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Introduction

• The following questions arose during the Nov 11, 2019 EYDG meeting:
• Did all School Boards participate in the EDI? 

• Are the responses from the additional questions (Ex: child care questions) within the 
EDI dataset?

• From these other factors (ex: early childhood experience), which one of them 
influences EDI scores the most?

• Which domains/ subdomains are the most predictive of future success (in order to 
prioritize these results)? 

• Answers have been compiled within this slide deck
• Informal literary searches were performed

• Additional factors that affect EDI scores, vulnerability or and development were also 
identified through secondary research

• Information provided is only to help facilitate discussion and provoke further thinking  
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Did all School Boards participate? 

• School board indicator is not present in the EDI data set (County of 
Simcoe) 
• Instead, used School ID’s (numerical) from the EDI dataset and used VLookUp

to extract school board names from the ‘Ontario public schools enrollment 
2017-2018’ excel sheet from https://data.ontario.ca/dataset/ontario-public-
schools-enrol. 

• Yes
• CS Catholique MonAvenir;

• Simcoe County DSB;

• Simcoe Muskoka CDSB;

• Penetanguishene PSSB; and,

• CS Viamonde. 
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Did all School Boards participate? 
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Missing Cases and or Other School Board’s Cases: 

• EDI dataset contains other school boards’ data (around 19 cases) 

• Is a common occurrence 

• Via DAC group I have learned the following:  

• One region shared that misplaced data is not shareable due to MOUs and so 
decided to remove cases that do not belong and proceed with analysing 
remaining cases. 

• Another region is discussing missing cases with the Ministry and awaiting 
response.

• The postal codes that are assigned are the ones in OnSIS as of October 31 of 
the preceding year (e.g., 2017 for 2018). So children who move after that date 
are assigned to where they lived on that date.
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Are the responses from the additional questions (Ex: 
child care questions) within the EDI dataset?

• Yes
• All responses from ‘Section E –Additional Questions’ and ‘Section D – Special 

Concerns’ are included within our EDI SPSS file. 
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From these other factors (ex: early childhood 
experience), which one of them influences EDI 

scores the most?

• Unclear which factor is the most predictive from secondary literature search conducted thus 
far

• Found research on factors that do affect EDI scores or and school/life success (or some other 
test scores)  

• Other Factors: 
• *Attending early intervention programs

• *Non parental care (type, before/after school, full/part time, regular or not)

• Attending community learning programs 

• *Attending JK 

• The way a child is dropped off/picked up 
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Attending Early Intervention 

• An organization called ‘The Children’s League’ summarized findings from a  book 
called ‘Early Childhood Interventions: Proven Results, Future Promise’ by Lynn A. 
Karoly, M. Rebecca Kilburn, and Jill S. Canno’ on their webpage: 
https://www.tclny.org/benefits-of-early-intervention: 

• Early childhood intervention programs have been shown to yield benefits in 
academic achievement, behavior, educational progression and attainment, 
reduction in delinquency and criminality, and improved labor market success, 
among other domains.

• Interventions with better-trained caregivers and smaller child-to-staff ratios 
appear to offer more favorable results.

• Well-designed early childhood interventions have been found to generate a 
return to society ranging from $1.80 to $17.07 for each dollar spent on the 
program.
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Non Parental Care 
• Does preschool benefit everyone equally? July 24, 2017 (Montreal): 

• Fewer children from low-income families attended preschool (79.6%) 
compared to better-off families (90.5%). These children started attending later 
and less frequently. They also were more likely to attend lower quality 
preschools.

• Children from low-income families who attended high-quality early childhood 
centre daycares were less likely to be vulnerable in two or more EDI domains 
than their peers who did not attend any preschool. Other preschool services 
did not show any protective effects, regardless of family income.

• Timing mattered as well. Children who started attending preschool before the 
age of 12 months were less likely to be vulnerable in two or more EDI domains.

• Attending preschool can be beneficial for children from low-income families, but 
only if the preschools are high quality. Results suggest that these children should 
start attending before the age of 12 months.

Taken from EDI Offord Site: https://edi.offordcentre.com/does-preschool-benefit-everyone-equally/
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Non Parental Care 
• The role of preschool in promoting children’s healthy development. Nov 27, 2015 

(Australia): 

• Across all developmental domains, a smaller proportion of children who 
attended preschool were vulnerable, compared to children who did not 
attend preschool.

• Even after accounting for children’s demographic differences, those who 
attended preschool had lower odds of being vulnerable on all AEDC domains 
except for emotional maturity, compared to other ECEC experiences, or care 
exclusively by parents.

• Preschool attendance helped children living in both advantaged and 
disadvantaged communities. However, children from the most disadvantaged 
communities still had higher odds of vulnerability than the most advantaged 
group.

• Preschool alone cannot substantially reduce inequity in outcomes across the 
socioeconomic divide.                                                                                                     
Taken from EDI Offord Site: https://edi.offordcentre.com/the-role-of-preschool-in-promoting-childrens-healthy-development/

9

Slide Deck for Discussion 

Purposes

https://edi.offordcentre.com/the-role-of-preschool-in-promoting-childrens-healthy-development/
https://edi.offordcentre.com/the-role-of-preschool-in-promoting-childrens-healthy-development/


Attending JK 

• The impact of junior kindergarten on behaviour in elementary school children: 

• Using data from the first cycle of the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and 
Youth, this study examines the impact of junior kindergarten on children’s 
behavioural development, above and beyond regional differences and 
individual/household factors.

• The results revealed that on the whole, junior kindergarten did not seem to 
decrease problem behaviour. 

• Attending junior kindergarten did not reduce the risk gap for behavioural difficulties 
between children from lower SES and higher SES backgrounds.

Reference: Linda Pagani, Denis Larocque, Richard Tremblay & Pierre Lapointe (2003) The impact of junior 
kindergarten on behaviour in elementary school children, International Journal of Behavioral Development, 
27:5, 423-427, DOI: 10.1080/01650250344000028
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Attending JK 

• The Impact of Junior Kindergarten on Math Skills in Elementary School:

• Using data from the first cycle of the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and 
Youth, this study examines the impact of junior kindergarten on children's later skills 
in math, above and beyond regional differences and individual/ household 
factors.

• Earlier schooling did not provide the cognitive boost that would lead to better 
performance in arithmetic, especially for girls.

• Junior kindergarten attendance did not help bridge the performance gap based 
on economic advantage/disadvantage. 

• Primary school children from poor families who attended junior kindergarten did 
not perform on par with their middle-class peers. 

Reference: Linda Pagani, Denis Larocque, Richard Tremblay & Pierre Lapointe (2004) The Impact of Junior 
Kindergarten on Math Skills in Elementary School, Canadian Journal of School Psychology, 19:1-2, 117-136, 
DOI:10.1177/082957350401900106
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Attending JK 

• Effects of Junior Kindergarten on Emerging Literacy in Children from Low-Income and 
Linguistic-Minority Families: 

• At the end of the school year, linguistic-minority children made significantly greater 
improvements in language skills than their host society classmates.

• Long-term results suggest that linguistic-minority children continued to make 
significant improvements.

Reference: Linda Pagani, Julie Jalbert, Pierre Lapointe & Martine Hébert (2006) Effects of Junior Kindergarten on 
Emerging Literacy in Children from Low-Income and Linguistic-Minority Families, Early Childhood Educucation
Journal, 33, 209–215, DOI:10.1007/s10643-005-0031-5
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Which domains/ subdomains are the most predictive of 
future success (in order to prioritize these results)? 

• Can I use only one component of the EDI in research?

• “Using just one component of the EDI, such as the social/emotional 
development of children, is not recommended. The EDI looks at the 
development of the child from a holistic point of view. For example, a child 
may have good language and cognitive skills, but if they are not doing well 
emotionally or socially they may not be successful in school. The same could 
be said for a child who gets along well with others and is mature emotionally 
but has poor language and cognitive skills. Success in all five domains is what 
contributes to the child’s ability to succeed in the school environment. (FAQ : 
https://edi.offordcentre.com/researchers/faq/)” 
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Which domains/ subdomains are the most predictive of 
future success (in order to prioritize these results)? 

• Predicting Early School Achievement with the EDI: A Longitudinal Population-Based Study:

• Data was collected when the children were in kindergarten and a year later, as part of 
Quebec's Longitudinal Study of Child Development.

• EDI alone explained 36% of the variance in school achievement. 

• Two of the EDI domains (Physical Health and Well-Being and Language and Cognitive 
Development) contributed uniquely to the prediction of school achievement over and 
above the cognitive assessments and direct school readiness test.

• The social and emotional domains of the EDI were at best marginal predictors of school 
achievement.

• EDI predicts early school achievement as accurately as measures that take more time 
and resources to administer.

Reference: Nadine Forget-Dubois, Jean-Pascal Lemelin, Michel Boivin, Ginette Dionne, Jean R. Séguin, Frank 
Vitaro & Richard E. Tremblay (2007) Predicting Early School Achievement With the EDI: A Longitudinal Population-
Based Study, Early Education and Development, 18:3, 405-426, DOI: 10.1080/10409280701610796 
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Which domains/ subdomains are the most 
predictive of future success (in order to prioritize 

these results)? 
• Orange County Early Development Index (EDI) Predictive Validity Study. Do Scores from 

the EDI Predict Third Grade Achievement? (Robert Duncan, Greg Duncan, Lisa Stanley, 
Efren Aguilar, & Neal Halfon): 

• Purpose: to conduct the first predictive validity study of the EDI for a US population of 
children.

• EDI records were linked with 3rd grade SBAC Math and ELA proficiency levels to 
better understand the association between kindergarten EDI and 3rd grade 
achievement.

• Although the language & cognitive development domain was the most closely 
associated EDI domain with later proficiency, each EDI domain was strongly 
associated with the likelihood of being proficient on the SBAC Math and ELA. 

• The observed associations presented do not appear to be driven by other measured 
socio-demographic factors associated with the child, the classroom, or the 
neighborhood. 
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Other Factors Affecting EDI Scores and Vulnerability 
• Research published on Offord’s EDI website: 

• Chronic illness in mothers

• Poverty 
• Household: mother received Employment and Income Assistance in the month of their child’s birth
• Neighbourhood: family lived in the lowest income quintile neighbourhood

• Family risk
• Child welfare services involvement (up child’s 4th birthday)
• Low income
• Mother was a teen at her first birth
• Family with 4 or more children
• Maternal depression up to child’s 4th birthday

• Neighbourhood socioeconomic status 
• Unemployment
• Low average household income
• No high school completion

• Maternal age at childbirth 

• Screen time 
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Other Factors: Reports on Offord EDI Site 

Factor Affect or Association
Mother’s Chronic Illness 
(Australia) (1)

• Daughters of chronically ill mothers had increased odds of worse physical, social, emotional, 
and communicative health.

• Sons of chronically ill mothers had increased odds of language and cognitive difficulties.

Household Poverty 
(Manitoba) (2)

• More likely to be vulnerable on the EDI.
• For children born into household poverty, transitions out of poverty at any age were 

associated with a lower probability of EDI vulnerability.
• Associated with higher odds of externalizing mental conditions and asthma
• Placement in out-of-home care rate (17.4%).

Neighbourhood Poverty 
(Manitoba) (2)

• More likely to be vulnerable on the EDI. 
• For children transitioning out of neighbourhood poverty, EDI outcomes were only better if the 

move happened before age 2.
• Not associated with higher odds of externalizing mental conditions and asthma.
• Placement in out-of-home care rate (3.1%).

Both Household and 
Neighbourhood Poverty 
(Manitoba) (2)

• More likely to be hospitalized for an injury (2.1%) than children not born into poverty (0.6%).
• Had the highest rates of placement in out-of-home care (24.2%).
• Transitioning into either neighbourhood or household poverty was associated with worse EDI 

vulnerability.
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Other Factors: Reports on Offord EDI Site  

Factor Affect or Association
1.Maternal health,
2.Child’s health at birth, 3. 
Family risk (child welfare 
service involvement etc.), 
4. Neighbourhood 
socioeconomic status 
(Manitoba) (3)

• Family risk factors emerged as the key driver of language and cognitive development 
outcomes in kindergarten.

• Family risk factors were strongly influenced by neighbourhood SES.

Maternal age at childbirth 
(Australia) (4)

• 40% of children born to mothers 15 or younger were developmentally vulnerable, compared 
to only 17-18% of children born to mothers 30-35.

• Overall, the risk of a child being developmentally vulnerable decreases as maternal age 
increases, until a certain point. Once a mother becomes 35 the risk of their child being 
developmentally vulnerable increases with maternal age, roughly equivalent to the risk for 
children born to mothers in their early 20s.

• Socioeconomic disadvantage explained almost half of the increased risk of developmental 
vulnerability associated with younger motherhood.
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Other Factors: Reports on Offord EDI Site 

Factor Affect or Association
Screen Time (China) (5) • Any electronic device in the bedroom was linked with worse:

• social competence
• emotional maturity
• language/cognitive skills
• communication/general knowledge

• TV and game consoles in the bedroom were correlated with worse physical well-being and 
social competence.

• Families with higher SES were less likely to place electronic devices in their children’s 
bedrooms. They were even less likely to allow their use without parental restrictions. 
Children in these families had higher school readiness scores.
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Links to the reports referenced in the tables: 

1. https://edi.offordcentre.com/how-does-a-parents-chronic-illness-impact-their-child/

2. https://edi.offordcentre.com/poverty-and-early-childhood-outcomes/

3. https://edi.offordcentre.com/family-risk-factors-play-big-role-in-language-and-cognitive-development/

4. https://edi.offordcentre.com/what-happens-to-child-development-when-women-delay-pregnancy/

5. https://edi.offordcentre.com/restrict-screen-time-says-study-using-chinese-edi/
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