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The Relationship Between IQ and Family Size

In an article in American Sociological Review, Meredith Phillips summed up research into family size and achievement by saying “the negative association between sibship size and cognitive skills is robust and strong”.8  This paper takes a closer look at this surprising statement.  The first part of the paper discusses some of the research that has been done and examines potential problems in the studies.  It also presents two explanations that have been created to try to explain the negative relationship between sibship size and IQ.  The second part of the paper discusses the plausibility of an individual’s social environment playing a role in IQ development.  The paper concludes with implications in both private and public life.    

During my research, I examined around thirty studies regarding family size and IQ, and I have come to the same conclusion as Meredith did: there is a negative association between sibship size and intellectual development.  I am most interested in the relationship between family size and cognitive skills as seen in studies that use intelligence tests.  In other words, I am interested in the relationship between sibship size and IQ.  All of these studies showed that as family size increases, performance on IQ tests decreases.



I will illustrate this point by showing the data from one experiment.  This experiment is typical of most of the other experiments done in this area of study.  The researchers will analyze the scores of students who have taken some sort of cognitive ability test.  This particular study was done by Lala Steelman and James Mercy.  Steelman and Mercy analyzed the scores of children on the Wechsler vocabulary and block-design subtests.6  There were 3428 children whose ages ranged from 6-11.  I copied the table in the article that summarized their results:6    

Table 1: “Mean IQ by Birth Order by Sibship Size”6
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You can see from the table that cognitive ability decreases with increased family size.  It also appears that birth order has some sort of an effect on IQ scores.  The chart shows that as birth order increases, IQ scores decrease.  However, Steelman analyzed the data and showed that there is no real effect of birth order on IQ once family size is taken into account.  This finding is consistent with most other experiments regarding birth order.  Most researchers now conclude that birth order does not have any independent effect – it just appears to because it is correlated with family size.  This study also gave a table of correlation coefficients.  I copied the table from the article:6  

Table 2: “Correlation Coefficients Between IQ and Sibship Size”
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As you can see, there is a negative correlation between IQ and sibship size.  There will be a discussion of the significance of the correlation coefficient later on in this paper.  Right now it is only important to recognize that there is a negative relationship between family size and IQ.  There are many other studies that have been done that show this same result.  


After the initial research into sibship size and IQ was completed, many were critical of the results.  In science, it is important to make sure that what you think you are measuring is not being affected by other variables that you just can’t (or don’t) see.  In this case, some believed that socioeconomic status was influencing the results and others believed that it could be that the heritability of IQ was influencing the results.  These concerns were addressed in subsequent experiments.


The strongest criticism of the hypothesis that IQ declines with increased sibship size has to do with socioeconomic status.  Some scientists hypothesized that socioeconomic status may be accounting for the apparent effects of family size.6  It has been found that families lower on the economic ladder tend to be larger and also tend to produce children with lower IQ’s.9  The cause of the lower IQ could be the impact of socioeconomic status and it may have nothing to do with family size.  However, if a study analyzing the effects of family size on IQ did not control for socioeconomic status, it would appear that the larger family size was related directly to lower IQ.  Experimenters set up studies where socioeconomic status was controlled and then looked at the effects of family size on IQ.  Once again, it was shown that increased family size is negatively correlated with IQ.9  


We should take a moment here to understand how a scientist controls for a variable.  In experiments, it is relatively easy to control for variables – the scientist randomly assigns subjects to groups.  These groups are identical except for the experimental variable.  That way, the researcher can actually see whether or not it is the experimental variable that is causing the effect or if it is some other variable.  However, it is more difficult to control for a variable in correlation studies.  For these studies, the researcher fits a model to the variable he wants to control.  Then he adds in the variable he is looking for and sees if that variable adds any predictive value to the model.  In this case, the researcher would create a statistical model relating socioeconomic status and IQ.  This model would be an equation that predicts IQ from socioeconomic status.  Then he would compare the model’s prediction to the actual data to see how well it fits.  Next, the researcher would create a new model that also included family size in the equation.  He would then compare this new model to the actual data.  If the model using both family size and socioeconomic status helped predict IQ even better than the model with just socioeconomic status, then he could reasonably say that correlation between family size and IQ is not caused solely by the relationship that family size and IQ have with socioeconomic status.13  That is exactly what happened in every experiment that examined family size and IQ.  Even after socioeconomic status was controlled for, there was a negative relationship between family size and IQ.1

In 1973, Olneck studied the aptitude tests of 2784 sixth-grade boys in Kalamazoo, Michigan.12  He found that there was a negative relationship between family size and test scores, even after controlling for socioeconomic status.  The R2 for number of siblings and test scores was .124 after socioeconomic background was controlled for.12  This is a fairly strong result.  Many other studies were done to test the relationship between family size and IQ when socioeconomic background is omitted and they all found that family size did have an effect.


Now is a good time to explain what an R2 (or the correlation coefficient squared) really means.  The correlation coefficient describes the variation of the variable about its mean.  Social scientists generally interpret the R2 value to be how much of one variable is predicted by the other.  For instance, an R2 of .5 means that 50% of one variable is predicted by the other variable.13  In the study stated above, the R2 was .124.  This means that after socioeconomic status had been used to account for some of the variance in the boys IQ’s, 12.4% of the residual variance was predicted by family size alone.  Considering everything that contributes to a person’s IQ – parental IQ, socioeconomic status, time spent with adults and other children – this is a fairly large amount.  


Another potentially problematic variable is parental IQ.  It could be that more intelligent parents tend to have fewer children.  Since IQ is 50-70% heritable, this would mean that children of larger families would have lower IQ not based on family size but on the fact that they inherited a lower IQ from their parents.  However, studies have shown that there is not a negative relationship between parental IQ and number of children (there is no significant difference in parental IQ between those parents with few children and those with many children).20  Thus, this argument is not valid and should not be a concern.  


So far, the variables of socioeconomic status and parental IQ are the only two that scientists have proposed could be skewing the results of the correlation between family size and IQ.  There could be another variable that no one has thought of yet that is confounding with family size and making it seem that family size has more of an effect on IQ than it really does.  However, since none others have been proposed, we can tentatively assume that it is true that IQ and sibship size have a direct negative correlation.  I am going to speak next of theories developed to account for this phenomenon.  There are two main theories – the confluence model and the resource dilution hypothesis.  


   The confluence model was created by Zajonc and Markus in 1975.6  This model proposes that a person’s intelligence is influenced by the intellectual environment that he is raised in as a child.  The confluence model has both a theoretical and formula component.  The theoretical part states that, “intellectual environment can be thought of in this context as being some function of the absolute intellectual level of its members”.6  Since the intellectual level of each of the family members creates the overall familial intellectual climate, each family member has an impact.  In fact, each additional child in a family decreases the overall intellectual level of the family.9  The confluence model predicts that as sibling size increases, intellectual climate decreases.  Therefore, children brought up in smaller families (richer intellectual environments) should have a higher IQ than children raised in larger families.6 

The theory behind the confluence model also predicts that child spacing has an impact on intellectual development.9  Children spaced close together would have a lower intellectual climate than the same number of children more spaced out.  Thus, sibships which are more compressed produce children with lower IQ’s than those same size sibships which are less compressed.9  However, if the children are spaced out by four years or more, they appear to have nominal real effect on each other’s IQ.9  The confluence model also takes into account something called the “teaching function”.11  This states that it is beneficial to the intellectual development of a child if he teaches a younger sibling.  Thus, only children and last born children suffer because they have no younger children to teach.11 

The second component of the confluence model is the actual formula that predicts a given child’s IQ.  This formula was developed by Zajonc and Markus and it states that a child’s IQ = (M/C) x 100.14  The C stands for “chronological age”.  The M stands for “mental age” and is a function of the mental ages of everyone in that child’s family.  This mental age is calculated by the formula Mij(t) = Mij(t-1) + αij(t) + λij(t).  The M (mental age at time t) of the ith child in a family with j children is determined by three components.  The first, Mij(t-1), is the mental age of that child the year before.  The second, αij(t), is how much the total family intellectual climate contributed to the mental age change from time t-1 to time t.  The third, λij(t), is how much the teaching function contributed to the change in mental age from time t-1 to time t.11  This formula is extremely complicated and I am not going to take the time to explain each piece now.  If you are interested in the formula or in the analysis of each component, you can look in Retherford and Sewell’s article (number 14).  Here I simply want to point out that the confluence model does have a formula attached and also want to present the general components of that formula.

Since the confluence model is stated as a function, it should be relatively easy to test.  Not surprisingly, then, the confluence model has been tested many times in the last twenty years.  The results are inconclusive.  This model has been shown to have predictive value in some experiments, but not in others.9  These inconclusive results make it hard to determine what one really should think about the confluence model.  

Just because the exact formula of the confluence model has not been proven correct, does not mean that the theory behind the model is faulty.  The model predicts that increased number of siblings would produce decreased IQ.  This result has been shown in many studies for many years and is generally accepted as true among social scientists.11  So perhaps the formula component of the confluence model is incorrect because the exact formula is flawed, but the theory part of the confluence model is still correct.      

A competing theory to the confluence model is called the resource dilution hypothesis.  This hypothesis was developed by Blake in 1981.11 It states that “the more children, the more parental resources are divided… and hence, the lower the quality of the output”.  The intellectual development of a child is influenced by the family resources.  These resources are divided up into three types.  The first is termed “types of home, necessities of life, cultural objects”.11  This would include things like music, educational toys, and books.  The second type of resource is called “specific chances to engage in the outside world”.11  This includes opportunity for activities like music lessons, traveling and dance lessons.  The last type of resource is “personal attention, intervention and teaching” done by the parent.11  Larger sibships mean that all three of these types of resources are more divided and less available to each child.  The resource dilution hypothesis states that decreased resources results in lower IQ.

It is easy to see that, like in the confluence model, sibship spacing is an important factor in the resource dilution hypothesis.9  More compressed sibships will dilute some of the resources more than more spaced out sibships will.  These resources include things like educational toys and books.  If two children are four years apart, by the time the younger one is able to read/play with the book/toy, the older one is no longer reading that level of book/toy.  This may also be true with parental time.  Two children between the ages of 1-3 will take more of the mother’s time and thus receive less individual time than those same two children spaced out by four years.  However, not all resources work this way.  Some of them will be divided no matter how the children are spaced.  Interestingly, it has been shown that children spaced out by four years or more have negligible negative effect on each other’s IQs. 

Experiments have been done to test various areas of the resource dilution hypothesis.  In order to provide support for the resource dilution hypothesis
, it must be first shown that increasing the number of children does indeed dilute the parental resources.  Finances have been of particular interest because “economic assets provide the foundation upon which the impact of other social resources may often be realized”.17  More simply put, money is the root of many other resources, such as books, educational toys, cultural items and extracurricular opportunities.  If it can be shown that finances are diluted with increased number if children, it is reasonable to assume that many other resources are diluted as well.  Thus, there have been many studies done to examine the dilution of parental finances.  Most of the studies have found that as family size increases, the amount of money that parents spend on each child decreases.17  This is especially true with finances spent on a child’s education.  Powell and Steelman did one such study in 1980-1984.  The results of the study shown below have been taken directly from the article:17
Table 3: “Regression Statistics Relating Parental Expenditures and Sibship Conformation”
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This table shows the regression coefficients between several independent variables (proportion of siblings closely spaced, number of siblings and proportion of older siblings) and parental expenditures.  The regression coefficients are not the same thing as the R2 value, but they do tell us if two variables are positively or negatively correlated.  There are several important things to note from the above results.  You can see from column two that even when parental education, income and race are controlled, there is still a negative relationship between parental financial contribution and sibship size.  There is also a negative relationship between parental contribution and the number of closely spaced siblings.   Furthermore, there appears to be a greater negative effect of closely spaced siblings than there is with just sibship size.  Thus, it seems that financial resources are indeed diluted with increased number of siblings and also are diluted worse when those siblings are closely spaced.  Column three shows us that there is a negative relationship between parental financial contribution and both number of siblings and number of siblings closely spaced, even when grades and academic performance are controlled.  That means that the parent’s financial contributions are diluted regardless of the academic performance of the child.  This study provides support for the resource dilution model because it shows that financial resources (which are the foundation for many other resources) are diluted when number of children increases.  

I have presented two different models to explain the negative relationship between family size and intellectual development.  Are they actually very different?  How can we tell the two hypotheses apart?  They both seem to predict the same result – that increased family size results in lower IQ.  However, there is a subtle difference.  The resource dilution theory says that there is no direct effect of sibling-position on IQ.  It only provides an indirect effect through the dilution of parental resources.16  The confluence theory states that there is a direct effect of a child’s sibling-position the development of his IQ.16  This technical difference does not seem too overly important to me for what I am looking into.  They both predict that IQ decreases with increased number if siblings and that closer spaced sibships have lower IQs than their less dense counterparts.  As far as this paper is concerned, either hypothesis could be true and it would not impact the conclusions presented.   


We have seen research that strongly suggests that there is a negative relationship between family size and IQ.  Now the question remains, is this relationship determined by some environmental factor or is it all hereditary?  Many of us are hesitant to believe that IQ is environmentally influenced because we see IQ as inherent to each person as though it is some part of his or her genetic makeup.  In fact, it has been determined that IQ is between 50 and 70% hereditary.16  That leaves 30-50% that is determined by something other than genes.  This extra portion could be determined by prenatal conditions or could be determined by some postnatal factors.  


Some people argue that the part of IQ that is not determined by hereditary is determined completely by prenatal conditions.  They state that the reason larger families have children with lower IQs is because bearing more children is hard on the mother’s body and the lack of essential nutrients during fetal development lowers the child’s IQ.6  Scientists have done twin studies to examine this explanation.  Twins consistently score lower on IQ tests than non-twins in the same-size families.  This could be explained by both prenatal and postnatal factors.  On the postnatal end, certainly both the confluence and the resource dilution hypotheses explain the abnormally low IQ of twins.  Two children the same exact age would definitely lower the intellectual climate (confluence model) and would also decrease the available resources (resource dilution).  However, the lowered IQ of twins could also be explained assuming that a child’s postnatal environment plays no role in his IQ development.  Perhaps the mother’s body is not well equipped to bear more than one child at a time and thus the twins’ brains do not develop properly in the womb.  How could we be sure which one of these explanations (prenatal or postnatal) is true?


Interestingly enough, it has been found that though twins score lower than non-twins in the same family size, twins whose co-twins die within the first month after birth have just as high of an IQ as non-twins!6  This result has been found in many studies and I will present the data from just one here.  This study was done by Record, McKeown and Edwards in 1970 and looked at the average intelligence of twins who were both still alive and twins whose co-twins died within the first month of birth.5  The data are
 summarized in a table below, copied from the article:5

Table 4: “IQ Scores of Twins”
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As you can see, twins whose co-twins die within the first month of birth had higher average intelligence than those who had both twins still alive.  It is interesting to note from the chart that the twins who had one co-twin die within the first month have a lower average birth weight, yet have a higher IQ.  This suggests that a lower birth weight does not necessarily mean decreased intelligence.  These experiments suggest that the lowered IQ of twins is not due to depletion in a mother’s body.  Since twins whose co-twins die within the first month do just as well as non-twins intellectually, it is probable that the IQ difference of twins is determined by something other than prenatal factors.  I am not saying that prenatal factors can never affect an infant’s IQ development.  Certainly, if a mother consumes alcohol or drugs or does not intake adequate nutrition while pregnant, that might affect a child’s IQ.  What I am saying is that it appears that prenatal conditions are not the only thing that has an influence on IQ.  These twin studies suggest that it is likely that there is a part of intelligence that is determined by some postnatal factors.  

There could be many different postnatal factors that can have an effect IQ.  What I am most interested in is whether or not there are any social factors that contribute to IQ development.  Simply stating that there are postnatal factors that influence a child’s IQ is not sufficient to conclude that these factors have anything to do with that child’s social environment.  To do so would be to forget that there are many biological factors that can occur after birth (such as ingesting lead or being depleted of oxygen for a long period of time) that could affect a child’s IQ.  Thus, it could be that the postnatal factors that influence a child’s IQ development have nothing to do with social environment.  How can we figure out if there are any social postnatal factors that can affect IQ?  Luckily, there have been studies done that show specifically the relationship between social environment and IQ development.  

The studies relating social environment and IQ were done to examine the effectiveness of early child intervention programs.21  Early childhood intervention programs have been attempted in many states over the last fifty years.  The aim of these programs is to “improve child health and development by providing socioeconomically disadvantaged children with various services and social supports during part or all of the period of early childhood”.21  These programs include Smart Start (North Carolina) and Success by Six (Vermont).21  In these studies, very young children were randomly assigned to participate in the intervention programs.  The children in the programs were compared to children outside of the programs in many areas of their lives, but the quality of interest for this paper is IQ.  It was found that the children enrolled in the programs averaged a statistically significant higher IQ than the children who were not enrolled in the program.21  Since the children were randomly assigned, it appears that it was the program (a social environmental factor) that is related to the increase in IQ.  Thus, the experiments have provided strong evidence that social environment is related to IQ development.   

Does the claim that IQ is partially socially determined fit with other data that we have on IQ?  The one piece of information that we know about IQ that could be problematic to our social environmental hypothesis concerns IQ stability.  Studies have been done where a person’s IQ is tested at a young age and then at a later age.  These studies have concluded that IQ is relatively stable through out a person’s life. Most of us would agree that a person’s social environment seems to change through out his life.  It is not immediately clear, then, that this changing social environment could play a role in IQ, which remains relatively stable.  However, there are a couple explanations that could account for this.  The first is that it could be that though a person’s physical environment changes through out his lifetime, the relevant social factors that influence intellectual growth do not actually change much at all.  A person brought up in a rich intellectual climate may go on to higher education, where he is surrounded by highly intellectual friends and eventually choose an intellectually stimulating job.  In contrast, a person brought up in a low intellectual climate may go on to get a less intellectually stimulating job.  Thus, even though the person’s actual environment has changed over his lifetime, his social intellectual climate has not changed much at all.  This idea is one explanation that would make our belief that social environment influences IQ consistent with the belief that IQ is stable over a person’s lifetime. 

Another explanation focuses on the importance of early childhood in intellectual development.  “Research and clinical work have found that the experiences of the infant and young child provide the foundation for long-term physical and mental health as well as cognitive development.”21 Scientists do not give an IQ test to a four-month-old baby or even an 18-month-old child. Perhaps there is a social environmental factor that influences IQ development during these critical infant and young childhood years and it has its impact early enough in a child’s life that it is not detected by IQ stability experiments. It could be that a child’s IQ is influenced by a social component during infancy and though out young childhood (perhaps before the age of 5 for instance), and then is solidified and remains stable through out the rest of that person’s life.  This explanation is quite plausible, because researchers have found that the human brain grows to 85% of its adult size by the time it is 2½.years old.21  Furthermore, “research suggests that the early years of brain development provide an important foundation for future emotional and cognitive functioning”.21 If it is true that the human brain has a time during infancy and young childhood where it can be influenced by social factors and then after that period is not influenced very significantly by social factors anymore, our hypothesis that there is a social component of IQ would indeed be consistent with current understanding of IQ stability.  


We have determined thus far that there is strong evidence that there is a negative relationship between IQ and family size.  We have also seen experiments that suggest that that relationship is partially related to social environmental factors.  Now it is time to answer the question, do we care about this?  What does an IQ test really measure?  And do the IQ tests actually predict anything important?  If they do not, then it really does not matter whether or not someone has a high or low IQ.  Thus, we should not care what our child’s IQ was and would not take steps to try to make it as high (or low) as possible.  However, if IQ does predict something important, then we would try to take steps to give our children high IQs .


 Most researchers agree that IQ tests measure an individual’s cognitive abilities that enable him to perform well in school.  “Typical intelligence tests designed for use in our culture with school-age children or adults measure largely verbal abilities; to a lesser degree, they also cover abilities to deal with numerical and other abstract symbols.  These are abilities that predominate in school learning.  Most intelligence tests can therefore be regarded as measures of scholastic aptitude.”19 Some have argued that IQ tests do not truly measure what society recognizes as “intelligence”.  However, this paper is not concerned with whether or not IQ tests really predict intelligence, it is most concerned with whether or not the tests predict anything important to an individual’s ability to function and be successful in our society.

As it turns out, IQ tests are an excellent predictor of academic performance.  “The link between intellectual ability and grades in high school is particularly strong.”18  Many studies have been done that suggest that a person’s intellectual ability is the strongest predictor of high school grades.  Even aspects of a person’s life that we think would have a strong influence – such as parental education, family income and father’s occupation – have very little effect compared to intellectual ability.18  Thus, we can conclude that IQ tests measure a person’s ability to perform well in an academic setting.  A higher IQ would predict better success in school.  This means that IQ tests do indeed predict something important, because as we all know, a person’s academic success has profound impact on the course of his life.


Most of us recognize that getting high grades in high school helps a person’s chances of going on to college, getting in to a good college and having a successful career.  This makes intuitive sense, but has it ever been studied?  There have actually been studies that examine high school academic performance to see if it is related to after-high school achievements. These studies have found that academic success is related to success in both higher education and in occupation.18  In our society, people with higher education tend to be better off economically and are seen as having a higher status than those with little or no education.  We know that IQ predicts academic performance, academic performance predicts higher education and education predicts economic and social status.  Therefore, IQ is related to both economic success and social status.  I think it is fairly clear that IQ tests do predict something important and thus we should care about increasing our children’s IQs.  This idea has implications in both private life and public policy.  


As far as private life is concerned, this paper has provided strong evidence regarding the benefits of spacing out children.  Granted, IQ is determined mostly by
 heredity.  However, the environment shapes the part of IQ that is not set by heredity.  Things like socioeconomic status and family size are part of this environment.  As presented earlier, once socioeconomic status is taken into account, family size has been shown to impact the residual variance on IQ by about 12%.  That is a comparatively large percentage when you think of how much ability you have to control it.  It is pretty difficult to increase your socioeconomic status when you start having children, just so your kids will have a higher IQ.  However, it is manageable for many people to space their children out or to have fewer children.  Even if a couple’s religious believes preclude them from using birth control, they can try to use natural family planning techniques to control the timing and amount of children they have.  Studies have shown that children spaced out by at least four years have negligible negative effect on each other’s IQs.   Spacing children out by at least four years could increase the child’s chance of having a higher IQ and thus higher economic success.


As far as public policy is concerned, if a person believes that people should have equal higher educational opportunities, and that it is the government’s job to get involved in that area, there are some things he should keep in mind.  The first is that higher educational opportunities are increased with increased performance in school.  The second is that IQ is a good predictor of academic performance.  Thus, to truly give people an equal shot at higher education, it makes most sense to try to equalize their IQs.  Luckily, experiments strongly suggest that IQ does have a social environmental component, so it is possible to make a difference in a person’s IQ (it is not all genetic).  However, the studies also support the idea that the most effective interventions would take place in infancy and early childhood.  Programs that wait until high school to intervene are less likely to be successful, because by then the person’s IQ may be mostly solidified.  Exactly what public policies would help people increase their children’s IQs is still being studied.  There are many early childhood intervention programs that seem to be effective in increasing a child’s IQ, academic performance and economic success later in life.21  However, there are just as many that seem to be ineffective.21  If someone wanted to create a new program, what element should he consider?  Since increased family size is negatively correlated with IQ, it would make sense for public policies aimed at increasing IQ to try to counteract some of the negative aspects of large families.  

Determining what the negative aspects of large families really are is quite a difficult matter.  There are some obvious possibilities
, which include less time spent with adults and lower financial resources.   As we saw before, lowered financial resources have all sorts of consequences such as less educational toys, books and extracurricular materials.  However, there is no evidence about specifically which of these elements of large families is the one (or ones) contributing to the detrimental effect on IQ.  Thus, we could not reliably state that adding certain resources to large families would really help increase the children’s IQ’s.  


Some people do not believe that it is the governments responsibility to get involved in something as private as increasing a child’s IQ.  However, if someone did believe that and created a public policy to try to help, he would have to show many things about his policy before convincing me that it would really work.  First he would have to show that his policy would have an impact on the child during infancy or early childhood (the early years of brain development when it is most likely that the social environment has an impact on IQ development).  Second, he would have to show that whatever resource he is adding to the child’s life actually has an impact on IQ development.  It is not enough to say “less resources equals lower intelligence” and then add some random resource and claim it increases intelligence.  He would have to do experiments that prove that the resource(s) they are adding will actually increase IQ.  There is a good way to do that.  A scientist could take a group of large families and add only certain resources and then see if their IQ is greater than their family size and socioeconomic status would predict.  Researchers examining the effectiveness of early childhood intervention programs have done just this.  They have randomly assigned children to programs that give them more resources and then they compare those children’s IQs to the IQs of the children in the control group.   


I have analyzed the relationship between family size and IQ and found many important things.  First and foremost, there appears to be a negative relationship between sibship size and IQ.  Secondly, this relationship
 is present even after things like socioeconomic status are accounted for.  Third, there are two competing theories that try to explain this phenomenon.  The first is the confluence model and the second is the resource dilution hypothesis.  Both of these theories  predict that increased siblings produces a lower IQ.  They are also both consistent with the data that suggests that children spaced four or more years apart have negligible effects on each other’s IQs.  Fourth, the evidence strongly suggests that there is a component of a child’s IQ that is related to his social environment.  This means that we may be able impact our children’s IQ.  Evidence suggests that it is most effective to try to do so during infancy or early childhood.  Since IQ tests predict academic success, which in turn predict economic and social success, it is desirable to try to increase our children’s IQ’s.  Spacing out children by at least four ways seems to be one way to potentially increase a child’s IQ.  Early childhood intervention programs aim to increase children’s IQs.  Some of these programs appear to be successful and some do not appear to be very effective.  There is still plenty of research being done in the area of child IQ development that could help shape child intervention programs in the future. 
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