisker representation of the 
10 readiness for change constructs, overlaid with the result for each individual school plotted against 
the graph. Construct scores for School C – the school with the lowest readiness profile – are highlighted 
in Figure 3 as the dark green square.

Figure 3 demonstrates that it is preferable to review each school’s barriers to change using their 
individual data rather than using overall cohort data to predict barriers for change within a school. 
Focusing on School C as an example, Tolerable stress and Tolerable workload are ranked as the 
2 highest barriers to change. This is a similar trend shown by the overall cohort data in Figure 2, 
although appearing in reverse predicted order. However, Resources is ranked as the third highest 
barrier to change for School C, but it is ranked as the sixth highest barrier to change in the cohort level 
data. Additionally, School C ranks Perception of need as the equal seventh barrier (out of 10) within 
their school, but this construct is shown as the lowest barrier when data from all schools are combined. 
These results for School C are not isolated, with other schools’ barriers to change order also deviating 
from the overall Cohort 1 barriers to change analysis. This suggests that overall cohort data should not 
be used to predict a school’s barriers to change, but that school level data should be utilised. 

Figure 3: Distribution of the readiness for change construct scores for each Cohort 1 school
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Learnings and recommendations
Reflecting on the data presented in this report, it is recommended that to increase the likelihood 
of GIRFTS implementation success, all Cohort 1 schools focus on:

 • ways they can support staff to reduce their stress levels

 • ways they can support staff to reduce their workload.

Additionally, Figures 2 and 3 emphasise the importance of schools reviewing their own readiness for 
change data to overcome the specific barriers their school community faces in implementing GIRFTS.

Next steps
The following readiness for change research questions will be examined by the GIRFTS research team 
over the coming months:

1. Is there a difference in a school’s readiness profile after 6 months of GIRFTS implementation?

2. Are the items in the current readiness for change measures fit for purpose?

3. Does providing schools with access to their readiness to change data improve the school’s readiness 
for change?

4. Do the baseline readiness profiles align with the implementation experiences of schools and 
implementation support partners?
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