
Introduction Since 1999, the Offord Centre for Child Studies (OCCS) at 
McMaster University has been the national depository for data on the 
early development of children, collected using the Early Development 
Instrument (EDI). Difficulties that children have in their early years at 
school can have a detrimental effect on their long-term academic 
achievement and success in their later years. With the awareness of the 
importance of early development, communities are increasingly interested 
in tracking their children’s progress and assessing whether or not various 
initiatives are improving developmental outcomes.  This knowledge is a 
valuable tool that can influence policies and decisions around resources 
for children and families.
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The Early Development Instrument (EDI) is a short, teacher-completed 
instrument, implemented in kindergarten.  It is a feasible, affordable, and 
psychometrically sound tool, used internationally.  The EDI measures 
children’s readiness to learn at school in five general domains:
- Physical Health and Well-Being 
- Social Knowledge and Competence 
- Emotional Health/Maturity 
- Language and Cognitive Development 
- General Knowledge and Communication Skills.
As a result of the EDI, many school boards are observing that children 
from certain neighborhoods are entering kindergarten at a disadvantage 
in terms of their readiness to learn.  With the knowledge of their weakest 
areas of school readiness, communities may move forward to institute 
various community projects and programs that help improve early 
development.

Purpose A community survey, developed at the OCCS, was sent to 
communities  throughout Ontario and Manitoba which had participated 
in previous EDI implementations.  The purpose of this survey was to 
investigate  the community use of the EDI results  in bringing about 
change in  local programming for children and families.  A 
corresponding objective was to assess whether community action 
reflected the status of child development in the community. 

Methods

Amount of Change for those who Responded:

73.3%% that indicated 
change:

33Number that 
indicated change:

45Number that 
responded:
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Results

Our results indicate that communities 
are making some use of the EDI data to 
address problem areas.  Of particular 
interest is the placement of Child and 
Family Centers which serve to support 
young children in a variety of capacities.  
Follow-up work is needed to observe 
the trajectory of problem areas in 
response to these initiatives.
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Program

Sites included rural, urban and mixed 
centers and varied in size from 69 to 
10,758 children.

Program types were fairly evenly implemented 
across the spectrum (N=161 programs).

Distribution of Programs Implemented as a 
Result of the EDI

Program Implementation by Type
as a Result of the EDI

Distribution of Program Implementation 
in Various Community Types

Program Implementation by Percent
of Children with Problems

Urban sites were more likely to implement 
programs, reflecting the varied demographic 
of their constituency as well as their resources. 

Due to varied timelines, it is  too early to 
determine whether implemented programs are 
as yet having an effect in reducing problem 
areas.

75 sites with EDI participation prior to 
2005/2006 school year identified

2 sites excluded due to 
the small community site 

size (<60 kindergarteners)

Surveys 
distributed to 

73 sites 

45 responded
(61.6%)

28 did not respond
(38.4%)

Site coordinators indicated that the EDI 
was helpful in directing program selection 
or in supporting proposed implementations.

Significant Findings from the Association 
Between Programs Implemented 

and EDI results
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Initiatives occurred in community and school
settings, providing both problem-targeted and
broad-spectrum supports.

Child/Family Centers
11%

Other social/emotional or 
behavioral related 

programs in community for 
children 0-6 years

7%

Parenting programs
12%

ESL programs for children 
0-6 years

5%

ESL programs for 
families/adults

7%

Speech/language 
programs for children 0-6 

years
12%

Other social/emotional or 
behavioral related 
programs in school

10%

Roots of Empathy 
programs in schools

9%

Library-related programs 
(for children 0-6 years or 

families with children)
11%

Health-related programs 
(for children 0-6 years or 

families with children)
7% Non-profit recreation 

programs for children
 0-6 years

4%

Aboriginal programs
 for children 0-6 years

5%

This research was supported by the MCFSS, Province of Ontario, and Healthy Child Manitoba, Canada.

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Sp
ee

ch
/la

ng
ua

ge

Pa
re

nt
in

g

Li
br

ar
y

C
hi

ld
 &

 F
am

ily
C

en
te

rs

S
oc

/E
m

ot
/B

eh
av

 -
sc

ho
ol

R
oo

ts
 o

f E
m

pa
th

y

H
ea

lth
-r

el
at

ed
 -

ch
ild

 &
 fa

m
ily

S
oc

/E
m

ot
/B

eh
av

 -
co

m
m

un
ity

ES
L 

- f
am

ily
/a

du
lt

Ab
or

ig
in

al

ES
L 

-  
0-

6 
ye

ar
s

N
on

-p
ro

fit
re

cr
ea

tio
n

Program

%
 o

f s
ite

s 
th

at
 im

pl
em

en
te

d 
pr

og
ra

m
 b

y 
co

m
m

un
ity

 ty
pe

 

Urban (n=11) Rural (n=18) Mixed (n=16)

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

C
hi

ld
 &

 F
am

ily
C

en
tre

rs

P
ar

en
tin

g

ES
L 

- 0
-6

 y
ea

rs

E
S

L 
- f

am
ily

/a
du

lt

S
pe

ec
h/

la
ng

ua
ge

Ab
or

ig
in

al

N
on

-p
ro

fit
re

cr
ea

tio
n

H
ea

lth
-r

el
at

ed
 -

ch
ild

 &
 fa

m
ily

Li
br

ar
y

R
oo

ts
 o

f E
m

pa
th

y

S
oc

/E
m

ot
/B

eh
av

 -
sc

ho
ol

S
oc

/E
m

ot
/B

eh
av

 -
co

m
m

un
ity

Program

Pe
rc

en
t o

f C
hi

ld
re

n 
w

ith
 P

ro
bl

em
s

%Problem - no impl %Problem - yes impl Low1domain - no impl

Low1domain - yes impl Low2domains - no impl Low2domains - yes impl

44%
42%

38% 38%
36%

31%

27% 27%
24%

18% 18%
16%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

S
pe

ec
h/

la
ng

ua
ge

Pa
re

nt
in

g

Li
br

ar
y

C
hi

ld
 &

 F
am

ily
C

en
te

rs

So
c/

E
m

ot
/B

eh
av

 -
sc

ho
ol

R
oo

ts
 o

f E
m

pa
th

y

H
ea

lth
-r

el
at

ed
 - 

ch
ild

&
 fa

m
ily

So
c/

E
m

ot
/B

eh
av

-
co

m
m

un
ity

ES
L 

- f
am

ilie
s/

ad
ul

t

Ab
or

ig
in

al

E
SL

 - 
0-

6 
ye

ar
s

N
on

-p
ro

fit
 re

cr
ea

tio
n

Programs

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f s
ite

s 
th

at
 im

pl
em

en
te

d 
pr

og
ra

m


