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Abstract

This scientific paper looks closely at four psychological publications that examined the correlation between socioeconomic status and the development of intelligence in children. Results from the studies using low birth weight children as their samples collectively found that socioeconomic situations are positively correlated with intelligence, those from poor backgrounds tending to have IQs on the lower end of the spectrum. Despite this trend, other studies show a positive link among a strong home environment, good genes, and cognitive resilience, fostering hope that children born into poverty may still be able to well develop to their intelligence in spite of their inherent conditions.
Effects of Socioeconomic Status on the Development

of Intelligence in Low Birth Weight Children


Psychologists around the world have long studied intelligence in a myriad of constructs to try to determine its foundations and correlates in everyday life. Countless articles can be found detailing experiments that can be collaborated into forming at least a general understanding of the implications surrounding intelligence today. Among these many trends studied is the relationship between one’s socioeconomic status (SES) and one’s level of cognition. Psychologists now recognize the strong positive correlation between these two concepts, yet they continue to pursue the topic by looking at its role in special cases to develop their ideas further. For instance, a number of tests have looked at the specific instances of children born prematurely with a low birth weight (LBW), born into families from a range of social statuses, to look at their intellectual acquisition under dire biological and social conditions. Three studies in particular well capture the correlations among these factors, their data showing that LBW children in poor socioeconomic situations have lower cognitive abilities than those children in higher classes (Dezoete, MacArthur, & Tuck, 2003; Weisglas-Kuperus, Baerts, Smrkovsky, & Sauer, 1993; Escalona, 1982). Still, the study performed by Kim-Cohen, Moffitt, Caspi, and Taylor (2004) offers hope that some of these already disadvantaged children will be able to resist this reality and develop to their full potentials.

Experiments

Dezoete et al. (2003) recently performed a three-year study on 334 children born under 1,500 g (considered to be LBW) at a hospital in New Zealand. These children were tested with the Bayley Scales of Infant Development-II (BSID-II) at 18 months and then later with the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale at 4 years of age. To be able to relate the families’ SES with the respective test scores, families were also assessed with the Elley-Irving Socio-Economic Index, which essentially accounts for the father’s occupation status at that time as the indicator of the family’s ongoing situation. The data indicated that a child’s Stanford-Binet results could be estimated from the child’s previous Bayley results largely by simply factoring in that child’s family’s SES. The child’s exact birthweight, degree of prematurity, and sex improved the accuracy of these predictions, but they were not nearly as influential as the SES factor. Therefore, this study demonstrates the apparent association between social standing and aptitude by looking at intelligence-test results over a period of infant progression (Dezoete et al., 2003).

Stemming from the same psychological basis, Weisglas-Kuperus et al. (1993) examined data collected from Bayley Scales tests at ages one and two and from the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children at age 3.6 years. Here, however, the socioeconomic ranking factored the entire family’s job status, the mother’s level of education, the availability and quantity of a familial support system, and the family’s ethnicity into the equation. The most striking numbers from the data were those that showed the disparities in test scores from ages one to two, signifying a large drop in both the mean and the upper limit of the range. Weisglas-Kuperus et al. (1993) attribute this largely to the switch from merely biological development to one increasingly shaped by the social environment, this change occurring between these respective ages. Escalona (1982) had similar results in her own study, and she further concluded that this could be due to two-year-olds’ developmental vulnerability. At two years of age a child’s problem solving and functioning capabilities begin to form, so SES would surely bear significance at this time (Escalona, 1982). Additionally, a stimulating environment was seen to correlate with a much higher test score average, implying that intervention could potentially help nurture the LBW babies to develop well (Weisglas-Kuperus et al., 1993).

Realizing the correlations that the aforementioned experiments reveal, Kim-Cohen et al. (2004) noted that some children nevertheless remarkably come out of impoverished families with a high intelligence level. Their experiment looked at a sample of over 1,000 five-year-old twins to replicate other studies by observing the interplay between a deprived SES and IQ levels and between guided tactics and persistent cognitive maturation; they further uniquely tested the genetic and environmental influences on how well children do develop this cognitive resilience. Their results clearly duplicated those from earlier experiments, yet they moreover found solid evidence to support their hypothesis of the importance of the children’s genes (i.e., strong character inherited from the parents) and home-environment (especially in the areas of maternal warmth and intellectually stimulating activities) in shaping the children’s mental growth despite their families’ state of poverty (Kim-Cohen et al., 2004). 
Conclusions


Among the multitude of articles and ideas circulating about intelligence emerge these four particular studies that examined the effects of SES on a child’s development of intelligence.  Strong positive correlations have been found in all of the results, further exemplifying the close relationship these two notions share.  While the final study differs from the others in that its sample was not focused on LBW children, its deductions are noteworthy because they are not limited to one particular group of children. Unfortunately, the continual stimulation and emphasis on cognition that kids absolutely need, including those children with the added biological threats on their development (as these LBW infants do), are stereotypically much less prevalent in poor families, which is where children actually need the most support in fostering their intellectual progression. Still, psychologists can apply these concepts to the future, like the above experimenters suggest, to develop support programs to help out such desperate families. 
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